
File No. -----=-1=90=0=-=S=O ______ Committee Item No~ ---=-...=;3 ___ _ 
Board Item No. I.E __ .....:.....::::.__ ___ _ 

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST 

Committee: Land Use and Transportation Committee Date February 4, 2019 

Board of Supervisors Meeting 
Cmte Board 

Date f?l?~ \()- 1 OV\ ~ 

D D 
D D 
~ ~ 
~ [2 
D D 
D D n n 
,.--, ,.--, 

u u 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 
D D 

_ _,..... 

OTHER 

[XI ~ CB 
ffJ 

~ ISl3 
-ID 

·~ ffi 

I 
[] 

~ 

Motion 
Resolution 
Ordinance 
Legislative Digest 
Budget and Legislative Analyst Report 
Youth Commission Report 
Introduction Form 
DepartmentiAgency Cover Letter andior Report 
MOU 
Grant Information Form 
Grant Budget 
Subcontract Budget 
Contract/Agreement 
Form 126- Ethics Commission 
Award Letter 
Application 
Public Correspondence 

(Use back side if additional space is needed) 

DRAFT Q-Map 20-857 
DRAFT Dogpatch Arts Plaza Plan 
PLN Cert of Determination 032814 
PLN Motion No. 19150 
In-Kind Agreement 
Draft Encroachment Permit No. 14-ME-0023 
PW Order No. 184185 
PW Order No. 184286 
PW Order No. 200455 
DRAFT EncroachmentAgmt 011419 
Irrevocable Offer 012919 

Completed by: Erica Major Date Fe:~uafV 1, 2019 
Completed by: __ .=E"-'-'ric=a"-'M~a=j=or _____ Date ~11 h ~ 

1601 

I 



FILE NO. 190050 RESOLUTIOt.... NO. 

1 [Street Encroachment Permit - Dogpatch Arts Plaza on a Portion of 19th Street] 

2 

3 Resolution granting revocable permission to 650 Indiana Street LLC, the property 

4 owner of 650 Indiana Street (Assessor's Parcel Block No. 4041, Lot No. 009), to occupy 

5 and maintain a portion of the 19th Street public rightMofMway, between Indiana Street 

6 and Interstate Highway 280, with an artsMfocused public pedestrian plaza; accepting an 

7 offer of public improvements and dedicating the improvements to public use; adopting 

8 · environmental findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making 

9 findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of 

10 Planning Code, Section 1 01.1. 

11 

12 WHEREAS, Pursuant to Public Works Code, Sections 786 et seq., 650 Indiana Street 

13 LLC, (hereafter referred to as "Permittee") requested permission to occupy and maintain an 

14 approximately 8,000 square feet of the 19th Street public right-of-way, between Indiana Street 

15 and Interstate Highway 280, for an arts-focused public pedestrian plaza (hereafter referred to 

16 as "Dog patch Arts Plaza") fronting 650 Indiana Street (Assessor's Parcel Block No. 4041, Lot 

17 No. 009); and 

18 · . WHEREAS, The improvements at Dogpatch Arts Plaza, located within the boundaries 

19 shown on Public Works draft Q-Map 20-857 include, but are not limited to, the following: a 

20 concrete slab on the full width of the 19th Street right-of-way from the western curb line of 

21 Indiana Street to Interstate Highway 280; concrete bleachers abutting the Caltrans 

22 jurisdictional line associated with Highway 280; fixed and mobile planter boxes; storm 

23 drainage system from within Dogpatch Arts Plaza to the connection to the City's sewer main 

24 in Indiana Street; landscaping; trees; in grade lighting and a light post; and, for purposes of 

25 
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· 1 placing or erecting works of art, a special section of concrete slab located near the center of 

2 Dogpatch Arts Plaza (collectively referred to as the "Encroachments"); and · 

3 WHEREAS, Copies of Public Works Q Map 20-857 and the plan for Dogpatch Arts 

4 Plaza are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 190050; and 

5 WHEREAS, The Permittee constructed the Dogpatch Arts Plaza in accordance with 

6 Public Works at-risk Street Improvement Permit No. 14-ME-0023 and in conjunction with a 

7 residential development consisting of two five-story residential buildings along 660-680 

8 Indiana Street; and 

9 WHEREAS, The Permittee has agreed to maintain the Encroachments for the life of 

10 the Major Encroachment Permit; and 

11 WHEREAS, The Planning Department, in a letter dated March 28, 2014, (the "Planning 

12 Department Letter"), determined that the actions contemplated in this resolution comply with 

13 the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources Code, Sections 21000 . . ' 

14 et seq.) and adopted findings in regard to the Encroachments ("Environmental FindingsJ!); and 

15 WHEREAS, The Planning Department Letter, including its Environmental Findings, is 

16 on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 190050 and incorporated herein 

17 by reference; and 

18 WHEREAS,The Planning Commission, by Motion No. 19150, dated May 15, 2014, 

19 · authorized an ln-:Kind Agreement for Dog patch Arts Plaza and determined that the 

20 Encroachments are in conformity with the General Plan, and are consistent with the eight 

21 priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1; and 

22 WHEREAS, The Permittee has submitted an irrevocable offer of improvements for the 

23 subject Encroachments, dated Aygust 1, 2014, in furtherance of the Planning Commission ln-

24 Kind Agreement; and 

25 
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1 WHEREAS, Copies of Planning Commission Motion No. 19150 approving the In-Kind 

2 Agreement and making General Plan findings, the In-Kind Agreement dated August 1, 2014, 

3 and the irrevocable offer are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 

· 4 190050 and incorporated herein by reference; and 

5 WHEREAS, The Transportation Advisory Staff Committee, at its meeting of August 27, 

6 2015, recommended approval of the Encroachments; and, 

7 WHEREAS, The Permittee has designed San FranciscO Public Utilities Commission 

8 ("SFPUC") facilities in conformance with the San Francisco Stormwater Design Guidelines 

9 and SFPUC policies; and 

10 WHEREAS, After a public hearing on November 4, 2015, Public Works ("PW") issued 

11 PW Order No. 184286, dated December 11, 2015, that approved at-risk Street Improvement 

12 Permit N<?. 14ME-0023, which allowed Permittee to construct the Encroachments in advance 

13 of Board of Supervisors action on the Major Encroachment Permit Maintenance Agreement 

14· for the maintenance of the Encroachments; and 

15 WHEREAS, In PW Order No. 200455, dated January 4, 2019, PW recomme·nded to 

16 the Board of Supervisors that it approve the Encroachments as constructed in accordance 

17 with PW Permit No. 14ME-0023 and the Major Encroachment Permit Maintenance Agreement 

18 (collectively, the "Permit"); and 

19 WHEREAS, In PW Order No. 200455, the Director determined under Public Works 

20 Code Section 786.7(f)(4) that the public right-of-way occupancy assessment fee shall be 

21 waived because the Encroachments are associated with a Planning Commission In-Kind 

22 Agreement; and 

23 WHEREAS, In PW Order No. 200455, the Director also determined and City Engineer 

24 certified that the annual maintenance cost for the Permit is $23,790.00; and 

25 
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4 WHEREAS, The final approved Permit shall be in substantially the same form as that in 

5 the Clerk of the Board of Supervisor's file; and 

6 WHEREAS, The Permit for the Encroachments shall not become effective until: 

7 (1) The Permittee executes and a~knowledges the Permit and delivers said 

8 Permit and all required documents and fees to Public. Works, and 

9 (2) Public Works records the Permit ensuring maintenance of the 

1 0 Encroachments in the County Recorder's Office; and 

11 WHEREAS, The Permittee, at its sole expense and as is necessary as a result of this 

12 permit, shall make the following arrangements: 

13 (1) To provide for the support and protection of facilities under the jurisdiction of 

14 Public Works, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, the San Francisco Fire 

15 _) Department, other City Departments, and public utility companies; 

16. (2) To provide access to such facilities to allow said entities to construct, 

17 reconstruct, maintain, operate, or repair such facilities as set forth in the Permit; 

18 · (3) To remove or relocate such facilities if installation of Encroachments· 

19 reqwires said removal or ·relocation and to make all necessary arrangements with the owners 

20 of such facilities, including payment for all their costs, should said removal or relocation be 

21 required; 

22 (4) The Permittee shall assume all costs for the maintenance and repair of the 

23 Encroachments pursuant to the Permit and no cost or obligation of any kind shall accrue to . 

24 Public Works by reason of this permission granted; and 

25 
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1 WHEREAS, No structures shall be erected or constructed within the public right-of-way 

2 except as specifically permitted herein; now, therefore, be it 

3 RESOLVED, The Board adopts the Environmental Findings in the Planning 

4 Department Letter as its own; and be it 

5 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board finds that the Permit is consistent with the 

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

7 set forth in Planning Commission Motion No. 19150; and, be it · 

8 FURTHER RESOLVED, Pursuant to Public Works Code, Sections 786 ·et seq., the 

9 Board hereby grants revocable, personal, non-exclusiv~. and non-possessory permission to 

1 0 the Permittee, 650 Indiana Street LLC, to occupy the public right-of-way with the 

11 Encroachments and maintain said Encroachments under the terms of the Permit; and, be it 

12 FURTHER RESOLVED, The Board accepts the recommendations of the PW Order 

13 Nos. 184286 and 200455 and approves the Permit with respect to the Encroachments; and, 

14 be it 

15 FURTHER RESOLVED, The Board, under Public Works Code, Section 786.7(f)(4), 

16 acknowledges waiver of the public right-of-way occupancy assessment fee in accordance with 

17 the PW Director's determination; and, be it 

18 . FURTHER RESOLVED, The Board hereby accepts the irrevocable offer of 

19 improvements, dated January 29, 2019, related to this Permit and dedicates said 

20 improvements to public use subject to the Permittee's obligations and responsibilities under 

21 this Permit; and, be it 

22 FURTHER RESOLVED, The Board also authorizes the PW Director to perform and 

23 exercise the City's rights and obligations with respect to the Encroachments under the Permit 

24 and to enter into any amendments or modifications to the Permit with respect to the 

25 Encroachments; and, be it 
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FURTHER RESOLVED, Such actions may include without limitation, those 

amendments or modifications that the PW Director, in consultation with the City Attorney, 

determines are in the best interest of the City, do not materially increase the obligations or 

liabilities of the City or materially decrease the obligations of the Permittee or its successors, 

are necessary or advisable to effectuate the purposes of the Permit or this resolution with 

respect to the Encroachments, and are in compliance with all applicable laws. 

n:\landuse~malamut\dpw\encroach\dogpatch arts final reso.docx 
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Irrevocable Offer of Dedication 

RECORDING REQUESTED BY 
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO: 

City and County of San Francisco 
Director of Public Works 
City Hall, Room 348 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

IRREVOCABLE OFFER OF IMPROVEMENTS 
(Portion of 19th Street) . 

650 Indiana Street, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, does hereby irrevocably 
ciffer to the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation ("City"), and its successors 
and assigns, those certain public 1nJ.provements on 19th Street and adjacent to Assessor's Lot 009 
in Block 4041 more particularly described and depicted in Public Works Permit No. 14ME-0023 
and as shown on site diagrams, attached as Exhibits 1 and 2, respectively, to this instrument. 

With respect to this offer of improvements, it is understood and agreed that: (i) upon 
acceptance of this offer of public improvements, the City shall own and be responsible for public 
facilities and improvements, subject to the maintenance obligation of fronting property owners or 
other permittees pursuant to the Pu.blic Works Code, inciuding, but not limited to, Public Works 
Code Sections. 706 and 786, and (ii) the City and its successors and assigns shall incur no liability 
.or obligation whatsoever hereunder with respect to such offer of public improvements, and shall 
riot assume any responsibility for the offered improvements, unless and until such offer has been 
formally accepted by the Director of Public Works or the Board of Supervisors and subject to any 
exception that may be provided in a separate instrument, such as a permit under Public Works 
Code Section 786, or other local law. · 

The provisions hereof shall inure to the benefit of and be bmding upon the heirs, successors, 
assigns and personal representatives of the respective parties hereto. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned has executed this instrument this a(}v~ay of 
{V\.}U , 2019. 

650 Indiana Street, LLC 
a Delaware_liniited liability compfllly. 

By: ____ ~~~~----~r----· ~----
~i:~_: -=--=-~-=-~~:.::~::~_""'L..:...c._f.!l..',~=~!V<..~~~==~=== 

JOHN~ 
COMM. # 2097744 

. NOTARY PUBliC- CALIFORNIA. ~ 
I SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY l\) 

~Jrr>m. Expires Jan. 2~, 2019 1 ~~ . 1608 



City and County of San Francisco 

Date: September 27, 2016 

EXHIBIT 1 

Permit Information 

NOTICE TO PROCEED 
(At-Risk) 

(415) 554-5810 
FAX (415) 554-6161 
htto://www.sfdow.org 

Department of Public Works 
Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping 

1155 Market Street, 3'' Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

This Notice to Proceed is to authorize the construction of various improvements within the 
public right-of-way as described in the Maj()r Encroachment Permit tentatively approved 
plan at the sole risk of the developer in anticipation of approval by the San Francisco Board 
of Supervisors. · 

Contractoi'/Developer/ Owner: 650 Indiana Street LLC 

Project Address: 

Permit No.: 

660-680 Indiana Street 

14ME-0023 

Description: Construction in the portion of the 19th Street public right-of-way west of 
Indiana Street to its dead end at the Caltrans right-of-way/Highway 280 
with a public plaza comprised of: a concrete slab on the 19th Street 
right-of-way from Highway 280 east to the curb line of the new 6 foot 
bulb-out with 2 curb ramps along the western portion of the 19th arid 
Indiana Street intersection; concrete bleachers abutting Highway 280; 
fixed and mobile planter boxes; storm drainage system (all piping, 
cleanouts, sand traps, and air vents) from within the plaza area to the 
connection to the City's sewer main in Indiana Street; landscaping; 
trees; a light post · 

Dear Sir/Madam; 

You are hereby authorized to proceed at your own risk with construction of the subject Major 
Encroachment Permit with the following conditions: 

• All work shall be performed per all applicable national, state, and local safety standards. 
o All excavation work shall be per applicable Public Works Codes and Orders (i.e. Article 

2.4 Excavation in the Public Right-of-Way), and per Exhibit A att<!ched. 
• No excavation shall pe performed.prior to contacting Underground Service Alert (USA) 
• Contact Public Works- Bureau of Street-Use & Mapping inspection a minimum of 

seventy-two (72) hours in advance of starting work, 415-554-7149.· 

As the deve!oper/contractqr/ovvner, you acknowledge and accept the fact that all work 
performed ·shall be at your own risk (At-Risk) until such time Public Works determines the 
following conditions have been completed: · 

• Major Encroachment Permit 14ME-0023 approved by the Board of Supervisors 
• Sidewalk Legislation Q-20-857 

1609 



Cresco Heavy Equipment Rental 
700 Indiana Street 

EXHIBIT2 

Diagram of Permit Location 
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E3,01n- FIRST FLOOR PLAN LIGI-fnt\.G- NORTH BUILDING 'M' 
E3.10s- GARAGE FLOOR PLAN SOU'fH .. UGHTING 
E3.11s- FIRST FLOOR LIGHT PLAN- SOUTH BUILDING '0' 

JOINTTRENCH:-

UCT1.0- COMPOSITE TRENCH DFA\111\NG 
UCTi,1- COMPOS!TETRENCH DFAW!NG 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Tho proposed Project Is a mulll-famlty, mixed-Use deVelopment on a 
single lot consisting of two separeta 5-story buUdlngs set on top ot a 
common basement podium wllh a 75 car basement parnlng garage, 
tenant storage ~:~reas, and buUdlng services spaces. lhe enOre 
Project would bD Fully Sprinkle red. 

The soulhem bul!dlna (the "Q-Bu!ld!ng", cel!ed so because Ollis 
Shape In plan) Is located at !he comer of 19th Street and would 
contain 55 dwe!Ungs and a proposed street laval commercial spaca 
to be dOiffl!oped as a "cold-shell~. with future Tenant lmproveffient to 
be permUted separatety. The northern buUdlng (the "M~Bulld!ng·, 
ca\led so becauso of !Is shupe It~ Plan), wm conla!n 61 dwal!lng units 
end some tenant storage 'Space. 

ProJect Addrass: 
660M690 Indiana Streat 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

Assessors Parcel Numbar: 
Block 4041 &. Lot 009 

PBrcaJArea: 
26,522 SF {0.609 Actes) 

Zoning D!strlc!: 
UMU 
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ABBREVIATIONS 
AGGRECATt BAS£ 

ABO ABANDONED 

AI; ASPHAlT CONCRElt 
AD ARU. DRAlN 

ADA AMERICANS II'ITH D!SAB!UTIES ACT 
SS BOTTOM Of' STEP 

SW BOTTCI.t Of WALL / BACIC Of' W.lUC 

CURB .kGUTTtR 

CATCH BASIN 
cr 
CL COiltRLlNE 

CU:AN CUT 

CONCRETE 

CS CRA'IIL SPACE 

OEIJO DE!.IOUSH 
DRAINAGE !NLET 

DIP OUCTIU: IRON PIPE 

OS 00\\tl SPOUT 

OW CCUES11C WA'JtR • 

E EAST 

(r), EX. txJSTING 

EB EU:CmiCALBOX 
END CURVE 

tl.. El:tV ELEVATION 
ELEC: EU:CmJC 

EP EOCE or PA'.ni~T 
EVA • EMtRGtNCY \'EHICLE ACttSS 
fC FAct: Of CURS 

FCC FIRE OEPART~ENT CON.NtCfiON 

rn: nHISHtD flOOR ELEVAl\ON 
FG FINISH GRACE 

f)i TIRE H'tORAkT 
fl. FLO'Ioutllt 

fS fll-USH SURF ACE 

fT FtET 
FIRE WATER 

08 CRACE BREAIC 

GIJ CAS llETER 

GV GAlt VALVE 
GW CRAY WATER 

HS HOStSIS 

HOP£ HIGH-DENSITY POL'I'ETH"-ENE 

HIGH POINT 
HEIGHT 

HV HIGH VOlTACE 
INV INVERT OF PIPE OR CHANNEL 

IRR IRRICA110N 

JS ..tlNCTION SOX 
.:1' JOINT POL[ 

LA lANDSCAPE ARCHITECT 
UNEAR FEET 

lOW POINT 

LT u:rT 
I.IAX MAXIMUM 
IJH MANHOLE 

"'" " Hrc 

N<C 

"" 

MINI!.IUI.I 

NORTH 
NOT fOR CONSiRUCTION 

NOT IN CON1RACT 
NOT TO SCALE 

ON CttfTER 

OH OVERHtAD ELECTRIC 

{?) PROPOSED 

PA PlANTED AREA 
PED PEPESTRJAH 

PC&£ PACIFIC GA~ It ELtCTRIC 
POST INDICATOR VAl 'if: 

PL. PROPERTY UN£ 

POC PCIINT Of COiiHCCTIPN 

PRW PRtSSURIZED RAINWATER 
POUNDS PER SOOARE INCH 

PUE PUBUC !Jl\UTY EASEMENT 
R, RAn RADIUS 

RC REL.A11VE COI.!PACl\OH 
RCP REINfORCED CONCRETE PIPE 

REQ'O REQUIRED 

RET RETAINING 

R!l.l TOP or STRUCTURE CRATE/COVER 

ROW RIGHT Of WAY 
RW RAINWATER 
RVrt. RA!NWA'TCR LEADER 

P'MT PA'vn!ENT 

s SI..OPE 

SAP SEE ARCHlltCTliRAI. PLANS 

STOR!.I DRAIN 
SHER\\QOD OES!Gfi ENCINEERS 

SOI.!H STORI.I DRAIN J.IANHOLE 

SEE ElECTRICAL PlANS 
Sf SOUARt FEET 

St.P SEE lANDSCAPE. PLANS 
Sl.lP SEE ME.CHAN!CAL PLANS 

• SEE Pj..UI.IBING DRAWINGS 

FW SPRINKlER UN[ 

SQ SQUARE 

SANITARY SE'Jii£R 

S££. STRUCTURAL PLANS 

SANITARY SEM:R CU:IJi OUT 
SS!olH SANITARY SEM;R ).IANHOI.E 

SEE SlRUClURAL PlANS 

51D STANDARD 

S'N STtM.I 

SW SlOtWALK 
TS TOP Or BANIC 

lBD TO BE OtlERI.IlNE:O 
TBI.I TEI.IPORARY BENCHI,VJIK 

lBR TO BE REI.IO\'ED 

TC TOf>OFCURB 

TO "!RENCH CRAIN 

TEl ltlEPHONE 
ltMP lEWPORARY 

TG TOP or OOATE 
TOP OF PA'w'EUEMT 

lS TOP or STEP 

TW TOP or WALl 

TYPICAL 
UNDERCRotJNO 

U.O.N. UNLESS DTHtR'MSE NOU:O 
'IERT 

"' • 
WALK .... 
ws 

VERTICAL 
VERIFY INFIElD 

WAlER 

WAt.XWAY/SIDEWAltt 

WAlER METER , 
WATER SURfACE 

~ UNAUTHOnJZED CHANGES AND USES 

m
l THE: ENGINEER PREPARING ll-ltsE PLANS WILL NOT B£ REPSONSIBLE fOR, OR LIABLE 

FOR. UNAUTHORIZED CHANGE TO OR USES Of ll-IESE PLANS. ALL CHANGES TO THE 
• .. P~NS IIIUST BE IN 'l!flll!NG AND J.IUST BE APPRO'JtO fff THE PREPARER Of lHEst 

~ PL'N~ 

I 
! 
~ 

f 

~~~~S~N~~~'XN~N2N~0l~ O~~~~~~o:Er:!g~A~ffl:tr~~ !~Tl~~~~S~T~~4'HE 
PERfORMANCE OF' THIS WORK ON THIS PROJECT, E~CEPTING UABiliTY ARISING fRO).I THE 
SOLE NEGUGtNCE Of THE OESlGN P~OFESS!ONAL OR CITY. 

1. THE 
k 
a 

a 
2. TOPOCRAPHIC suffioe:y ANO BOUNOAAY AS IU.USmAttO OH THEst PLANS B'r LUK k 

ASSOCIATES, DATED AUGUST 2012. AND SUPPlEt.IENTAL SVR'IE.Y PERfORI.I:ED AUGUST 
201.(, 

3. CDIERAl CDHSmUCT!ON SHALl. BE IN COWF0R!r.IANCE \\llH CAl TRANS STAliOARD SPEC, 
LATEST EOJTION (2013). • 

.ol, ALl !MPR0\64CN1S SHALl BC CONSTRUCTED IN ACCORUANC£ WITH CITY Or SAN 
FRANCISCO CDNSmUCTION DESICN STANDARDS, SPECIFI-!ATIONS IJiD D£TAJLS, 'MTH 
ADDillONAL INSP!CliON AND APPROVAl AS RCOUIREO TO COMPLY WllH "CITY Of SIJi 
FRANCISCO" AND/OR "STATE Of CAUI"ORNIA" STANOAR!) PLANS AND SI'ECtf'lCATIONS. 
ALl RE'.\SIONS UUST BE APPROVEO BY THE APPROPRIATE ActNCY PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION, ' 

~ CONmACTOR TO Rt'r'IEW AND CONfiRI.I CO\dPUANct 'IIITH CREtN POINT RA'JINC 
IJU.SURES OUTUNES ~ THE GREEN PO!NT RATED CHtCI<UST fOR NEW HO)JE 
UULTlFAMILY RATING S'I'SID.I vtRSION 6.0 AS SH0\\+1 CN SHEET AO,t.(B. 

GRADING NOTES 
1. AU. GRADING AND DRAINAGE TO COMPLY 'MlH RtcOUI.ItNOA110NS IN SOILS REPORT 

CNTITLED GCOTECHNICAl EXPLDRAliPN 5~0 INDIANA S111EET, SAN FRANCISCO,CAUfORHIA. 
PRO~CT NO. 731599001 PREPARED BY TREAD'M:LL II. UO!.LO, A LANGAN COMPANY. 
DATED f[BJIUARY 06. 2013. 

2. Aq. CRADINC SHALL CONFORM 'o\llH THE CRAO!NG ORDINANCE. 

.l. ACTliAL GRADING SHAll. BEGIN 'IIITH!N JO DAYS Of VEUETAllON REMOVAl OR JHE AREA 
SHAU. BC PLANID:I TO CONmOL EROSION. SURfACE I'LANT GROWTH ONLY, ~!CH OPES 
NOT EXCEED .j !NCH(S IN DEPtH. 

.(, PRIOR TO CO\,IM[NCEI.!ENT OF GRADING ONSITt. CONlRIICTOR SHALl GIVE CEOltCHNICAl 
CONSULTANT .(6 HOUR APVANCC NOTifiCATION. THt aE::ntCHNn::.l.!. CNCINEER SHAll. 8[ 
PREstNT FOR ALl GRADING ACl!'r1'JIES AND SHAll PERFORM TESTING AS DEEMEO 
NECESSARY. 

5. PERMANENT CUT AND FILL SLOPES SHAU. BE NO SlEEfi[R THAN 3 HORIZONTAl TO t 

~~~ (~~'{kJ;E~N't~;:P~O~~lBiNgrJTtp~~N~~~Gl~~~~RARY CUT SlOPES 

e, AlL RAMPS ANO OTHER ACCESSil'I!UlY ACCOMI.IooAnoi>!S ARE INTENDED TO COMPLY '/liTH 
THE OJRRDIT STANDAllOS UNOER THE AI.IERICANS ~Ttl DlSABIUTits ACT {A.D.A.). 1llE 

'CONlRACTOR SHAlL NOl\FY THE O'M-IER'S REPRESENTATIVE If ANY PROPOSED 
IMPROVEMENTS ARC NOT CONSISTENT WITH THE STANCII/lOS. 

7. GRADING OR ANY OTHER OPtRAllDN THAT CREATtS OLST SHALL BE STOPPED 
D.IMED!ATU Y If DUST AfF[CTS ADJACENT PROPERTIES, MUD TRACI(ED ONTO ONTO 
STRtt.TS OR ADJACENT PROPERTIES SHALL BE REMOvt:'l !MMEO!ATELY AS D!RECU:D BY A 
CIT'I' INSPECTOR. 

a. THIS PLAN REFEReNCES AN EXIST!Nil TOPOGRAPHIC sua\'EY PREPARED BY LUI( & 
ASSOOATES. THE CDHTRACTOR IS RESI'ONSIEII.E fOR 'II~RlfiCATION Of' txiSTlNG 
TOPOGRAPHICAl INfORMATION PRIOR TO c:ot.IIJEt.ICE!-IENT Of ANY CONSTRUC'JION. 

9. COHlRAClOR SHALl PROVIDE DUST CONTROl. FOR THE PRO~CT Sill: TO PRE\'ENt 
MIGRATION Of SOILS OUTSIDE THE PRUCT AREA. INCIIEAS£0. WAltRING SHALl. tiE 
PERFOR!.IEO WHEN 'MNOS EXCEED 10 J.IPH OR AS DIREC!ltD BY Clll' REPRESENTAl\VE. 
All DUST CONTROl. IS CONSlDOtED INCIDtNTAL TO THE CONTRACT. 

CON"ffiAClOR SliALL US'[ R!C!.AIMEO WATER fOR OUST CONmot. AND SOIL COI.IPACll~ 
WHICH CAN BE OllTAINto f'ROU Sfl'UC-WWC/CSO BY C:ONTACTING: 
RECYCLEOWA TEROSFWA TER.ORG. • 

11, WORK SHALL. CONrOIUol WITN SAN FRANCISCO DEPARn.ttNT Of PUBUC WORKS ORDER 
N0.17EI,9ol0 REGARDING ElCCAVATINC AND RtSTOR!NG S"fREETS !li SAN rRANCISCO. 

DRAINAGE NOTES 

1. DEVIJ.OPtR IS RESPONSIBLE FOR AU. NECESSARY DRAh'IAct rACIUllES -nt!Ell1ER SHO'Mi 
ON THE PLANS OR: NOT AND HE OR HIS SUcttSSOR PROPERTY 0'/t-IERS ARE 
RtSPONSIBLE FOR THE ADEOUACY ANO CONTINUED MAINU:NANct Of THESE fACIUllES IN 
A MANNER ~lCH 'MU. PRECLUDE ANY HAZARD TO UFJO. HEAL1H, OR OAMAGt TO 
ADJOINING PROPERTY. 

2. 111£ CITY k COUNTY ENCINEERINC INSPECTOR SHAll lkSPECT UNOERCROONO DRAINAGE 
!llPRO'lt!.IENTS PRIOR lO BAO<FlU. 

2. CONTACT UNDERGROUND UTIUTY LOCATOR TO HA~ UT\LI'JIES LOCATED AND !.lARKED 
NOT LESS THAN. 2 WORKING DAYS, AND NOT MORE THAN 1.( WORKING DA'fS PRIOR lO 
EXCAVATION. 

A. POTHOUNG MA'f BE REQUIRED IN SOUE AREAS TO CONFIRM THAT loiiNIIoiUlol REOUlREO 
\'ERl\CAl· CU:AAANC£.5 CAN SE ACHIEVED. 

J. PIPE MAltRIAlS AND t.IETHOOS Of JNSTAU.ATIOk, INCL,JDINO mENOi EXCAVATION AND 
BACI(f"Jl.4 SHALl. Bt IN ACC.OROANCE l'tllH THE APPUCASI.E DETAILS PER PLAN AND 
II'ITH .ALL APPLICABLE LIANUfACTURER'S R(COI.It.lENDAllONS. 

.t. PIPES SHALL BE lAID TRUE TO PROPOSED UNE AND GRAD[. WITH NO NOOIZOHTAL 
OE'JIATJONS Oft BEWES. All PIPE JOjNTS SHAU. BE '!ICHT ,I.NO FULLY SEALED, 50 AS 
lO ACHIE\'E WATER-TICL-il OR SOIL-TIGHT JOINTS. AS APPROPR!AlE FOR lHE sPCCJFlC 
J>JPET'I'PE. 

5. CONTRACTOR Sl1Au. COORDINATt EXACT HOfUZONT.IJ.. ;IJoiO VERllC"Al LOCAllON Of 
PROPOSED ON-Sill: Ul\UTY 5£RV!CES 'MlH CROUND u:...,;:l PW!JB!NC PLIJi, lf 
AVAIL.ABl[, PRIOR TO SERVICE U.TCRAL INSTALlATION.. 

6. ALL I.IAU:RIALS AND UETHODS Cf CONSTRUCTION Of ~.ANITARY SE'o'.tRS SliAll CDHFORM 
TO THE SPECIFICATIONS Of TH.E CITY a; COUNTY Of s.v; fRANCISCO. INSPECllON Of 
SAHIT.ARY S£v.ER WORK SHALL 8[ DONE BY SAID .tJRISD!CTION. 

7. PROPOSED UTIUlY STRUCTURES SHALL Cot!FORU TO lrit DETAILS SHO\\tl ON THE PLANS. 
AND SHALL B( INSTAlLED W:RT!CA.LL.Y Pt..UI.IB ON A fllLLY COMPACTED BASE. 
SlRIJCTURES SHAlL Bt SACICnLl.ED IN ACCORDANCE 'l.i"rti THE APPUCABLE DETAIL PER 
PLAN, AND 1Ht TOP or EACH STRUCTliR( SHAll BC SET so AlL ()IPOSED PORTIONS 
(FRAJ.![. GRATt. CO~, ETC.) CONFOIU.l TO ADJACENT GRADE UNLESS OTHERMSE 1-l.Dlto. 

UTII.lTY NOTES CONT. 

11. ALL 'MlRIC PERFOll:MtD TO RESET EXIS'JING UTlUTY BOXES OR STRUCTURES TO PRCPOSEO 
GRADE SHALl. BE IN ACCORDANCE 'lATH TH£ RESPECTIVE O'fiNER'S {U"llUlY COI.IPANY OR 

NO REOUIREMOITS. CONmACTOR IS RESI'ONSIBI.l: FOR OBTAINING 
APPROVAl UPON COI.IPlEllON. AS APPLICABU:. IN THE (VEI-I.T AN 

OTHtR'MSE DA!.lActO BEYOND THE POINT Of REUSE, 
AS DIRECTED BY lHE RESPECT!vt UTJUTY 

ALL 'MIIIK RELATING TO A SPEClfiC.BOX 
'lEO BY ITS O'Mi FORCES OR BY A SEPARATE. 

TRACTOR SHALl PROVIDE INFORMATION TO 
E EXTENT NECESSARY TO FULLY 

HYDROSTATIC PRESSURE TESlLNG SliAU. B[ PERFORMED UNDER OlRECllOH Of CITY 
INSPECTOR. 

CONSTRUCTION NOTES 

D. 
< 

THIS PRD..t:CT "GEOTECHNICAL EXPLORATION 650 INDIANA STRttT, SAN rRANCISCO 
CAUFORNIA. PRMCT NO. 7315ggoot" PREPARED BY mtADWELL. lc ROUO, A 
LANCAN COUPANY. DATED ftBRUAR'I' 011, 2013. CEOltCHNJCAL. RtPORT SHAll SE 
INCLUD£0 AS PART OF lH£ WORKING OOCUI.!ENTS AND THE CO!iTRACTOR SHAlL 
FOLLOW AU. fiECOt.lMENOAl\ONS Of ltiJS REPORT. 

IN CASE or CONTLlCtS Bt~N ANY Of THE ABO'vt, THE MOST STRINGENT SHALL 
GOVERH. THE CONmACTOR SHAll BE REsPONSIBLE fOR OBTAINING AND REVIEWING THE 
ABOVE OOCUI.IEtiTS. 

2. THE CONTRACTOR SHAU. OBTAIN All NEC£SSAA'I' PE!lt.lllS fROt.l OTHER REGULATORY 
AGENCIES fOR PROJECTS WITHIN stNSITIVC AREAS OR ~CH HA\tt SIGNIFICANT 
STORWWATER POLLUTION POTEN'JIAL 

l. 

--4. THE CONTRACTOR SHALL fl£1.10~ ALL OBSTRUC110NS, BOTH .ABOVE-GROUND AND 
UNDERGROUND, AS NEctsSAR'l" FOR THE CONSTRUCTION Of THE PROPOSEO 
IMPRO\'EUENTS. 

TO 

5, CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBLE fOR COI.IPUANCE WITH ANY CURRENTlY APPUCABL( 
SAFETY LA\'f.i or THE REGUlATOR'( BODY HA'.1NC ..tlRISO!CTICN O~R THE PRO..t:CT SITE. 

6.. lHE CONTRACTOR SHALl. BE RESPONSIBLE rDR THE PRDltCllON ~ All EXIS11Na SURW:Y 
t.IONUMtNTS NID OTHER SUR\10' MARKERS DURING CONSTRUCllON. AU. SUCH 
t.IONUMENTS OR t.IARKEftS DESlRO'fED OURING CONSTRUCTION SHAll BE REPLACED AT 
CONtRACTOR'S EXPEiiS£. 

7. CONTRACTOR SHAll VERlFY ALL DlloiENSIONS AND COND!TlONS ON "»iE JOB, AND SHAll 
NO'JIFY THE tNG!NEER OF" ANY VARIATION FROM THE OII.IENSIDHS .AND CONDITIONS SHO'I'ltl. 
'IIRLTTEN DIMENSIONS SHALl TAKE•PRCCtDENCE OVER SCAU:O O!llENSIONS. 

a. SHER~OO DESIGN ENQNEERS AHO THE ARCHITECT SHALL BE J!.lloiEDIAlELY NOTIAEO IN 
'IIR!T!NO BT THE CONTRACTOR Of ANY LDOOTJnto COHOl'JIOHS lHAT REPU!RE DEVIATIONS 
rROIJ 1HESE PlANS AND/OR SPEClnCAfiONS. MfY REVISIONS TO 11-lE ii.IPROVEI.ItNT 
PLAHS \IJIU. 8£ PROC£SSEP llf AC:CORPANct WTK TKt P!IO..EC:T OOCUU(N15.. 

9: ANY DISCREPANCIES OR Ol.IISSIONS FOUND IN THE CONmACT DOCUMENTS SHAll. BE 
110"-0RlED TO lHE CIVIL ENCTNEOl I!.II.IEOIATELY. 1Ht CIVIL ENGINEER W.U. ClARlF"Y 
DISCREPANCIES OR OI.IISSIONS IN l\f!LTING 'o\ITHIN A REASONABlE liM(, 

10. CONTRActOR SHALL VISIT THE SITE. EXAl.llNE ANO NOTE AU. EXISTING CONDITIONS AS TO 
THE CHARACTER AHD EXTENT Of WORK JN.vot. VED. 

11. THE CONTRACTOR OR ANY SUBCON1RACTOR SHAll CONTACT UNDERC!lOUND SERVICE 
ALERT (1100-227-2&00) A( MINII.IUM OF .(II HOORS PRIOR TO EXCAVATION. 

12. 1HE CONTR"ACTOR SHALL EXERCISE ~C 'MiEN WOftKIIiC NEAR EXIS11NG UllUTIES AND 
SH-'¥- BE RtSPONS!Bl.E FOR AU. DA.l.IAGE. SREAICAGE, OR LEAKS CAUSto BY THE WORK. 

IJ. 

1~. CRACE AND COMPACT El«Sl\NG AREA IN TH£ VICINITY 01'" NEW CONS1RUCTION TO DRAIN 
AND 10 PREVENT TRIPPING HAZARD. SITE TO BE PREPARto, CRADED AND COJ.IPACTEO AS 
OUlUNED IN THE CEOlECHNICAl INVESTIGATION REPORT, 

15. ALL J.PPROPRIAlE EROSION CONTROL ld(ASURES" SHAll BE IN PLJ.ct BY THE START Of" 
CONSTRUCTION PER 1llE SIT!: SPECIFIC EROSION CONmO!. PLAN AND/ OR Sv.f>PP. ALL 
'M:T '1\tATHER EROSION CONTROL PROVISJON SHAll Bt .IMPlEI.IENltP N:O LAlER: lHAN 
OCTOBER 15. tROSJON CONTROl. ldEASURtS SHALl BE I.IAINTAINED AND OPERAllONAL 
UNllL NO EARUER THAN APRIL 15. CONDITIONS Of CONTRACTOR'S S'M'PP SHALL. BE 
fOLlOWEO AT All Tlt.l£5. THROUGH 1llE YEAR. RUER TO EROSION COI-OTROI.. 
Pl.ANS/DETA!i.S FOR AOO!TJONAL REOUIRalENTS. 

Ill, 1HE CONTRACTOR SHAll OBTAIN AN O.S.H.A. P!RMIT FROU THt CAUFORNIA DIVISION Of 
INPUSTRV.l SAfETY Pf!!OR TO lHE CONSmUCTJOH CF TRENCHES OR EXCAVATIONS '111-i!CH 
ARE 5' OR DEEPER. All 1R£NCHES ~· IN DEPTH OR GREATER SHAU. Bt SHORED AND 
BRACED ACCORDING TO STATE LAW. 

17. CONTRACTOR IS RESPONSIBlE FOR BARRICADES. fLAG t.IEN AND UG11TS AS NAY BE 
REQUIRED AT THE SITE. 

Ia \\titRE NO sPECIFIC OETA!L IS SH0\\+1, THE COHSTRUCTlON SHJ.U. B£ Slt.lllAR TO THAT 
INDICATED DR NOU:O fOR Sll.lllAR CONDil\ONS AND CASES Of CONSlRUCllotl ON TH!S 
PROJECT, REFERENCES OF NOTES AND DETAILS TO SPEClF!CAl\ONS AND LOCAllONS SHAU. 
NOT U!.IIT THEIR APPUCABIUlY. 

19, CONTRACTOR. SHAU. COORO!NAlt AU WORK, !NCLUOING SUBCPNmACTOR'S WORK, SO AS 
TO EUI.IINATE CONfUCTS AND VIORK TOWARDS THE GENERAL COCO AND COt.IPLETIOti Cf 
THE EtfnRE PRO~CT 'MlH!N THE SPECIFIED PERIOD, 

20. CONTRACTO!t SHA.I.l tx:ERCJSE ALl NECESSARY CAU110N TO AVOID DAMAGE TO AHY 
EXISTING TRtES. unUTI£S AND SURFACE I!.IPRO\'EI.IENTS WHICH ARE TO ROIAIN IN PLACE, 
AND SHAll. atAR FULL RESPONSIBIUTY FOR ANY O..WACE THERETO. 

21. ~J.l~?'JS ll~~C~;~~%~0NJ~DcJJm.~~~~OO~k~~·~£SI~~flt.OR. 
PRtVENT THE fORI.tATION or AN AIRBORNE OUST Nti!SIJiCE f!Y WATERING AND/OR 
TREATING THE SITE Of THE \\ORK IN SUCH A I.I:ANNER THAT "Mll CONnNE OUST 
PARTICLES TO THE l!.lloltl!IATE SURfACE Of ll1E YJORIC, THE CONmACTOR \\'ILL BE 
RESI'ONSIBU:. FOR ANY DAI.IAC£ CONE BY THE OUST flj:OU HIS OR HER , 
SUSCOM"ffiACTOR.'S ACllVITIES IN PERfORUING THE WORK UNDER THIS CONTRACT. 

Cb 
VICINTIYMAP 

'~ 

23. CEOlECHNICAl .ENGINEER SHOULD OBstR~ PLACEMENT AND 
COMPACTION Of flU, BEDDING ANO UTIUlY mENCH BAQ(fLU.. Silt 
GRADING, SiiORINC !NSTALLA'JION AND TRENCHING STABIU~Y. 

2~. ALL DEBRIS AND UNSUITABLE r.IATERlAl 1'.1TH!N TiiE MEA OF WIJRK.. 

:15. 

WHICH IS NOT INCORPORAlEO IN THE WORK, SHALL BE REMO~D TO A 
.lEGAl OUMPSITC AT THE EXPENSE or THE C!X-ImACTOR. 

SHEI!T INDEX 
CO.Ol CIVIL NOTES. U:.GENO k ABBRCVIATIONS 
CI.OO ONS!lE DD.IOUTU'JN PlAN (fOR REFERENct ONLY) 
C1.11 OfTSITE DEMOUllON PLIJi • 
C1.12 OFTSilt DEMOUTION PLAN 
C1.13 OffSilE DEMOUllON PLAN 
C2.00 SllE PLAN 
C2.01 CURB k GUTTER GRADING" PlAN (BUILD!liO" 'M') 
1:2.02 CURS k GUTTER GRADING PLAN (BUILDING 'O') 
C2.03 CURB Jt GUTlER GRACING PLAN {ARTS PLAZA) 
CJ.01 UTIUTY PLAN (BUilDING 'U') 
CJ.D2 UTIUTY PlAN (BUILDING 'O'} 
CJ.03 UTlUTY PLAN {ARTS PLAZA') 
C~.01 CONSTRUCTION DETAil.S 
C.(,02 CONSlRUCl\ON DETAilS 
Col.O!! CONSTRUCllOM DETAILS 
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NOTES: 
~AHULARFlLLI.IAlERIAL.J/~"CRUSHEJ)IIOCK,fORB£Db!HG.HAIJNCH!NGAHb 

INITIAL BACKFilL ~AlERIAL SJ.HD IIAlERIAL SHALL BE COI.If>AC1[D TO 91!CPIIOCTOR 
DENSITY. 

2. filiAL BACKllU. SHAlL CCNSIST Of EXCAVA1tD NATI'Jt SOIL \'.tlEII( S\llTAa! rDR flU.., 
C01,!PAC1CD TO 90:1: P!IOCTOO DENSITY IN HOIFJRAiflct AREAS If' EXCAVATED I.IAttRIAt 
IS HOT SUITABU:, US£ lhiPORlW Qt,Uti/L.AR I.IAlf.RI.I.l.. J/A." CRUSHtD ROCX AS APPROVED 
BYGEOlEOIHICAL ENmHE£R. · 

:S. IIACICfllL SHAll. BE PLACED IH U"trRS HOT 10 EXaED lf' UAXII.IUU, 

. @TIU!NCHDETAIL 

00\'.flSPOUT BUBBI.tR PIPE 
~· SCUD WAl.LEO HOPE W/ 
I.!IFAB rl!ltO ATRIUJ.C GRA1E 

4• -0 CRUSHED GRANllE. 
AS SUPPUED BY ORANll£ 

ROCK/AROMAS OR: 
EQUAL. HANOPLACED 

AROUND BASE Of PIPE 

J" DRAIN ROCK WRAPPED 
lH fiLlER FABRIC, 

StCUREO 10 PIPE END 

U:.\U~Ntt 

~~-'-:{ 

PUNCTURE CAP AT 
PIPE EN0 WllH )f' 

DRA!NHOI.£ 

eDOWNSPOurBu'BBLER 
5C41.F.lrn 

PLANTER WALL, 
SU' 

~·lEE 

~ 

.NOTES: 
1. MANHOU: l:oi.IPONEHTS CONFORt.l TO CURRENT SPEC!FICAllOUS. ASlU c-~78 AND 

AASHTO ll'l9!!. 

2. Fl.AT TOPS AND BASE SLABS ARE OESIGt;ED fOR AASHTO HS-20 'o\HEEl. LOADING 

3. SlRUCTURt WAU. TH!CKHtSS RE!HFORCEUEHT k DESICN BY PRECAST UAHUFACTURER. 

.f. lHLET/OUll.O' PIPING SHALL llE PER CCSf DPW S10 AND SPECif!CAllONS. 

@SAND TRAP 
SCU.F.NlS 

" 

STORI.I DRAIN POC. 
SPP. OEP11i TO 
GRADE VARIES. 

TAPPED, BRASS (OR PVC) 
WA'lERTlGHT Ct.[ANOUT -

eCLEANOUT ~Ublm 03 

ROA!l 

'f" PUBUC Srwt:R 

fiUILDINGDR,o.!N ~Pv.f;.ART.<4.1SEC .::,:~·-·- ~- ... .,_,_,,,,. 
AND COI<SlRUCTION < SEC 105 • 10; :.t'"· CONSlRUCl\01< g 

•ATERI'l.S A!ID' '"""'"''· 4SEC ;:;:,,"''·' BUILOINC WAU. &: 
rOUNDAllOH PER 
STRUCTURAL AND 
ARCH PLANS. 

CONSlRUCllOH 

(PC ART. J' A: ~) (PC ART. 11) 

eTYPT~ATRT.RAP ,,. .. ,._"""' 

PV«: - PUBUC WORJCS COOE 
{198~ EO.) 
PC - PLUMBING CODE (197~ ED.) 
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NOTES: 
., 

1. ONE BUBBLER SYMBOL LS SHOWN AT TREES FOR GRAPHIC I ~ 
CLARITY ONLY. INSTALL TWO BUBBLERS AT WH TREE PS ,#"'" 
DErAILED. C 

PJu\"""""~(f'm~.:~.: 

2. IRR!GA11DN EQUIPMENT MAY BE SHOWN WITHIN HARDSCA?E I ~~tmnm 
FOR GRAPHIC CLARITY ONLY. INSTAll. ALL IRRIGATION • l,fpi,11 

% 
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...,\! 

t. J. -~~S~~~C ~~ B~N~fi~~~NG S~~f'(~Pig~~~ STREAM OF 

CRESCO HEAVY 
I;QUIPMENTRENTAL 

-4, SIZING OF lATERAl PIPE SHALL BE AS FOLLOWS: 
.75. O-S GPM 
1• 7-12. GPM 
1.2s• 13-20 GPM 

.,., I //i/! 1--~n.=- 5/8" SUB-WATER METER. 
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IRRIGATION NOTES 

OasrRUCnONS, GRADE OlfF£RENC£S OR AREA tlii.I(NSIONAL 
DIFFERENCES. iN THE e.'ENT Of flElD OISCREf'ANC"l' Wtnt CONTRACT 
OOCU!.IEN'fS, PI.AA THE INSTAU.ATION WORK ACCORDINGLY 6'1' 
NOTlACATION AND APPROVAL OF THE 
REPRESENTATIVE AND ACCORO!tl:C TO 
NOTIFY AND COORDINATE IRRICATlON 

Z. THE INTENT OF THIS IRRIGATION SYSTEM IS TO PROVIDE THE I.IINII.IUM 
JJ.IOUNT OF WATER REQUIRED TO SUST,!JN COOD PLANT HEALTH. 

3. If 15 THE RESPONSlBIUIY OF THE IJAlNTaiANCE CONTRACTOR AND/OR 
MOE 

~. rT IS THE RESPONSIB!UlY OF A UCENSED ElECTRicAL CONTRACTOR 
TO. PROVIDE 120 VOLT A.C. (2,5 AI.!P DEMAND PER CONTROLLER) 
ELECTRICAL SERVICE TO T~E CONrROU.ER LOCATION(S), IT IS THE 
RESPONSIBILIT'I' Of" THE lRRICATlON CONTRACTOR TO COORDII'U.lE THE 
ELECffiiCAL SCRVICE STUB-OUT TO THE CONTROLl.ER(S), PROVIDE 
PROPER CROUNDJNC PER CONTROLLER w.I-/UfACTURER'S 
INSTRUCTIONS ANO IN ACCORDANCE \VlTH LOCAL CODES. 

~ PROVIDE EACH IRR!CATJON CONTROLL(R W!IH !TS OWN INDEPENDENT 
LOW VOLTAGE CO!.II.!ON CROUNO WIRE. 

6. INSTALL HEW BATTERIES IN THE 1RR!CAlloH CONTROLLER(S) TO RETAIN 
PROCRAM IN MEI.!ORY OIJRINC TEMPORAAY POWER FAILURES. IJSE 
OIJA14Tln', TYPE AND SIZE REQUIRED loS POt CONTROLLER 
).IANUfACTURfR's INSTRUCTIONS. 

AT nlE 

a. INST.lt.L 2-WIRE CASU: Al.ONC rnE !.IAJN UNE. CONTACT CONTROLLER 
REPRESEHTATNE fOR A PRE-CONSTRUCTION MEf:llHC, 

9. lRR!CAllON CONTROL WIRES: SOLIO COPPER WITH U.l.. APPROVAL FOR 
DIRECT BURW.. IN CROUNo. SIZE /HAWG WIRE WITH A JACKETED 
2-CONOUCTOR. PREfERRED WIRE MAKE AND MODEL IS THE PAICE 
IRRICATION WIRE, SPEC P7J5DO. Al.L SPUClNO SHALL BE MADE WITH 
J-f.t OSR/Y-6 WATERPROOF SPLICE KIT. 

10. DECODER CROUNOINO SHAU. BE PROIIIOEO E.VERV 600 fEEr BASEUNE 
ANi SPUR OVER 50 FEET ANO AT lliE ENDS Of COJ.I,r.JUNICATJON 
WIRE PATHS. GROUND WITH A 8' CROUNO!NC ROD. INCLUDE A SURCE 
ARRESTOR AT EACH CROUNOINO LOCATION. A SPUT BOLT CONNECTION 
To BE USED 10 CONNECT THE SURGE DEVICE TO THE GROUND WIRE 
Wlnt A OilR(Y-e WATERPROOf" CONNECTOR. 

11. SPUCINO Of JACKETED 2-WIRE IS PERMITTED IN VALVE BOXES ONLY, 
LEAVE A J6~ LONC COIL Of WIRE AT EACH SPUCE AND A J6" LONC 
EXPANSION LOOP EVERY 100 fCt:T ALONG WIR( RUN, 

12. INSTALL BtACK P~C VALVE BOXES Wffi1 BOLT DOWN, NON 
HINGED COVER J.IARKEO ~IRRIGATION". SOX 600'1' SHAll HAVE KNOCK 
OUTS. ACCE:PTABLE VALVE BOX MANUFAC1\JRER'S !NCLUOE NOS, 
CARSON OR APPROVED EQUAL 

13. INSTALL REI.iOTE CONTROL VALVE BOXES 12~ FROM WAll(, CURB. 
SU!LOINC OR lANDSCAPE FEA1\1RE. AT MUL11PLE VALVE 6DX CROUPS, 
INSTALL f.ACH BOX AN EQUAL DISTANCE FROI.I THE WALl<, CURB, 
BUILOII'/0 OR LANDSCAPE FEA1\1RE AND PRO\I!OE 12• BEJWEEN BOX 
TOPS. JJ.!CN THE SHORT SIDE OF RECTANCUI..AA VALVE BOXES 
PAAALLEL TO WA!.X. CURB. BUILDING OR LANDSCAPE fEATURE. 

14, THE REMOTE CONTROL VALVES SPECIFIED ON THE DRAWINGS IS A 
PRESSURE REDUCING 'tYPE. SO THE O!SCHARCE PRESSURE AS 
FOLLOWS: 

A. SPRAY HEADSa~O PSI 
S. OR!P EM!ITERS .. JS PS! 
C. BUBBLERS• JO PSI 

15. INSTALL A CATE VALliE 10 ISOlATE tACH RELIOTE CONTROL VALVE OR 

·~~p~~H~c.'J.k~rrT:~u1~~~~Rgt~AL~~ ~1i0~ BE 

tS. FLUSH AND AOJUST lRRICA"'f\ON OUnETS AND NOZZLES FOR OPTIMUM 
PERFORMANCE ANO TO PREVENT OVER SPRAY ONTO WALKS, 
ROADWAYS, AND/OR BU!LOINCS, SELECT THE BEST DECREE OF TI1E 
ARC AND RADIUS TO FIT THE EXISTING SITE CONOITJONS AND 
THROTILE THE FLOW GONmOL AT EACH YAL\It TO OBTAIN THE 
OPni.IUJ.I OPERATINO PRESSURE FOR EACH CONTROL ZONE. 

17, SEJ SPRINKLER HQ.OS PERPENOICU!.AR TO FINISH CRACE. 

tB.. LOCATE EMmER OUTLETS ON UPHILL S!OE Of PLANT OR TREE. 

19. LOCATE BUBBLERS ON UPHILL SlOE Of PLANT DR TREE. 

2D. AT LOCATIONS WHERE LOW SPRINKLER HEAD OFWNAOC WllL CAUSE 
EROSION ANO/OR EXCESS WATER. lNSTAU. A TORO 57QZ: SEfUES 
POP-UP BODY WITH INTECAAL CHECK V.lt.VE. INSTALL A HUNTER HCV 
SERIES, K61 CV-SERIE:S, OR .APPROVED EOUAL SPRING LOADED CNECK 
VALVE. ON BUBBLER AND EMITTER RISERS WHERE REOUIREO. 

21, NOTIFY LOCAL JURISDICTIONS FOR INSPECTION AND TESTING OF 
INSTALLED aA.CKfLOW PREVENTION 0£1;1CE. 

"· 
CONNECTION TO THE OWNER'S AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATM:. 

23. IRRIGATION O£W,N0: REfER TO Pl.»lS, 

24. PIPE SIZING SHOWN ON THE OFIAWINGS IS n'f'ICAL. AS CHANCES IN 
lAYOUT OCCUR OURING STAKING AND CONSTRUCTION THE SIZE MA'f 
NEED TO BE ACJUSTEO ACCoRDINGLY. 

ts.FlP£ THREAD SEALANT COMPOUND Sw.li. B£ RECTOR S(Al /5. 

26. THE lANDSCAPE COHmACTOR SHALL BE RESPONSIBLE fOR loi!NOR 
CH.o.NCES IN THE IRRICATlON LAYOUT DUE: TO OBSTRUCTIONS HOT 
SHOWN ON THE IRR!CATlON DRAWINGS SUCH AS UCHTS. fiRE 
HYDRANTS. SIGNS, ElEClRICAl ENCLOSURES, EJC. 

"· 

IRRIGATION COORDINATION NOTES 
1. PLUUBIHO CONTAACTOR SW.U. PROVIDE AND INSTAll. A LOCAlLY 

APPROVED BACKFLOW PREVENT!ON Of.VIC£ TO PROTECT AU. 
IRRIGATION SlUB-OUlS. 

2. COPPER PIPINC IY!THIN STRUCTURE SHALL BE PROVIDED. 
ROUTED, AND INSTALLED BY PLUioiSINC CONTRACTOR, EXIT OF 
PIPE TO PLANTER SHALL BE 18~ BELOW Fli'ISH CRAOE. 

;1, IRRIC,O.TION SLEEVINC AND/OR CONDUIT 11-1 STRUcnJRE TO BE 
PROVIDED AND INSTAll.(O UNDER STRUC1\JRAL WORK. 

IRRIGATION LEGEND 

SYMBOL 

-ou--cu --cu-

-ctJ--CU--CU-

========= 

r"'-··-··-···-··• 
L.·-··-··-···-··J 

OESCR!PT!ON 

MAIN LINE: 1 1/2- AND SMALLER: 
1120-SCHEDULE 40 PVC PLASTIC PIPE WITH 
SCHEDULE 40 PVC SOLVENT WELD Fm!NGS. 
18" COVER. 

MAIN UNE: 1 1 /2" AND SMAlLER: 
TYPE. 'K' COPPER PIPE WITH WROUGHT F!TIJNGS. 
TO BE USED WHEN ROUTED THROUGH 
STRUCTURE AND AGGREGATE BASE. 

LATERAL. UNE: 3/4 • AND LARGER: 
SCHEDULE 40 PVC PLAST!C PIPE WITH 
SCHEDULE 40 PVC SOLVENT WELD FJTilNGS. 
12'" COVER. 

lATERAL UNE: 1 1/2" AND SMALLER: 
TYPE 'K' COPPER PIPE WITH WROUGHT FITTINGS. 

· TO BE USED WHEN ROUTED THROUGH 
STRUCTURE AND AGGREGATE BASE. 

SLEEV!NG: SCHEDULE 40 PVC Pl.AST1C PIPE. COVER 
TO BE AS INDICATED IN SPECIFICATIONS OR 
AS INDICATED ABOVE FOR PIPE DEPTH OF 
COVER. 

DRIP ZONE: TORO 012000 SERIES DRIPLINE WITH LOC-EZE 
FlmNCS, PART ,¥RCP-212. TUBING TO BE 
INSTALLED ~'" BELOW GRADE IN A 1 2" D.C. 
GRID ACCORDING TO DETAILS. MINIMUM PIPE 
SIZE OF PVC LATERAL UNE WITHIN DRIP AREAS 
To BE 1~. EXTEND PVC HEADERS TO THE 
ENDS Of' AU. DRIP ZONES TO BALANCE fLOW. 
SEE DETAILS FOR FURTHER INFORMATION. 

- t --C --• E- I ELECTRICAL ELECTRICAL CONDUIT ROUTED 'THROUGH 
CONDUIT: STRUCTURE FOR COMMUNICATION WIRES TO . 

REMOTE CONTROL VALVES AND MOISTURE 
SENSORS. TO BE INSTALLED BY ELECTRICAL 
CONTRACTOR. SEE ELECTRICAL PLANS FOR 

' r;t.AC'f ROUTING THROUGH STRUCTURE. 

IRRIGATION LEGEND 

SYMBOL NUMBER . 5705/FB-50-PC 

- T-YD-500-.:54 - FCH-1:1-FIPT 

"' T-DL-MP9 

00 -

.. P-220-26 SERIES .. ?220-27-04/ 
T-ALF010150-L 

- BL-5201 

- BL-:5202 

- BL-5204 

- BL-LA01 

@ BL-53158 

- BL-5308 · - 33 DNP 

... T113-K 

H 975XlsEU-1.5" 

® lBHMS-.75-2-1.5/ 
PACT/NHM15/LE 

1i!l ,. 
© BL-lOOOX 

- BL-BMW2-MM 

If? 
~ 

DESCRIPTION 
L NOZZLE JOPE.AATING!fPERATING 

GPM PSI RADIUS (FEET 

lORD BUBBLER. 2. I 0.5 I 30 l TRICKLE 
PER TREE 

lORD AIR RELIEF VALVE 

TORO FLUSH VALVE 

TORO DRIP lONE INDICATOR 

IRRIGATION POINT OF CONNECTION TO COPPER PIPE AND 
ELECTRICAL CONDUIT FOR COMMUNICATION WIRES ROUTED 
THROUGH THE BUILDING AND STUBBED OUT INTO 
PLANTERS WHERE SHOWN. WORK TO BE BY ,ELECTRICAL 
AND PLUMBING CONTRACTORS. 

TORO REMOTE CONTROL VALVE 

TORO REMOTE CONTROL VALVE Wlni A PRESSURE 
REG UtA TOR (SET TO 45 PSQ AND A ·1 ~ DISC FILTER 

BASELINE BICOOER (1. PER S!NCLE VALVE GROUP) 

BASELINE BICODER (1 PER 2 VALVE GROUPING) 

BASEUNE BICODER (1 PER J-4 VALVE GROuPING) 

BASELINE LIGHTNING/SURGE ARRESTOR 

BASE UNE SOIL MOISTURE SENSOR. 1 PER HYDROZONE 

BASEUNE FLOW DECODER 

RAIN BIRD QUICK COUPLING VALVE 

NlBCD GATE VM..VE (LINE SIZE)-2.5~ AND SMALLER. 

WILKINS REDUCED PRESSURE BACKFLOW ASSEMBLY 

BARRffi ENGINEERED BOOSTER PUMP WlTH A 1.5" 
HYDROMETER. SEE. SPECIFICATIONS AND DETAIL ON SHEET L5.08 

NETAFIM QC;AVE WATER MEfER. 

BASEUNE 50 STATION TWO-WIRE CONTROLLER IN A WALL 
MOUNTED POWDER COATED METAL ENCLOSURE. PROVIDE AN 
ETHERNET CONNECTION AT CONTROLlER LOCATION FOR 
CONNECTION TO SITE INTERNET. 

BASEUNE MOBILE ACCESS ADVANCED fOR 1 CONTROLLER FOR 
1 YEAR. GIVES USER FULL CONTROL OF THE THEIR BASE 
STATION 1000 SYSTEM WITH ANY WEB-ENABLED CELL PHONE 
OR MOBILE DEVICE. 

CONTROLLER AND STATJON NUMBER 

FLOW (GPM) 

REMOTE CONTROL VALVE SIZE (!N INCHES) 
ASSOCIATED REMOTE CONTROL VALVE · 

CONTROllER AND STATION NUMBER 

AREA (SO. FT.) 

FLOW (GPM) 

REMOTE CONTROL VALVE SIZE (IN INCHES) 
ASSOCIATED REMOTE CONTROL VALVE 

IrrlgallouConsullanr: 
Russt:ll D •. M/Jc/sdl AS"Wcinta; Inc. 
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1 • .All DECODER TO SOLENOID WIRES MUST BE CONNECJ£0 WllH THE CO!tRS:r PO!..AAilY 
TO PROPERLY OPEAATE SOLENOID. 

2.. lHSTJJ..l. SURGE PROTECTOR ~ PER DIT.Idl 

CD 2-WIRE PATH JACI<ITED/ TWISTED fROII 
CONffiDU.£R • .I.UOW.l/\ SU.CK PER 
DECODER 

G) 2-WlRE WIRE PATH JACKETED/ IW!Sl'£D 
TO NEXT DECODER 

Q)oBR-G 
('i)BL-5201 SINCLE STATION [)(t:OOER • 

@REDia RE0/8!..-lCI< \o BlACK WIRES TO 
V&VE SOLENOID (JJUST W.TCH COLORS) 

@ RECTI<NCULAR PlASTJC V.ALVE BOX Wml 
BOLT DOWN UO. REfER 10 RI.:I.IOTE 
CONTROL VAl'>t: OF;TA!L FOR 
JNST...uATIONINSTRUCTlONS. 

CD ~~g~~ ~g~~~gt ~~~- tiffl /8n 
INST}.LlATlONINSTRUCTIONS. 

"""' TWO WIRE DECODER SYST(MS ),lUST BE PROPfALY GI'OUNOEO IN ORDER TO PROTECT 
ACAINST UGHTNING SURGES. lHE COI-!IJUN!CATIOH Cl.ll:.E J..IUST BE GROUNDED EVER'!' 
l!OO'. lHE SURGE DE.VICE lo!UST BE A Elo\SEUHE BLD.ADt. THE U!NIIo!Ul.l O!SI".lNCE 
BETWEEN ll!E UGHlNINC ARRESTOR AND THE GROUND llOD SHOULD BE .3'. BASEUNE 
RECOIJI.IENOS A SCREW CLAMP OR c.<.DWELD lll'E CCN.-.EClOR TO BE USED TO CONNECT 
lllE GROUND WIRE TO THE SURGE ARRESTOR. INSTAlL tACH CROUND ROO 4- 8' fROJ.I 
2-WIRE P.I.TH. DO NOT INSTJ.ll. IN lHE SA!.IE TIIOtC\1.\S WiRE PATH. A 5URCE 
ARRESTOR IS REOUIREO AT lHE 010 or THE lWO Wl.'lf PATH THAT IS DiE W.XII.IUI.t 
DISTANCE l'ROio! THE CONmOUER. JJff BFWiCH Ol' TWO-WIRe THAT EXCEEDS SO' t.IIJST 
HAVE A SURCE .IJIRESlOR. ON AN UNINTERRUPTED WIRE: RUN or !.lORE THAT l!OO', If IS 
ACCO>T,t..SLE TO HAVE A stJRCE ARRESTfR AT EACH !CNO. 

(i) 2-WlRE f'Alll ..W:KEJEO/ TWISTED FROio! @ }a JoMC SCUD eAA.E CU WIRE 
CDWROLLER. ALLOW J ft SUCK PER 

® F;t;; JDJo;~~l~~~~~c ~JJlDR. ® ~;.~~'~o ~~g~ g~a~~H~~~Pf: A to· 
I CONffiOUER. • ROJH) BOX. 

Q)ooR-6 Q) IO" ':OUND V,I.LVE BOX 

TURF ZONE 

"""' 
1M tuRF ZONE LOCATE hlSENSOR lN 
MlOOL£ or SPRINKLER .ARCS 

G)sPRlNI<LERHDO 

®lATEAALUNEPERPLANS 

0~~~0MRDISTURESENSOR 

DRIP ZONE 

0 a• ROUND JUNCl!ON BOX 

® lWO-W!RE 

® ~~~~ir Llfilr:d~ ~~~~VE aox 

0 ORlPUN( 

(D lAWN OR SURFACE mrAT\olElfl' 

® G".ROUNOJUHCl'!OHBOJ< 

(j) flNISHtDCIWlE 

G) ~W~'t~ Wfx'~~E~IREO 
® BUIUOEP!'H- biSEJ<SOR 

@ BASELWEblCOOER 

Q} biSOISOR- SET LENGTH 
HORIZ:OWAU.Y »10 lll.AOE 
IN VERTICAl. POSITION Willi 
WIRESlv.DINGOUTOF 
aono).l 

@ SUPPORT8LOCK -2 REOUIREV 

@ lATERAl - SIZE PER PWIS 

@ 24VOl.T.REJ,I0l'ECONTROLVIoi.VE 

([} ~:t'~~~T~~D;I<ER (4 AEOUIREO) 

(2 ~~~~~~fOR OIWNACE 

() biLIHE- CAUCE JoS PEfl l'l.J.N 

G PRESSUREUI-IE- SllEPER f'lJ.N· 

Cl ~c.J~u~rrci4~ ~~~J ~~o~!f0~ut:E 
c»> IN POS!flON SHOWN. NORTHSTAR IHO. 
SURESPUCE OR EQUAL. 

0 ~~~ucrf~~ :~~ ~~o~~~~ucE 
eJ.P IN POSITION SHOWN. Jl.l OBR-G OR 
EQUAL. 

l~r··~~~,.,~ u~vuu~" J' ~ \jtlA::iWNt ::>UKG!; PRO"[ECTOR r ~ )!SPRINKLER ZONE r ~ )!MOISTURE SENSOR INSTALLATION DETAIL 
r---} SCALE: NONE • ~SCALE: NONE SCAL8 NONE SCALE: NONE 

Q) BUBBLER (To BE !NST,I.LLEO ON E!! or 0 PVC m: (SST), t:LBOW (ST) OR FEI.I.lt.E 
RoomALL}. · MW'TER. 

® ~~ ~l,ipjJ_ ScH. ~a @ PVC t.I.TEAAL UHE. 

@ I>" [1~0mm} STttl. STAFI.£. @ TREE: ST..UCES. 

@FlN!SHCRAOE. @lllEEORSHRUa. 

@TREECRSHRUSAOOTBAU.. Qj) EtlGE or ROOTB-'ll. {TYP!C.Id.}, 

@ 1/l.[IJmm] !PSFU:XIBlEPVC. 

BUBBLER 

~
,..,,. 

RECTANt;ULAR VALVE 
sox. 

10• Ot.WffiR 
pg~N8JAL~BOX. 
CAlEV,I.LVE. 

\!£I ~£{ ~j~D 
0 0 

NUMBERSINTOUO 
~RECUIREO 

'""'~4~ 
r-- ) 0 
LEDCEOFW,IJ)(,f'EHCE:,CUR:-~ 

~t'!-

lNSTRUC1lON:S: 
1, CENJ£R V}.LVE BOX OVER AE!.IOTE CONTROL i,I.L/E TO F,O.C!UTAJ'£ SERVICING V,I.LVE, 

2- SET BOX£$ t• AIIOVE FINISH Cfi,I,!JE OR MUlCH COVER IN CROUNO COVER/SHRUB 
AREA »10 f\.USH 'IIIlTH FINISH CIWlE JN·Tl.IRf J.REA. 

J.SETRCV»>OV}.LVESOK~SO<BLYINCROUNOCOVER/SHRUSAI\EA.~ 
SECOND BOW Or 'ijHR!!HS (JYf>!CI>!) 

4, SET BOXES P»W.U.l. TO EACH OTHER AND .~ERPENDICU!.AA ltl EDGE or lAW/1, 
WALK, FENCE. CURB, ETC, 

5. J.VDlO HEAVILY COMPACTING SOIL AROUND V~LVE BOXES TO PREVENT cot.l)$'SE .I.NO 
DEFORMATION OF VAlVE BOX SlOES. 

8. INSTAll EXTENSION II\' VALVE SOX w.NUl'AC'rl.IRI;R J.S REQUIRED TO COMPWELY 
ENCLOSE ASSE!.IBLY FOR rA5l' ACCESS. 

INSTALU:.:.,T"'IO"'-N'-------1 

'"til ..., NJd.\-lolorl"f"-"'fAII\11 
m"'r.<up • ......__ 

> c 
AKHil 

~ 
:if~ 
«'.;:) 
~mU 

(1j 
c 
(1j 
·--' 

u~ Cw 
-0 

oBi roo: 
(0;;; 

I ::2' 
0~ 
(05 
(0~ 

lllllmp&Sionn!\lr" 

~"'-..... ~ __ , 
... , .. , ........ 4 ......... .. 

..-.~,... .. """"' 

.......................... ., .. .............. ..... 
RO-.:.i.:ik>M~-fiut>n•~•~lil 

,£_,omt.CO 

£M§ 
;..! .......... ,.,,,., 

<{ 
z a: 
~25 
-'o 
(5;:o .... oo 
o"" U) •• 

~g 
[f~ 
LLo 
zo 
<{.J wm 

~~~~~c~~cK 
&coNFOf\MSET 

MoPW~MME~JTS 
Of'WCONSll'IUCTIONSEr :l07nli 

OPWCON5Il'l.ClPN5al'eJISEO SI!BIIIi 
!«>~- -

@N 
OrAWnSV ____ Ci.achod-il>' 
JR/.JH/1.11 Jl'i.SO 

~" 
a~r-!5115 

""' IRRIGATION 
DETAILS 

Pl<>)<>clNI.oiiibar 
PFA1ea:~; 

L5.06 



G)!" t2Smm] ABOVE FINISH CRACE. 

{'!) NATNESOJt.. 

<D ~tiB~~cronws~ALvt 
w.NIFOlO AT LOW POINT 

® ~~~%~:~~-,-
UNLESS OlHERWlSE NOTED. 

@ w.NifOI.ti-TO-ElBOW 
CONNEC110N (lYP). 

{!) :rvt-=u~N~~~ SE 
1• UNLESS 0\'HERW!SE 

'"'1 @ ~:OsiJP?LY WJ\IFO!.D. 

® I.IAN~LD-lO-lEE CONNECTlO!i. 

{!)ORlPUNEV.lEIW... 

~ ® !~~uLXJ~~'~'" 
7) ® ~~t-'Y:~gu.::, ~~ POLY 

TUSING M EACH HIGH 
f'OlNT. 

@~~~~~Om~) 
@ AReA PERIMETtR. 

@ /ifr:lii~5R or~::::r AT lHE 
ENOS OF EACH ORlPUNE 
ZONE: 

""" 1. n!ETOT,I.L LENG'JH OF A 
SINC:U: DRIP UI<E RUN 
SHAU NOT EXCEED 2,0 J'T, 

2. iNST.I.U.ORIPUNEZ-4.• 
eaowcRAOEANDST)J(£ 
DOWN n'ER'f _..OR IS 
REQUIRED. 

@FINISHCRAO£. 
@ ft.USH VALVE. @ PEA CfiAVfl. 18" (~Omm) DEEP. 

@ =~J'~~J~ ~~ ~iTH~T @ ~~J:EDCS~~ Jjt; [20mm] 

~~~~C~~~O IN 2" [SOmm] @ PVC PlPIND. 

@UCAUC£1/l"[IJmm]StlUAAEWIRE 
NOTE! MESH. 
USE ONE FlUSH VAlVE FOR EVER'( 7 
CPiol PER ZONE. lOCATE AT LOW POINTS. 
Fl.USH AATE IS 0.8 CPiol. fLUSH 
PRESSUREJS2PSL 

""" 

Q) 6" ROUHO PI..ASTJC VALVE BOX. HEAY 
f!R.UIO "AR" ON UO IN 1" HIGH 
CHARACTERS. 

{±) TORO OL2000 AlRj\'J..CUIJid REUE'F 
VALVE (T0-50~-.34). 

@ TORO LOC-EZEX 1/l" FPT 
m: {f1Fl6). 

Q) Grvi:"~I~U~N~i:~~ BE 
,~ IJHI.ESS OTHERWISE 
NOTt:o. 

® ~!M~s~z~rc:-,. 
UNL£SSOlHER'n1SENOTED. 

@ )IAN!f'OtD-'ro-El.BOW 
CONNECnON(l"rP), 

{!) DRIPUNEU.'JERAl. 

@PEfllMtTERU.l£1W..S2" 
~ ~~r;,:m{n~ •• [100mm] 

®AAE.I.PERIMEJER. 

@DRIP OPEIV.TlON ll!OICATOR 
LOCAITD AT lll£ ENDS Of' 
E4CH ORIPUNE ZONES. 

7) @ ~~~CT~~~Al.VE 
w.NIFOLO AT LOW POINT. 

NO'!£: 
1. nl£ lUT.&L I.£NGnl OF A 

SINCLE DRIP UNE RUN 
SH4U.NOTEXCODUiOFT. 

2. INSTALL ORIPUNE 2-4~ 
BELOW CRACE ANO S'W<£ 
DOWN EVEflY <f.' OR IS 
fiEQUJRfO. 

Q) FINISH GIWlE. 

(!} SOILBACKF)U.. 

@) DRIPUN£ 

~ 

G) G:E~=U~H~lJI~ BE 
!'UNLESS OTHERWISE 

"'""'· ®~u~~IZ~~~-
UNILSS OTHERWISE NOTED. 

Q) P"CltE(S.S..S), 

@PVCEU.(SxS}. 

(!) ~:a ske~~~1~Y 
Ft.USHENOOFEACH 
JSIJ.NO. 

@ TDRO LOC-EZ£T£tX 1/2" 
(13mm) SUP' AOAP"''tR 
{F'!VI6). 

@ AIR/VJ..CUUM REUU VALVE 
PLUMBED TO lUBINC AT 
fiJGHPOtNr. 

@ OR!PUNELATEIIAL 

{f) ~!:Eo''fcSHTU~1:i~E AT 
lOWPOINr. 

© PN~FJl~~~o~m: AT -rn£ 
ENOS OF" D-Cl-1 OR!PUNE 
ZONE. 

4) ISJ..ANO PERIMmR. 

9PEI!:lMEfERV.TERA!.S2" 

};~'U"'Jo~~ 4" [lDDmm] 

""" 1. THETOTAI.l..ENCTH OF A 
SlNOU: DRIP UNE RUN 

2. ~Ng~,~~~~o rr. 
eaow CIU.D£»10 STAI<E 
OOWN EVER.Y ,c• OR AS 
REQUIRED. 

t3) OPERAnDH INDICATOR. USEONEPERZOtfi:.AND LOCATED ,_TFlUSH END 
DFZONE. • 

@) 2"-J" [!SOmm- 7Smm] ABOVE FINISH CRADE. 

@ llfFERTOIRRICAnONLECaiO. 

@ BLANIC5/b"[16mm}POIY 
lUBINC, LENCTH IS 
NECESSARY. 

0 TORO LOC-EZE X 1/2" WTP 
JDAPTER (FM!16), 

@PVCTEE(S><Sd)WITH 1/Z: 
(13mm] f'PT 0\JTl.Er. 

@ ~#o~~NE FROI.I REUOTE 

-
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LHlHTING FIXTURE SCHEDULE 

-=~ .IHIIoiiTIJITII.OC(U'• 

ACCEPTASL£ MAA!UFN:llJRER 
C\TALOG NO. 

=~ !®-1111-I.HlCS/L.IIZOf/t'ol 

SolliCUTII'~CPCV-TLJmXIftn 
.U I.OCII'!IDII 

tf:~r~UGIJJ'flllHDIOOm:t l:~l.t~:;o~aiU'l. 

~==~~u~~rl y~~-=4lr 
SW(;~CtxCUTlllllllDVf 
llllll011$0ISCIIIDI!.D
~ 

~"'cr ~W"'\VOUJ.I.!OUifflNG!HOTES 

(DIWI 

CDtu:o 

{!)IWI~COI.DII 

@luol$0C*:~ 

W.r~ [UIIJI'I< 

=., = 
~.<a:J= 

llctll/tUl;l 

""""' 

Miscellaneous· Motor & Equipment. Schedule 
(SUPER STRUCTURE) 

LOAOJV~LT[amtROCjJRo{ :'"c.~lt1 REWJIKS 
~lwl':zr,'ll.suo I - lz 

- '121 i-

- 'li!l'-

®I I•M~~"I! I I 121,-

SEE LIGHTING DESIGNER SPEC FOR DECORATIVE !JGHT FIXTURE SCHEDULE. 
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"":""jj" L__ 

~~~-~»/7-... .. { .. ' 0 - l0/l•la7 
I" [7::1 I A &lXXI I . 
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AN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
BPS Nos.: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor: . 
S taft Con tact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2012.1574E 
650 Indiana Street 
Not applicable 
Urban Mixed Use (UMU) Zoning District 

. 58-X Height and Bulk District 
4041/009. 
26,600 square feet 
·Michael Yarne, Build, Inc.- (415) 551-7612 
Tania Sheyner- (415) 575-9127 
Tania. Sheyner®sfgov. cirg 

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

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
ln1ormation: 
415.558.6377 

The propo.sed project would include den;wlition of all existing structures on the project site and 

construction of an approximately 97,000-gross-square-foot (gsf) · de~elopment, consisting .. of 

94,500 gsf of residential uses (for a total of 111 residential units) and approximately 1,900 gsf of 

ground-floor neighborhood-serving retail uses, as well as approximately 11,700 sf of open space and 

an approximately 23AOO gsf semi-subterqmean parking garage and conversion of the existing 

terminus of 191h Street to a public pla~a. 

[Project Description continued on next page] 

EXEMPT STATUS 

Exempt per C~lifornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15183 and California 

Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21083.3. 

DETERMINATION 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to state and local 

requirements. 

c: Michael Yame, Project Sponsor; Supervisor Malia Cohen, District 10; Diego Sanchez,. Current Planning . 
Division; Virna Byrd, M.D.F.; Exemption/Exclusion File 



Project Description 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED) 

Project Location 

Certificate of Determination 
March.2014 

The project site . (Assessor's Block 4041, Lot 009) is located :in the Dbgpatch n~ighborhood of San 

Francisco, within the Central Waterfront area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans Area. It is located 

on the northwest corner of the intersection of Indiana and 19th Streets, on the block bounded by the 

elevated 18th Street overpass to the north, Indiana Street to the east, 19th Str~et to the soui;h, and 

Interstate 280 (I-280) to the west. The project parcel is approximately 26,600 square feet (sf), with 

appro:xiinately 350 feet of primary frontage along Indiana Street and · apprQ:ximately 80 feet of 

primary frontage .along 19th s:rreet. 

The project ·site is currently occupied by several structures. The southern portion of the site contains 

a 14,810 sf, approximately 20-foot-tall warehouse built in 1978. The warehouse is divided :into three 

uses: the smallest space is used as a sound studio, the second largest space is used as a storage and 

·staging area by Greenpeace, and the third and largest area is used as a nightclub (Cafe Cocomo). 

The nightclub also fucludes .an adjacent :interior courtyard with various ancillary wood 

framed/metal corrugated roofed structures that are utilized as bars. and seating areas. The ~em~g 

approximately 15,000 sf northern portion of the site is primarily vacant and. used as ~ informal 

parking and storage space by the site's tenants. The project site is within.the Urban Mixed Use 

(UMU) Zon:ing District -a:q.d 58-X Height and Bulk District. Adjacent uses inClude a heavy 

construction equipment rental.company (Cresco)immediately south across 19th Street, a Department 

-of Recreation and Parks-owned public park (Esprit Park) located to the. southeast . ac,r.oss the 

:intersection of 19th and Indiana Streets, a UCSF administratiye building located directly ·across 

Indiana Street, and a small, two-story warehouse directly to the north of the project site that is 

occupied by ·a general contracting business. Figlire 1, Project Location, p. 3, shows the regional and 

local location of the site. 

Project Characteristics 

Residential and Retail Uses 

The proposed project would be constructed within two architecturally distinct, approximately 58-

foot-tall, fiye-story buildings (the "0" Building at approximately 46,600 sf and the "M" Building at 

. · appro:xin:l.ately 50,600 sf), which would be separated by il shared app~oximately 1,so·o sf co:rrtmon 

mid-block aney/bike plaza, over a single.:..level, approximately 23,400 sf semi-subterranean parking 

garage. The proposed residential units would :include 35 studio units, 31 one-bedroom units, 41 two

~edroom Units, and four three-bedroom units, ra.rlging rn·size from approximately 450 sf for a .studiQ 

to approximately 1,100 sf for a three-bedroom unit. The proposed ground floor retail uses would 

:indude approximately 1,700 sf comer retail space at 19th and Indiana Streets and a 200 sf bike repair 

shop located adjacent to the mid.,.block alley :in the Building "M." Proposed open space would 

· :include an 1,800 sf mid-block alley and bike plaza, and approximately. 9,900 sf of private._open space 

Case Nci. 2012.1574E 
.650 Indiana Street Project 
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San Francisco Planning Department 
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Project Location 
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Project Description · Certificate of Determination 
· March 2014 

' in the form of private courtyards and roof decks. Figure 2, Proposed Site Plan, p. 5, shows the .. · 

location of these proposed uses, along with the locations of the setbacks and access points fot both of 

the proposed buildings .. Proposed project elevations are shown iJ;t Figure 3, South and East 

Eleyations, p. 7, and Figure 4, North and West Elevations, ·P· 8, while proposed floor plans are 

shown in the. Figure 5, Garage Plan, through Figure 9, "M" Building Typic;al Upper Level Plan, on 

pp .. 9 through 14. '!he finish materials for the "0" Building would consist mainly .of aluminum and 

glass storefront systems. The finishes on the "M" Building would consist of three main materials at 

. the street level: b_oard formed concrete foundation .. and retaining walls, aluminum and glass 

windows, and corten steel cladding. The proposed project foundations would be concrete perimeter 

foundations to bedrock. No pile driving woUld be required. Project construction would involve 

approximately 10,150 cubic yards of dirt and bedrock excavation, with an average e;>ecavation !iepth 

of 10.5 feet below ground surface (bgs). No back-up generator would be required or is proposed by. 

the project. 

The proposed project would provide multiple pedestrian access points. Primary pedestrian. access to . . . . -

the "0" Building dwelling units would be from Indiana Street, approximately 30 feet north of 19th 

Stre~L ~e main e~trance for the "M" Building dwelling units would also be from J;ndiana Street, 

approximately 30 feet south of the northern property line. In addition, the "M". Building would have 

two courtyards accessible from Indiana Street providing pedestrian access points for the building as 

a whole. As depict~d in Figure 6, "0" Building Ground Floor Plan, p. 11, and Fi~e 8, "M" Building 

Ground Floor ~Ian, p. 13, the midblock alley/plaza would al~o provide secondary pedestrian access 

for both buildings. · . 

Pedestrian access to the proposed ground-floor retiril space in the "0" ·Building would be provided 

from both Indiana arid. 19th Streets. In addition to doorway entries and exits, the glass storefronts 

~auld include large bi-folding doors which would. open up the. retail space to the street. As noted 

above, a ioo gsf bike repair kiosk would be located at ground level in the "M" Building and would 

be accessible via the mid-block alley/bike plaza. 

As shown in Figure 2, Proposed Site· Plan, p. 5, the proposed project would include only one 

vehicular access point and associated curb cut, which would ~ead to the underground parking 

garage. This curb cut and entrance would be at the northern edge of the frontage along Indiana 
I ' . 

Street, .between the "M" Building tenant entrance and the northern property line. 
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Parking and Loading 

Project Description 

As shown in Figure 5, Garage Plan, p. 9, the proposed parking. garage would contain residential 

vehicle and bicycle parking, as well as building services and storage space and would be shared by . 

the two buildfugs. The garage would include 79 vehicle parking spaces, including three ADA spaces 

and one residential car-share space. The proposed project would also include 111 Ciass 11 bicycle . 

spaces, with 82 bicycle spaces in the parking garage, 14 bicycle spaces on the ground level next to 

the rnidblock alley/bike plaza, 3 bicycle spaces on the ground level n~xt to the corridor between the 

"M" B~ding courtyards, and 12 spaces on the ground level behind the northern lobby in the "M" 

Building. Eight Class 22 bicycle spaces would be provided within the public sidewalk areas near the 

lobby arid retail areas. At its highest point, the semi-subterranean garage would extend 

approximately five feet above ground level. 

On-street freight loading is proposed on the east side of Indiana Street generally across from the 

rnidblock alley/courtyard. The proposed yellow zone would be approximate~y 46 feet long and 
• .. "I "I "I • • • ,-, "T"'l • -,. K • • 1 t""T1 • 1 •'" i\ .. "!.......,"f,. f"'"r • " 1 t.._'" 1 ·woUld. oe SUDJeCt to ;:,an .t'ranc1sco lVlUIUcipaJ. aa.n.sponatiOn figency \obv'.uAj approvru., WuiCn 

would include a public hearing to consider the request. The project would not include the provision 

of any off-street loading spaces. The project sponsor also has permission from the adjo:i.illng 

property owner on the north side of the project site to provide a 25-foot-long white curb vehicle 

queuing/passenger loading zone on the north side of the garage driveway in front of 600 Indiana 

Street 'TlUs proposed white zone also would be subject SFMTA approval, and would in<;:lude a 

public hearing to consider the request. · 

Open Space and Vegetation 

The pr~posed project would provide a total of approximately 11,700 sf .of open space, inCluding an 

approximately 1,800 sf publicly accessible mid-block alley and bike plaza and approximately 9,900 sf 

of private roof,decks and ground-floor courtyards. The mid-block alley/plaza would.be publicly 

accessible, but would not connect to the adjoining public right-of-way to the west, since it would 

terminate at the. fenced and landscaped embankment managed by the California Department of 

Transportation (Caltrails), which rises up to the I-280 expre~sway (~ee Figure 2, Proposed Site Plan, 

p. 5). Approximately 1,600 sf of this space would be open to the sky, while an approximately 200 sf 

portion at its western-most end (immediately adjacent to the Caltrans embankment) would be 

covered by the two proposed buildings, which would cantilever 18 feet above the courtyard. The 

two adjacent buildings, which would be 30 inches apart, would·enclose a portion of this open space 

to visually and acoustically shield it from the traffic on the adjacent I-280 freeway. 

1 Class 1 bicycle facilities protect the entire bicycle, its components, and its accessories against theft and against inclement 
weather, including wind-driven rain. Examples of this type of facility include (1) lockers, (2) check-in facilities, 
(3) monitored parking, (4) restricted access parking, and (5) personal storage. 
2 Class 2 bicycle spaces are open-access standard bike racks that allow users'to tether bikes. 
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Sixteen existing street trees along the Indiana Street frontage would be removed as p~t ofproject 

implemen~ation. None of these trees are considered to be "significant" trees.3 No existing trees along 

. 19th Street would be removed. As part of the proposed p:~;oject, 23 new trees would ~e planted. 

Twenty-one of those trees would be planted along the Indiana Street frontage and two new trees 

would be planted within t~e proje<;tsite' s interior. Vegetation proposed as part of th~ project would 

include native and drought-tolerant species that would meet SFPUC requirements for storm water . 

treatment. 

Streetscape Improvements 
. . . 

To meet the requirements of the Better Streets Plan (BSP) regarding the streetscape and :pedestrian 

elements of the project, approximately 5,800 sf of public right-of-way is proposed for srreetscape . . . . 

improvements, including the following: 

• 1111 Provision of a 19-fo.ot sidewalk width adjacent to ·the project site, including a seven-foot 
throughway, a five-foot frontage zone, a five-foot furnishing zone,· and a two-foot edge zone. 
The furnishing zone would be planted with trees as shown in the site plan on Figure 2, 
Proposed Site Plan, p. 5. 

1111 Conversion of on-street parking in front-of the project along the west side of side of Indiana 
Street from perpendicular to parallel parking. Figure 2, Proposed Site Plan, also shows the 

. proposed parking configuration. 

As a result of the proposed project's rec<;>nfiguration of parking on the we·st side of the street from 

perpendicular parking to parallel parking, and the addition ~fa loading zone on the east side of the 

street, the project would displace 19 0~-street parking spaces in front of the site. Of these 19 spaces; 

16 spaces would be lost due to parallel parking conversion, one would be lost due to the bulbout on 

19th and Indiana Streets (described below), and two would be lost due to the plac~ment of the 

proposed loading zone across the street !rom the project site. The parking n:iconfiguration would 

provide more sidewalk space by restricting parking to an 8-foot lane per the BSP. 

19th Street Pedestrian Plaza 

The project would conve~t the approximately. 8,900 sf dead-end portio:r:t of the 19th Street public 

. right-of-way west of Indiana Street into a new publicly owned plaza (19th Street Pedestrian Plaza). 

The southern portion of the project would be designed to facilitate interaction between the 

pedestrian plaza and the proposed retail space in the. "0" Building, which would be programmed to 

support local community activities on the plaza. The plaza would be intended to serve as an 

extension of Esprit Park, located immediately across the street from the proposed piaza area. 

3 As defined in San Francisco Public Works Code Article 16, significant trees are located on private property, but within 
10 feet of the public right-of-way and also meet any one of the following size requirements: 20 feet or greater in height; 
15 feet or greater canopy width; or 12 inches or greater diameter of trunk measured at 4.5 feet above grade. 
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Project Description 

The plaza would include up to two street trees along the eastern edge on Illdiana Street, m addition 

to a variety ·of pedestrian benches. Outside seating and tables associated with the corner retail space 

(envisioned as a cafe) would be located in the northern-most portion of the plaza. A cori:ununity 

event stage/pavilion would be located on the west side of the plaza, to be used as a gathering space 

for local neighborhood events. The project sponsor is working with Caltrans to provide 5,700 sf of 

landscaping improvements and a location for temporary rotating art installations on the !-280 

embankment located directly to the west of the plaza. The plaza component of the proposed project 

would inch~_de excavation at a depth of up to 18 inches bgs. Limited ground disturbance would also 

be required for landscaping along the I-280 embankment. 

The proposed pLiza would extend the proposed sidewalk in front of a -portion of the 650 Indiana 

Street property into a bulbout reaching across the former entran~e of the terminus of the 19th Street 

public right-:of-way. The bulbout is intended to improve the pedestrian functionality of the 

intersection by reducing the width of Indiana Street that ped~strians must cross. 

A 12-foot-wide curb cut would be provided near i:he center of the Indiaxta Street curb edge of the 

raised plaza surface to allow (1) limited vehicular access to the existing garage entrance on 19th Street 

to the Cresco Equipment Rental Warehouse at -700 Indiana Street, (2) installation and removal of art 

installations in the proposed new plaza, and (3) emergency vehicle access. With the exception of 

these limited vehicular uses, vehicle access to the plaza would otherwise be prohibited at all times. 

The restricted vehicular access would be enforced by remov~ble bollards posted at the entrance of 

the proposed curb cut. Upon installation of the bollards, first- responders would be provided with a 

key to the locked bollards to permit emergency vehicle access. 

The project sponsor is seeking to fund the 19th Street Pedestrian Plaza project component by entering 

into an in-kind impact fee agreement. In the event that the plaza improvements cannot be funded 

though such an agreement, the 19th Street right-of-way would instead be improved per the 

requirements of the BSP. Such improvements would include the addition of a new approximately 

24-foot-wide sidewalk, with at least three conventional street trees planted within the standard 4.5-

foot landscaping zone lit14lg the ~dge of -the street. A bulb-out would be added at the corner of 19th 

and Indiana Streets, as ~ell as_ a single 23-foot by 23-foot planter with a large specimen tree at the 

terminus of 19th Street and the adjojning Caltrans embankment. The 24-foot-wide sidewalk woUld be 

large enough to accommodate tables and chairs associated with the proposed retail space in 

Building "0." 

Energy and Water Savings Systems 

To ensure .compliance with the San Francisco Green Building Ordinance, energy and water savings 

systems would be incorporated intothe project. Such systems would be determined as part of final 

building design, and may include one or more of -the following: high efficiency toilets; high 

·efficiency or non-water urinals ~t all applicable nonresidential bathrooms;· high efficiency 

showerheads; whole house fans at upper penthouse units; compliance with appropriate ventilation 
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standards; a solar hot water system preheat for dome~tic hot water as required to achieve is percen:t 

better than California Energy Commission Title 244 requirements; and high e:fficiency boilers as 

·• required to achieve 15 percent better than Title 24 req';rirements. · 

Project Construction 

Construction phases would consist of demolition, below-grade construction, superstructure 

construction, exterior wall construction and glazing, and building interior and finishes. Project 

construction is expected to commence in mi~-2014, and would span about 21 months. Construc~on 

activities associated with the proposed 19th Street Pedestrian Plaza would begin approximately 15 

months into construction of the overall project, and would be completed approximately three 

months after construction of the proposed 650 Indiana Street structures. It is anticipated that project 

construction would require between two and five· construction truck trips per day, with the greatest 

number occurring during ·the excavation and shoring phases. Construction equipment would likely 

· include deli~ery trucks, high reach · equipment, forklifts, concrete trUcks, excavators, tractors, 

· Project Approvals 
. . 

The proposed project would re.quire the following approvals: Large Project Authorization (LP A) per 

·Planning Code Section 329 (Planning Commission), approval of construction within the public right-:

of-way ( e·.g., bulb outs and sidewalk extensions) (San Francisco Department of Public Works· and San 

Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency), encroachment permit for improvements to the I-280 

embankment (California . Department of Transportation), Planning Code Section 295 

recommendation concemmg the potential shadow .on: Esprit Park that would be cast by the 

. P.roposed building (San Francisco Recreation and Parks. Commission), Planning Code Section 295 

qpproval concerning the potential shadow on Esprit. Park that would be cast by the proposed 

building (San Francisco Planning Commission), and approval of demolition and building permits 

(San Francisco Department of Building Inspection). 

Approval Action: The approval of the LP A by the San Francisco Planning Commission is the 

Approval Action for the whole of the proposed project. The Approval Action date establishes the 

. start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 

31.04(h) of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
\ 

REMARKS 

The State's CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 pro_vides an exemption from environmental review for 

. projects that are consistent with the development density'~stablished by existing· zoning, coiil.lTI.unity 

4 California Code of Regulations Title 24, knoWn as the California Building Standards Code or just "Title 24/' conta:in;s the 
regulations that govern the construction of buildings in California. 
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Background 

plan, or general plan policies for which an environmental impact report (EIR) was certified, except 

as might be necessary to examine whether there are project-specific effects which are significant new 

or mqre severe environmental effects particular to the proje~t or its site such that they were not 

identified in the applicable EIR. Section 15183 specifies that exa:n:Unation of environmental effects 

shall be limited to those effects that (1) ate peculiar ·to the project or parcel on which the project 

would be located; (2) were not analyzed as significant effect~ in a prior EIR on the zoning action, 

. general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; (3) are potentially significant 

off-site and cumulative impacts whic?- were not discussed in the underlying EIR; and (4) are 

previously identified in the underlying EIR, b:ut which are determined to have a more severe 
. . . . . 

adverse impact than that discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183(c) specifies that if an impa,ct 

is not peculiar to the parcel or to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for that 

project solely on the basis of that impact. 

'This Certificate of Determination (determination) evaluates the topics for which a significant impact 

is identified in the :final progra...TJ.l..ro.atic EIR1 Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final EIR 

(East~rn Neighborhoods FEIR- Case No. 2004.0160E; State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048) (Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR or FEIR) and evalu~tes whether the proposed project at 650 Indiana Street 

would result in impacts that would contribute to the impacts identified in the FEIR. Mitigation 

. measures identified in the FEIR applicable to the proposed project are idep.tified in the text of the 

determination under each .topic area. The Community Plan Exemption Checklist . (Appendix A) 

identifies the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and indicates whether such 

impacts are addressed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR." 

'This determillation assesses the proposed, project's potential to cause environmental impacts and 

concludes that the proposed project. woUld not result in new· significant environmental effects not 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, or effects of substantially greater severity than were 

already analyzed and disclosed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 'This determination does not 

identify new or additional . information that would alter the conclusions of the Eastern . 

Neighborhoods FEIR. This determination also identifies mitigation measures contained :i.:ti. the FEIR 

that would be applicable to the proposed project at 650 Indiana Street. Relevant information 

pertaining to prior environmental review conducted for the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR is 

included below, as well as an evaluation of the potential environmental effects of the proposed 

project. 

BACKGROUND 
After severalyears of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods 

Plan was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhood Plan. was adopted in part to 

· support. office and housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, 

while preserving an adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution, and 
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repa.i:t; (PDR) employment and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan also included changes 

to existing height and bulk districts in some areas, including the project site at 650 fudiana Street. 

During the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan adoption phase, the Planning Commission held public 

hearings to consider the various aspects of the proposed area plans, and Planning Code and Zoning 

Map amendments .. On August · 7, 2008, the Planning Com:thission · certified the Eastern 

Neighborhoods FE:IR by Motion 17659 and adopted the Preferred Project for final recommendatio~ 

to the Board of Supervisors.5 

A major issue in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which existing 
. ' r, 

industrially-zoned land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus 

reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among 

other topics, the.Eastern-Neighborhoods FEIR assesses the significance of the cumulative land use 

. effects of the. rezoning. by analyzing its effects on the City's ability to meet its future PDR space 

needs as well as· its ability to meet its housing needs as expressed in the City's General Plan. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR included ~alyses of environmental issues including land use; 

planS and policies; visual quality and urban design; population, .housing, business activity, and 

employment (growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks/ recreation and open 

space; shadow; archaeoiogical resources; historic architectural. resources; hazards; and other issues 

not addresse~ in the previously issued fuitial Study for the Eastern Neighborhoods project. 

. As a result of the adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans, the project site has been rezoned to · 

Urban Mixed Use (UMU). The proposed project and its relation to PDR land supply and cumulative 

land ':1-se effects is discussed further on p. 21, Land Use: The 650 fudiana Street project site, which is 

located in the Central Wat~rfront Area of the Eastern Neighborhoodsr was desigilated and 

envisioned as a site with a building up to 58 feet in height and containing a mix of uses. The 

proposed project is in conformance with the height, use~ and density for the site described in the 

·Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR and would represent a·small part of the growth that was forecast for 

the Eastern Neighborhoods area. Thus, this determination concludes that the proposed project \lt 650 

Indiana Street is consistent with and was encompassed· within the analysis in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Several other projects located within the project vicinity were also included in the growth forecast of 

the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans. and, thus, analyzed jn the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Applications for these projects have been filed with the ·Planning Department and all of them are 

currently undergoing environmentcll review. Cumulative effects associated with these projects, ·in 

combination with environmental impacts associated with the 650 fudiana Street project, were 

. considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. These projects include the following: 

5 San Francisco Planning Commission Motion 17659 (August 7, 2008), http://www .sf~ov.or~/site/. · 
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Potential Environmental Effects 

11111 800 Indiana: Demolition of the existing Opera Warehouse and construction·of a new six
building, 340-unit multi-family development, including a 294-space semi-subterranean 
parking garage; 

1111 777 Tennessee: Demolition of an existing two-story light industrial building and 
constrUction of a new 59-unit multi-family building over below grade parking which wouid 
contain 49 off-street parking spaces; 

IIIII 815 Tennessee: Demolition of the two-story 815~25 Tennessee buildings, retaining the brick 
facade on the comer of Te~essee and 19th Streets (listed as a known historic resource in the. 
Central Waterfront Survey) ap_d construction of a new six-story (58-foot) 88-dwelling-unit 
. apartment building with a subterranean garage providing 58 off-street parking spaces; 

1111 888 Tennessee: Demolition of an existing two-story building and construction of two four
story residential-over-retail buildings containing 110 dwelling units, 2;155 sf of retail space, 
10,073 sf of courtyard open. space, and a 35,752 sf below-grade parking garage with 93 off
street parking spaces; and 

1111 901 Tennessee: Demolition.of an eXisting one-story warehouse and construction o£ a new 
four-story, 39-unit residential building over basement-level parking containing 30 off-stre_et 
parking spaces. · · 

The following discussion demonstrates that the proposed 650 Indjana Street project would not res~t 
in significant impacts that were not identified or a more severe adverse impact than discussed in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR including project-specific impacts. 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

Land Use and Land Use Planning 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans rezoned much of the city's industrially zoned 

land. The main goais that guided the planning process were to reflect local values, increase housing, 

maintain some industrial land supply, and improve the quality of all existing areas with future . 

. development. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans permitted housing 

development in some areas currently zoned for i,ndustrial use while protecting an .adequat~ supply 

of land and buildings for production, distribution, and repair (PDR) employment and businesses. A 

major issue discussed in the Area Plan process was the degree to which existing industrially zoned 

land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed use districts, thus reducing the 

availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. 
. . 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR evaluated three land use alternatives. Option A retained the 

largest amount of existing land that accommodated PDR uses and converted the least amount of 

industrially zoned land to residential use. Option C converted the most existing land 

accommodating PDR uses to residential and mixed uses. Option B fell between Options A and C. 
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While all three options were determined to result in a decline in PDR employment, the loss of PDR 

jobs ·was determined to be greatest under Option C. The alternative ultimately selected - the 

"Preferred Project" - represented a combination. of Options B and C. Because the amount of ·PDR 

space to be lost with future development under all three options 'could not be precisely gauged, the 

FEI;R determined that the Preferred .Option would result in ~ significant and unavoidable impact on 

land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR use in the Area Han. !his impact was addressed. in a 

Statement of Overriding Considerations with CEQA Findings and adopted as P<:ITt of the Eastern 

. Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR included one mitigation measure, Mitigatio:q. Measure A-1, for· 

land use controls in Western SoMa that could incorporate; at a minimUm, no net loss ·of land 

currently designated for PORuses, restrict non.:.PDR uses on industrial (or other PDR-designated) 

land, and incorporate restrictions on potentially :jncompatible land uses proximate to PD~ zones. 

The measure was judged to be infeasible, be~ause the outcome of the community-based Western 

So~a planning process could not be known at the ~e~ and the measure was seen to conflict with 

· other City po~cy goals, including the provision of affordable housing. The 650 Indiana Street project 

site-is not located in Western SoMa; therefore this mitigation measure is not applicable. 

According to the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, the Dogpatch neighborhood (which includes th~ 

proposed project site) contains a mix of zoning districts, including Urban Mixed-Use (UMU), Heavy 

<;::ommercial (C-M), General Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR-1-~), Public (P), and Small 

Scale Neighborhood Commercial Transit District (NCT-2). As noted, the projed site is in the UMU 

use district. The UMU use district allows a wide variety of ~ses, h,ciuding retail and housing, and to 
. \. . : . . 

act as a buffer between residential and PDR uses. Allowed uses within the UMU District include 

PDR uses such as light manufacturing, home and business services, arts activities, wm:ehouses, and 

wholesaling. Additional permitted uses :4J.clude retail, educational .. facilities, nighttl:me 

entertainment, and motor vehicle services (e,.g., automobile sale or rental)_. The proposed project 

would intensify uses on the project site by constructing ·a larger building than the existing 

structures. However, the new land uses would not have .an effect on the character of the vicinity· 

beyond what was ider:ttified in the East~rn Neighborhoods FEIR. 

As noted above, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that the cumulative loss of PDR uses 

in the Plan Area would result in a significant and unavoidable land use imp~ct. Development of the 

proposed project would involve removal of existing buildings, one of which contains . a sound 

studio, which is considered a·PDR use. Because the proposed project would remove an existing PDR 

. use and would preclude future PDR uses from being develope.d throughout the entire project site,_ 

the project could contribute to the significant and unavoidabk impact identified in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR. · 

However, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR also determined that the majority of the Central 

Waterfront plan area would retain PDR uses with the implementation of the· Eastern Neighborhoods 
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. Area Plan, and that; the~e would be a net increase in floor area devoted to PDR uses under the 

· rezoning. .While the proposed change in use from PDR to residential and retail uses would 

contribute to the significant and unavoidable cumulative land use impact related to the loss of PDR 

use identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, it would not increase the severity of this nnpact 

or result in any other significant cumulative land use impacts not identified in that FEIR. 

The Citywide Planning and Current Planning DiVisions of the Planning Department have 

d~terrn.ined that the proposed project would be consistent with the development density of the 

Mission Street NCT District Zoning and satisfy the requirements of the General Plan and the 

Planning Code. 6, 7 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in. significant new or more severe 

. impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to land :use and land use 

plannillg, either individually or cumulatively. 

Cultural Resources 

Archaeologicai Resources 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified potential archaeological impacts related to· the Eastern 

Neighborhoods program and identified three archaeological mitigation measures that would reduce 

impacts to archaeological resources to less than significant. Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation 

Measure J-1 applies to properties for which a final archaeological research design and treatinent 

plan is on file at the Northwest Information Center and the Planning Department. Mitigation 

Measure J-2 applies to properties for which no archaeological assessment r~port has been prepared 

or for which· the archaeological documentation is incomplete or inadequate to serve as an evaluation 

of potential effects on archaeological resources under CEQA. Mitig~tion Measure J-3, which appLies 

to properties in the Missio:1:1_ Dolores Archaeological District, requires that a specific archaeologicai 

testing program be conducted by a qualified archae6logic~ consultant with expertise in California · 

prehistoric and urban historicai archaeology .. No previous archeological studies have been 

conducted for the project site, and the site is no~ located within the Mission Dolores Archeological 

·District; therefore, ~astern· Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measures J-1 and J-3 do not apply to the 

proposed project. 

6 Ad~ V arat, San Francisco Planning Department, CommunitY. Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide 
Planning and Policy Analysis, 650Indiana Street (November 13, 2013). This document is 'on file and available for review as 
part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite· 400, San Francisco,. 
California 94103. . 

7 Julian Banales, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemptim::t Eligibility Dete:O:nination, Current 
Planning, 650 Indiana Street (February 25, 2014). This document is on file and available for review as part of Case File No. 
2012.1574E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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BecaUBe no previous archeological studies have been prepared for_ the project site, Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure J-2 (properties with no previous studies) applies to the 

proposed pr:oject. Mitigation Measure J-2 requires prepar'!-fion of a preliminary archeological 

sensitivity study to _assess the potential for a proposed project to have a significant impact on 

archeological resources. Accordingly, the Planning Department's archeologist conducted an 

archeological assessment of the pr~ject site and the proposed project on June 6, 2013.8 The Planning 

Department's archeologist reviewed the project plans arid the geotechnical investigation9 produced 

for the project. The geotechnical-investigation included borings and soil sampling on the site. Based 

on the borings logs in _the geotechnical report, bedrock is at one to four feet below the ground 

surface within the project site. Therefore, based on <1. review of site stratigraphy, specifically the 

presence _·of shallow bedrock, significant archeological resources are not anticipated within the 

project site. 

Based on this assessment, the Planning Department's archeologist has determined that the project 

site. bas a low sensitivitY~ for significant ar<;heological resources, and that ·no CEQA-significant 

archeological_ resources would be expected to be affected by the proposed project. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe impacts that were not identified 

in. the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to archeqlogical resources, either iridividually or 

cumulatively. 

Historic Resources 

The Eastern Neighborhoods . FEIR anticipated that program_ implementation may result in 

demolition of buildings identified as historical resources, and found ·this impact to be significant and 

unavoidable. This impaCt was addressed in a Statement of Overriding Considetations with findings 

and adopted as. part of th-e Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on 

January 19, 2009. Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure K-1, Interim-Procedures for 

Permit Review in the Eastern Neighborhoods AreaPlan, required certain projects to b.e presented to 

the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (now the Historic Preservation Commission [HPC]). 
. . . . 

This mitigation measure is no longer relevant, because the Inner Mission North Historic Resource 

· Survey was completed and adopted by the HPC on Jtine 1, 201l.l\1itigation Measures K-2 and K-3, 

which amended Planning Code Article 10 to reduce potential adverse effects to contributory 

structures within the South End Historic District (East SoMa) and the Dogpatch Historic District 

(Central Waterfront), do not apply to the proposed project beca~se the project site is not located 

within the South End or Dogpatch Historic Districts. 

8 Randall Dean, San Francisco Planning Deparb:nent. Archeological Review Log. 
9 Treadwell & Rollo, Geotechnical-Investigation 650 Indiana Street Project, San Francisco, CA (February 8, 2013). This document 
.is on file and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco Planning Deparb:nent, 1650 
Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, Califoi:nia 94103. · 
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The subject buildings were constructed in 1978 and do not meet the minimum qualifications for 

listirig in the national, state, or local registers due to age. Therefore, they are not histor~cal resources . 

for the purpose of this review. The proposed building is more than a block away from the Dogpatch 

Landmark District and the proposed height . is within the general scale of the neighborhood. 

Therefore, there is. no potential for offsite impacts to historical resources. For these. reasons, the 

proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe impacts that were not identified 

in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR rel<!-ted to historic resources, either individually or cumulatively .. 

Transportation an'd Circulation 

The Eastern Neighborhood~ FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes could 

result in significant impacts on traffic and transit. ridership and identified 11 transportation 

. mitigation measures. Even with mitigation, however, it was anticipated that the significant adverse 

cumulative traffic impacts at certain local intersections and.the cumulative impacts on certain transit 

lines could not be fully mitigated. Thus, these impacts were found to be significant and unavoidable: 

To examine the potential for significant new or more severe transportation impacts associated with 

the proposed project that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, a :rransportation 

Impact Study (TIS) was completed for the proposed project in January 2013.10 The resUlts of this 

study are su:m:oiarized below. 

Trip Generation 

Table 1, Person-Trip Generation Rates, presents the weekday daily and PM peak hour trip 

generation rates used for the analysis of the proposed project. Based on the San Francisco Planning 

Department's Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines SF Guidelines, the addition of 111 dwelling 

units and appro'xiinately 1,900 gsf of retail uses. would generate a total of 1,233 · w~ekday daily 

person trips and 189 weekday PM peak hour person trips. 

WYf~'ilf~~1 ·::._:;:·.\h'K:·.e~f§.96\ttilfG~'!i~£~#6W:~~t~~}~~;(;_.f1.>;·)',·;., ?: \:.'·.· .. · .• ::·:.·····:~;·:;:::: ·~ ··-;>.; : "···:· ::f~;;::?;_,·;_.:~,~··:::·"':· : 
·.•·:g,·IJtr}t~~~~t;i;.. ~·;J{fq:f.~~~ij.~:~: \., G~/j;f{jj~::)~5'; /:;·_·Yf!i/It~~/J~f'.:;~·: ~. ;jf.~~~fo~~~·i;~~··: ::)i~.~~t~rrf~~.f~~;~~ }~~ 

Residential: 

Studio/1-BR 66 7.5/unit 495 17.3% 85 

2+ BR 45 10.0/unit . 450 17.3% 78 

Retail 1,917 gsf 150/1,000 gsf 288 9.0% 26 

Total 1,233 189 

SOURCE: Atkins (2014) 

10 Atldns, 650 Indiana Street Project Transportation Impact Study (January 24, 2014). 'This document is on file and available for 
review as part of Case File No. 20i2.1574E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, Sim 
Francisco, Calliomia 94103. · 
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The proposed conversion of the existing-19th Street right-of-way into a public plaza is 1;10t expected 

to generate daily person-trips, as the plaza would be· pedestrian-oriented and expected to be 

neighborhood-serving and .integrated with the adjacent retail use, for which trip generation is 

estimated above. No parking would be provided at the plaza, thus discouraging vehicular travel, 

· and encouraging the use of alternate forms <;>f transportation, such as walking and bicycling. Public 

events drawing larger. numbers of users to the plaza would be infrequent and associated trip 

generation and traffic increases would be temporary in nature. 

Traffic 

The proposed project's vehicle trips would travel through the intersections in the project vicinity. As 

shown in Table 2, futersection Operations With and Without Project Trips- Weekday PM Pe~ 

Hour, with the addition of the proposed project, all study intersectionS are· projected to operate ·at an 

acceptable level. of service (LOS)11 except the intersections of Mariposa Street and Pennsylvania 

Avenue and Mariposa Street and the I-280 southbound on-ramp .. These tWo unsignalized 

:intersectio:n.s were· identified as operati11g at LOS F UP.der EYJsti...ng conditions. The addition of 

·project trips would result in the same LOS, with projected delay increasing in proportion to the · 

.project~related increase in traffic. Signal warrant analyses12 conducted. for these intersections 

indicated that the intersection of Mariposa Street and Pennsylv~a A venue does not meet peak 

hour warrants· for either the existing condition or the Existing plus Project condition, and that the 

intersection of Mariposa Street and I-280 SB on-ramp meets signal· warrants for both Existing iilld 

Existing plus Project conditions. 

Based on the signal warrant analysis for the intersection of Mariposa Street and I-280 southbound 

on-ramp, the project-related traffic contribution to the worst approach (eastbound· Mariposa Street) 

at this intersection was ·calculated. The proposed project would add nine new trips to the existing 

746 trips using the eastbound, worst approach under existing conditions at this intersection, 

resulting ill a project contribution to the eastbound approach of 1.2 percent, which is less than the 5 
. . . 

· percent contril;mtion threshold for substantial contribution to unsignalized intersections func.tioning 

at LOSE or F .. Based on this, the impact on LOS due to the anticipated increase in project trips 

would not be not considered significant. 

11 LOS is a qualitative description of the performance of an intersection based on the average delay per vehicle. Intersection 
levels of service range from LOS A, which indicates free flow or excellent conditions with short delays, to LOS F, which ·· 
indicates congested or overloaded conditions with extremely long delays. LOS A through LOS D is considered excellent to 
satisfactory service levels, LOS E is undesirable, and LOS F conditions are representative of gridlock. 
12 A signal warrant analysis is conducted to help determine whether or not conditions warrant the installation or the 
continued operation of a traffic signal. . . 
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2. Mariposa Street and 
1-280 SB on-ramp 

3. Mariposa Street and 
1-280 NB off-ramp 

. 4. Mariposa and 
Minnesota Streets 

5. 18th and Minnesota 
Streets 

6. 19th and Indiana Streets 

7. 19th and Minnesota 
Streets 

8. 20th and Tennessee 
Streets 

.SOURCE: Atkins (2014). · 

One-way 
Worst approach >SO 

stop 

Traffic 
Int. average 20.0 signal 

Two-way 
Worst approach 18.3 

stop 

Two-way 
Worst approach 13.6 

stop 

Two-way 
Worst approach 9.7 . stop 

Two-way 
Worst approach 10.4 

stop 

All-way 
Worst approach 7.9 

·stop 

Potential Environmental Effects 

F Eastbound >80 F Eastbound 

c N/A 20.2 c N/A 

c Nof111bound 18:3 c Northbound 

B Northbound 14.0 B Northbound 

A Westbound 9.6 A Westbound 
·-

B Eastbound 10.9 B Eastbound 

A 
Southbound/ 

7.9 A Westbound 
Westbound 

While the proposed project would not result in any significant transportation-related traffic iJ:!l.pacts, 

and no mitigation would be required, the project sponsor has agreed to implement following 

improvement measure ro promote alternative travel modes: 

Project Improvement Measure I-TR-1- Residential Transportation Demand Management 
Program. The Project Sponsor shall implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
measures to reduce traffic generated by the proposed project and to encourage the use of 
rideshare, transit, bicycle, and walk modes for trips to and from the proposed project In 
addition, prior to issuance of a temporary-permit of building occupancy, the project sponsor 
must execute an agreement with the Planning Department for the provision.of TDM services. 
The TDM program shall have a monitoring component to ascertain its effectiveness. 
Recommended components of the TDM program include the following: 

TDMProgram 

The project sponsor should imp~ement the following TDM measures at a nrinimum: 

1111 TDM Coordinator: Provide TDM training to property- managers/coordinators. The 
TDM coordinator should be the single poip.t of contact for .all transportation-related 
questions from residents and City staff. 
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:> Move-in packet: Provide a trari..sportation insert for· the move-:in packet that 
:includes information on transit service (Muni and BART lines, schedules and 
fares), information on where transit passes may be purchased, and information on 
the 511 Regional Rideshare Program. · 

> Current transportation information:· Provide ongo:ing local and regional 
transportation information (e.g., transit maps and schedules, maps of bicycle . . . 
routes, :internet links) for new and existing tenants. Other strategies may be 
proposed by the Proje~t Sponsor and should be approved by Gty staff. 

> Ride Board: Provide ·a "ride board" (virtual or real) through which residents can 
offer/request rides, such.as o:ri. the.Homeowners Association website and/or lobby 
bulletin board. Other. strategies may be proposed by' the Project Sponsor and 
should be approved by City staff. 

1111 Bicycle Access: 

> Signage: Ensure that the po:ints 9f access to bicycle parking through elevators on 
the ground floor and the garage ramp :include signage :indicating the location of 
these facilities. · 

> Tenant Cooperation: Encourage retail ten;;mts to allow bicycle~ :in 'the workplace. 

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

TDM Monitoring . 

The Planning Department shall provide the TDM Coordinator with a clearly formatted 
"Resident Transportation Survey" (online or in paper format) to facilitate the collection anq 

. presentation of traveld~ta from residents at the following tinies: (a) one year after 85 percent 
occupancy of all dwelling units in the new building; and (b) every two years thereafter, 
based on a standardiZed schedule prepared and circulated by the Planning Department staff 
to the TDM Coordinator. · 

The TDM Coordinator shall collect responses from no less than 33 percent of residents within 
the newly occupied dwelling units within 90 days of receiving the Resident Transportation 
Survey from the Planning Department. The Planning Department will assist the TDM 
Coordinator in communicating the purpose of ·the survey, and shall ensure that the identity 
of individual resident responders is protected. The Department shall provide professionally 
prepared and easy-to-complete online (or paper) survey forms to assist with compliance. 

The Planning Department shall also provide the TDM Coordinator ~th a separate "Building 
Transportation Survey" that documents which TDM measures have· been implemented 
during the reporting period, along' with basic building information (e.g., percent -unit 
occupancy, off-site parking utilization by occupants ofbuild:ing,.loading frequency, etc.). The 
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Building Transportation Survey shall be completed by the TOM Coordinator and submitted 
to City staff within 30 days of receipt. 

The Project Sponsor shall also allow trip counts and :intercept surveys to be conducted on the 
premises by City staff or a City-hired consultant. Access to residential lobbies, garages, etc. 
shall be granted by the Project Sponsor and facilitated by the TOM Coor.dinator. Trip counts 
and :intercept surveys are typically conducted for two to five days between 6:00a.m.· and 
8:00p.m. on both weekdays and weekends. 

Bike Shar:ing 

· Within 30 days aft~r receiv:ing.Plann:ing Commis:;;ion approval for the subject project, Prqject 
Sponsor shall contact Bay Area Bike Share (or its succes?or entity) to d~term:in~ whether Bay 
Area Bike Share would be interested and able to fund and :install a new bike share station :in 
the public right-of-way immediately adjacent to the project site (includ:ing locations with:in 
new or existing sidewalks, new or existing on-street parking, or new or existing roadway 
areas) with:in.six months of the Project Sponsor's estimated receipt of its Temporary or Final 
Certificate of <:;ompletion for the subject project. · ' . 

Bay Area Bike Share shall respond by 60 days prior to the Project Sponsor's meeting with the 
Transportation Advisory Staff C<;nrunittee (TASC) for approval of the streetscape de.sign. 
TASC approval typically occurs at the 90 percent design phase. 

If Bay Area Bike Share is not interested :in and able to fund and install a new bike share 
station immediately adjacent to the ·project :;;ite, as :indicated in writing, the Project Sponsor 
shall not be obligated to design and permit such a space. If Bay Area Bike Share deterrnit:tes 
in writing that it would be :interested and able to fund and :install a new bike share station 
immediately adjacent to the project site .within the time period specified above, the Project 
Sponsor shall make best efforts to modify its streetscape design to accommodate a new bike 
share station to the d:i,mensions provided by Bay Area.Bike Share, and obta:in all city permits 
nece.ssary to provide such a space immediately adjacent to the project site :in the public right
of-way. 

If the City ag~ncies responsible for issuing the permits necessary to provide the new bike 
share station space reject the Project Sponsor's application despite Project Sponsor's best 
efforts, the Project· Sponsor shall not be obligated to provide such space. 

Queuing 

As shown in Figure 2, Proposed Site Plal\ p. 5, the' parking garage would be accessed through a 

ramp from Indiana Street at the north end of the property. 

Dur:ing the peak hour, vehicles turn:ing left into the driveway from the south may need to pause and 

wait for a gap :in traffic travelling southbound on Indiana Street. While substantial queuing is not 

expected and traffic flows on Indiana Street or at the intersections oflndiana and Mariposa Streets 

and Indiana and 191h Streets would not be affected, vehicle queues at the proposed project driveway 
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into the public right-of-way would be subject to the Planning Department's vehicl~ queue·abatement 

Conditions of Approval. The project sponsor has agreed to implement these conditions, which are . . 
identified in the following improvement measure: 

Project Improvement Measure I-TR-2- Queue Abatement Condition of Approval. It shall 
be the responsibility of the owner/operator of any off.:.street parking facility with more fu.an 
20 parking spaces (excluding loading and car-share spaces) to ensure that. recurring vehicle 
queues do not occur on the public. right-of-way. A vehicle queue is defined a8 one or more 
vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking any portion of any public street, alley, or 
sidewalk for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis.' 

If a recurring. queue. occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall employ . 
abatement.methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate abatement methods will vary 
depending on the characteristics and causes· of the recurring queue, as. well as the 
characteristics of the ·parking facility, the street(s) to which the facility connects, and the 
associatedJand use$ (if applicable). 

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited, to the following: redesign of 
facility. to :improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue capacity; employment of parking 
attendants; installation of LOT FULL signs with active management by parking attendants; 
.use of valet parking or other space-efficient parking techniques; use. of off-site parking 
facilities or shared parking w:l.th nearby uses; use of parking occripancy sensors and signage 
directing drivers to available spaces; travel demand . management strategies · such as . 
additionai bicycle parking, customer shuttles, d~livery services; and/or . parking demand 
management strategies such as parking time limits, paid. parking, time-of-day parking 
surcharge, or validated parking. 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recurring queue is present, the 
Department shall notify the prope~ty owner in writing. ·Upon requ~st, the owner/operator 
shall hire a qualified 'transportation consultant to evaluate the conditions at the site for no 
less than seven days. The consultant shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the 
Department for review .. If the Department determines that a recurring queue does exist, the 
facility owner/operator shall· have 90 days from the date of the written determination to 

· abate the queue. 

· ·Construction 

Project constructi~n, including construction of the 191h Street Pedestrian Plaza, would also result in a 

temporary increas~ in the number ot vehicle trips at study intersections. However, the addition of 

the worker-related vehicle or transit trips would not substantially affect transportation conditions, 

as any impacts on local intersections or the transit network would be similar to, or· less than, those 

associated with the project's operational phase, which. were determined to be less than significant. . . 

Nonetheless, the project sponsor has agreed to implement the following improvement measure to 

further reduce construction impacts: 
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Project Improvement Measure I-TR-3 -Construction Management. The ·project sponsor 
- and construction contractor(s) would meet with the Traffic Engineering Division of the 

Department of Parking and Traffic (DPT), the Fire Department, Muni, and the Planning 
Department to determille feasible measures to reduce traffic congestion, including potential 
transit disruption_ and pedestrian cii:culation impacts during construction of the proposed 
project. The temporary parking_ demai\d, by construction workers would need to be met on 
site, on street, or within other off-street parking facilities. Construction workers should be 

. encouraged to take trarisit or carpool to the project site. Other measures should include 
sending construction schedule updates to adjacent businesses or residents; development and 
implementation of construction truck management to minimize the overall number of truck 
trips to and from the site; avoiding truck trips during peak hours; and coordination with any 
nearby construction sites, such as 800 Indiana Street, to minimize overlapping peaks in 
construction trucks or other construction-related traffic. 

Overall, the increase in vehicle trips associated with construction and operation would not result in 

a signhiJ.cant rrnpact on traffic :ir. tP.e project vicinity. Since the project contribution to a critical 

movement that is operating at LOS F is less than the threshold value of 5 percent, .the proposed 

project would not result in a significant contribution to the LOS E operating conditions at this 

intersection, and impacts on 2035 Cumulative traffic operations would be less than significant. 

Similarly, the intersection of 18th and Minnesota Streets is projected to experience noticeable growth 

in background traffic volumes, which would result in the intersection operating at LOS F. Signal 

_ warrant analysis fo~ the intersection of 18th and Minnesota Streets (for cumulative conditions · 

volume) indicates that this intersection would not meet warrants. 

Further, while localized cumulative construction-related traffic impacts could occur as a result of 

.cumulative projects that generate. increased traffic at the same time and on the same roads as the 

proposed project, the ~mulative impacts of multiple nearby construction projects would not be _ 

cumulatively considerable. Construction would be of temporary duration, and the proposed project 
. . . . ' 

would be reql,lired to coordinate with various City departments such as SFMfA and DPW through 

the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) to develop coordinated plans that would 

address construction-related vehicle routing and pedestrian movements adjacent to the construction 

area for the duration of construction overlap. Additionally, the construction manager for each 

project would be required to work with the various departments of the City to develop a detailed 

and coordinated ~lan that would address construction vehicle routing, traffic control, and 

pedestrian movement adjacent to the construction area for the duration of any overlap :in 

construction activity. 

For the above.reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe 

impacts than. were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to traffic,_ either 

individually or cumulatively. 
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Transit 

The project site is located within a quarter-mile of several local transit lines including Muni bus lines 

SAX, 8BX, 8X, 9, 9L, 10, ~2, 14, 14L, 14X, 19, 27, 49, and streetcar lines JandT. The proposed project 

would generate a total of 37 PM peak hour transit' trips. These transit trips to and from the project 

site would utilize the nearby Muni lines and regional transit line and may include transfe:~;s to other 

Muni bus lines and light rail lines, or other regional transit providers, such as BART and Caltrain. 

Given the wide availability of nearby transit, the ·addition of 37 trips during the PM peak hour 

would be accommodated by existing capacity. As such, the proposed project would not result in . 

unacceptable levels of transit service or cause a substantial increase in delays or operating costs such 

that significant adverse impacts in transit service could result. ' 

Each of the rezoning. options in .the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified significant and 

unavoidable cumulative impacts relating to increases in transit ridership on Muni l~es, with the 

Preferred Project having significant impacts on s~ven lines. Of those llne,s, the project site is located 

within a quarter-rrlile of Mwi lines 9, 27, artd 49. 11itigation measures proposed to address these 

impacts relate9- to pursuing enhanced transit funding; conducting transit ·corridor and service 

improvements; and increasing transit accessibility,. servi<;e information and storage/maintenance 

capabilities for Muni lines in. the Eastern Neighborhoods. Even with mitigation, however, 

. ci.unulative impacts on the above lines were found to be significant and unavoidable and a 

. · . Statement of Overriding Considerations related to the significant and 'uriavoidable cumulative 

tr~sit impacts was adopted as part of the FEIR Ce_rtification and project approval. 

The p~oposedproject would n<?t contribute considerably to these conditions as its small contribution 

of 37 PM peak hour transit trips would not be a substantial proportion of the overall additional 

transit volume expected to be generated by implementation of Eastern. Neighborhoods Plan· and 

would be within the scope of the Eastern Neighborhood FEIR analysis. For the above reasons, ~e 

proposed project would not result in significant new ·or more severe impacts than were not 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to transit, either individually or cumulatively. 

Loading 

The residential and retail uses associated :vlth the propos~d project would generate an average of 

3.2 freight vehicle trips p~r day (2.8 trips for the residential use a_nd 0.4 trip for the retail use) and 

would result in a loading demand for approximately O.lloading space during an average hour and · 

0.2 loading spa<;e du±ing the peak hour. No regularly scheduled loading activities would be 

associated with the proposed 19th Street Pedestrian Plaza. 

Planning Code Section 152.1 requires one off-street loading space for residential developments of 

100,001 to 200,000 sf. No off-street loading space is required for the reside:q.tial uses consisting of less 

than 100,000 sf of developm~nt or for retail uses consisting of less than 10,000 sf. of development. 

Therefore, proposed project would not include any off-street loading facilities. 
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The project would include a yellow on-street loading zone approximately 46 feet long located 

directly east of the project site on the east side of Indiana Street north of 19th Street. To minimize 

queuing, the project also would include a 25-foot white vehicle queuing/passenger loading zone on 

Indiana Street just northofthe project's ·driveway. Both of these proposed loading·zones would be 

subject to SFMI'A approval, which would include a public hearing to consider the request. 

The proposed project loading demand would be minimal and would be accommodated within the 

proposeq on-street loading zone. For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in 

significant new or more severe impacts than were not id~ntified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 

related to loading, either individually or cumulatively. 

Pedestrian and Bicycle Conditions 

The proposed project would add about 57 pedestrian trips to the adjacent sidewalks during the 

weekday PM peak hour. While ·the addition of the pr.oject generated pedestrian trips woUld 

incrementally increase pedestrian volumes on·Indiana~ 191h, and 1vfumesota Streets, the additional 

trips would not substantially affect pedestrian flows. To accomm!Jdate pedestrian traffic adjacent to 

the :project site, the project proposes a seven-foot throughway adjacent to the project site, an 

additional five-foot frontage between the building and the throughway, a five-foot furnishing zone, 

and a two-foot edge zone, for a total of 19 feet. This exceeds the existing sidewalk zones of 14 feet, as 

well as the BSP requirements of 12.5 feet. 

The proposed pedestrian improvements would minimize hazards associated with conflicts between 

pedestrians and vehi<;:les. Pedestrian safety around the project site would also be· enhanced though 

the provision of a passenger drop-off zone just north of the vehicular garage access point and with 

construction of bulb-outs on the west side of Indiana Street at the 19th Street intersection comers. The 

project also proposes to tum 191h Street west of Indiana Street into a public plaza with limited 

veJ:Ucle access, as shown on Figure 2, Proposed Site Plan, p. 5. 

The p;roposed project would meet the requirements of the Planning Code by providing 111 Class 1 

bicycle spaces· and· eight Class 2 bicycle spaces. There are three designated San Francisco Bicycle 

Routes in the vicinity of the proposed project -·Bicycle Route 5 on illinois Street, Bicycle Route 7 

adjacent to the project site on Indiana Street, and Bicycle ·Route 23 on Mariposa Street. With the 

current-low bicycle and traffic volumes on the adjacent streets, existing bicycle travel generally 

occurs without major impedanc~s or safety problems. 

It is anticipated that a portion of the 40 "walk/other" trips generated by the proposed project would 

·be bicycle trips that would add a small number of bicycl~s to these nearby bicycle routes. However, 

it is expected that project-related vehicle trips into and out of the project site during the PM peak 

hour on Indiana Street (61 inbound and 33 outbound residential vehicle trips) would not result in 

substantial vehicle-bicycle conflicts. 
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The projected increase in background vehicle tr.affic between Existing .plus Project and 2035 

Cumulative conditions would result in an increase in the potential for v<7hicle-pedestrian and 

vehicle-bicycle conflicts at intersectionS in the study area. However, the proposed project would not 

create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrians or bicycles, or otherwise su~stantially 

impede pedestri~ or bicycle accessibility within the Eastern Neighborhoods area. For the above 

reasons, the proposed project wo~d not result in significant new or more· severe impacts than were 

not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to pedestrian and bicycle conditions, 

either individually or cumulatively. 

Emergency Access 

The proposed streets.cape improvements, .including cbnstruction of the 19~foot sidewalk on the west 

side of Indiana Street and the conversion of parking on the· west side of l:t,ldiana Street from . 

·perpendicular to parallel,·wbuld not affect emergency access because such changes would not close 

the streets to emergency vehicles. The. conversion of the stub end of 19th Street west of Indiana Street 

to a pedestrian plaza would, however:, require emergency velticles i:o remove the bollards before 

entering the ·street, if access to this location is required. The project sponsor has agreed to implement 

the following improvement measure to ensure that.first responders would be provided with a key to 

unlock the bollards if necessary to permit emergency vehicle access:' 
. . 

Project Improvement Measure I-~R-4 - Provision of Keys to First Responders. If the 
bollards at the entrance to 19th Street west of Indiana Street cannot be removed by first 
responders without a key, upon installation of the boll.ards, the project sponsor shall provide 
ballard keys to first responders to permit emergency access. 

The proposed project would not result in 'significant new or more severe impacts than were not 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR rel<;tted to emergency access, either individu,ally or 

cumulatively. 

Parking 

Public Resources· Code Section 21099( d), effective January 1, 20l4, provides that, "aesthetics and 

parking impacts of a: residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site 

located within a transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the 

environment." Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no long~r to be considered in determining if 
a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effect's for projects that meet all of 

the following three criteria: 

a) The project is in a transit priority area 

b) The prbject is on an infill site 

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center 
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The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this determination does not 

consider the adequacy of parking in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.13 

The Planning Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to the public 

and the decision makers .. Therefore, this determination presents a parking demand analysis for 

informational purposes. 

The proposed project would have a parking demand of approximately 151 spaces, of which eight 

would be required for short-terin parking and 143 would be required for long-term parking. Of this 

parking demand, the residential uses would require 140 long-term spaces, but no short-term spaces. 

The retail uses would require eight short-term spaces and three long-term spaces. No dedicated 

parking would be provided to serve the proposed 19th Street Pedestrian Plaza. 

As a result of the proposed reconfiguration of parking on the west side of the street from 

perpendicular parking to parallel parking, and the addition of a loading zone on the east side of the 

street; the project would displace 19 on-street parking spaces in front of the site. Of these 19 spaces, 

16 spaces would be lost due to parallel parking conversion, one would be lost due lo the brilbout on 

19th ·and Indiana Streets, and two would be lost _due to the placement of the prop()sed loading zone 

across the street from the project site. 

The Planning Code (Section 151.1) includes parking maximums that would allow the proposed 

project to provide up to 83 parking spaces for the residential uses (0.75 space per unit, 111 units) and 

one parking space for the retail uses (one space for each 1,500 gsf, 1;917 sf total). B~cause the 

proposed project would provide 79 parking spaces for the residential units and no spaces for the 

retail uses, it would comply with the Planning Code requirements. Per Planning Code requirements 

the project would also provide three ADA parking spaces and one car-share parking space. 

The project site is located in the Eastern Neighborhood Mixed-Use District (SD-3) where, under 

Planning Code Section 151, residential projects are not required to provide any off-street parking 

space. Any imm.et parking demand could be accommodated by a combination of proposed new off

street parking and existing on-street parking within a reasonable distance of the project vicinity. 

Additionally, the project site is well-served by transit and bicycle facilities. Therefore, any unmet 

parking demand associated with . the project would not materially affect the . overall parking 

conditions in the project vicinity such that hazardous conditions or significant delays are created. 

Under cumulative· parking conditions, due to anticipated new development and increased density 

within the City, parking demand and competition for on- and off-street parking is likely to increase. 

In combination with the City's Transit First Policy, the City's BSP and related projects, the proposed 

project would not provide on-site parking spaces to meet expected demand. However, because the 

13 San: Francisco Planning Deparb:n~nt, Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 650 Indiana Street (February 14, 

2014). This. document is available for review as part of Case File :r;-.Jo. 2012.157~E at the San Erancisco Planning Deparb:nent, 
·1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, Califorilla 94103. . 
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. . 
proposed project's urunet parking demand would not be· considered substantial, it would not make 

a substantial contribution to future parking deficits within the Eastern Nei~hborhoods area. 

rn summary,' the propos~d project would' not result in significant new or ~ore seve~e impacts that 

were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to traffic and transportation, either 

indiVidually or cumulatively. 

Noise 

The Eastern: Neighborhooqs FEIR identified potential impacts related to residences and other noise

sensitive uses located in proximity to noisy uses such_ as PDR, retail, entertainment, cultural/ 

institutional/educationai. uses, and office ust;!s. In addition, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR noted 

that implementation of the plan would incrementally increase traffic-generated noise on some 

streets in the Eastern Neighborhoods area and result in temporary construction noise impacts from 

pile driving and other construction activities. The Eastern Ne.ighborhoods ·FEIR therefore identified . . . 
· six noise mitigation measures, discussed below, that would reduce noise impacts to less-than

significant levels. 

To comply with several mitigation measures included in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, a Noise 

Technical Report was prepared to assess potential noise. and vibration impacts associated.with the 

implementation of the proposed ptoject and to determin~ whether the project would result in any . 

significant n?ise impacts not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FE1R.14 The following analysis 

is based on the findings of this report. 

E.astern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation ·Measures F-~ and F:2, relate to construction noise. 

Mitigation Measure F-1 . requires individual projects that ~dude pile-driving within the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Area Plan and within proximity to noise-sensitive uses to ensure that piles be pre

drilled, wherev~r feasible, to reduce .cons~ction-rel~ted noise and vibration. No pile-driving 

activity woul~ occur as a part of project construction. Therefore, this. r;nitigation measure does not 

apply to the proposed project. 

Mitigation Measu:te F-2 ·requires individ:ual projects that include particularly noisy construction 

procedUres requiring noise controls in proximity to sensitive land uses 'to submit site-specific noise 

attenuation measures plan under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant ·to . the 

Departmen~ of Building Inspection (DBI) prior to commencing construction. Construction noise 

co)1trols are required· for construction that exceeds the construction noise limits in the Noise 

Ordinance and ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation :ls achieved. Such plan would be 

14 Atkins, 650 Indiana Street Project, San Francisco, CA, Noise Technical Report (March 2014). This document is on fil~ and 
available for r.eview as part of Case File No. 20l2.1574E at th~ San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 
Suih!400. 
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subject to review and approval by DBI. Because the proposed project could include particularly 

noisy construction procedures, Mitigation Measure F~2 would apply. 

Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (San Francis.co Police Code 

Article 29). The Noise Ordinance requires that construction work be conducted in the following 

manner: (1) noise levels of construction equipment, other than impact tools, must not.exceed 80 dBA 

at a distance of 100 feet from the source (the equipment generating the noise); (2) impact tools must 

have inta](e and exhaust mufflers that are approved by the Director of the Department of Public 

Works (DPW) to best accomplish. maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the noise from the 

construction work would exceed the ambient noise levels at the . site property line by 5 dB A, the 

work must not be conducted between 8:00p.m. and 7:00 a.m., unless the Director of DPW authorizes 

a special permit for conducting the work during that period. DBI is responsible for enforcing the 

Noise Ordinance for private construction projects during normal business. hours (8:00 a.m. to 

5:00p.m.). The Police Department is responsible for enforcing the No_ise Ordinance during all other 

hours. 

Based on a worst-case assumption, construction of the project would have the potential to generate 

hourly average noise levels of up to 83 dBA at 100 feet. This estimate is conservative because 

construction equipment is expected t~ be spread out over the site and is not expecte<;l to be op~rated 
simultaneously. Nevertheless, the project's construction phase would have the potential to exceed 

the noise leveUimits set for construction in the Noise Ordinance, and coUld result in a significant 

. impact, as identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

During the construction period for the proposed project of approximately 21 months, occupants of 

nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise. Land uses in the project area generally 

consist of industrial and commercial uses that are not noise sensitive; however, residences are 

scattered throughout Central Waterfront Neighborhood, including in the vicinity of the proposed 

_project. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site are the Minnesota Lofts residential 

building, located at the corner of Minnesota Street and 18th Street, approximately 330 feet east from 

. the project site. Other noise sensitive land uses within 900 feet of the proje~t site include residences 

and the San Francisco Public Library (Potrero Hill Branch) located west of I-280, ~d residential 

buildings east of I-280. 

At times, noise could iri.terfere with indoor activities in nearby residences and other businesses near 

the project site and may be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties: The 

increase in noise in the project area during project construction would not be considered a 

significant impact of the proposed project, because the construction noise would be temporary, 

intermittent, and restricted in occurrence and level, as the contractor would be subject to and would 

comply with the Noise Ordinance. 

Additionally, the project sponsor has agreed to implement Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation 

Measure F-2 to further minimize construction noise. With implementation of this mitigation 
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measure, impacts related to cori.struction-phase noise would be less than significant, and the 

proposed project would not result in new or more seyere adverse impacts than were identified in. 

the Eastern Neighborhoods FEill. related to construction noise. 

Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-1- Construction Noise (Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 
Mitigation M~asure F-2: Construction Noise). Where environmental review of. a 
development project undertal<en subsequent to the adoption of the propos.edzoning controls 
determines that construction noise controls are .necessary due to the nature of planned 
construction: practices and the se:rlsitlvity of pro:xto:;.ate uses, the Planning Dirf?ctor shall 
require that the sponsors of the. subsequent development project develop a set of site-specific 
noise attenuation measures under the supervision of a qualified acoustical consultant Prior 
to commencing construction, a plan for such measures shall be submitted to the Department 
of Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achj.~ved. 
These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following control strategies as 
fuas~: . 

. ~ Erect terrlpora..n; pl:0Alood noise ·barrier~ arou..rtd a corLstruction site, particulm:'l~y 
where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses. 

111 Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure as ·the building is erecte~ to 
reduce noise emission from the site. 

111 Evaluate the feasibility of noise control at the receivers .by temporarily improving the 
noise reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses. . 

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

111 • Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours and complaint 
procedures and. who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers 
listed. 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measures F:-3, F-4, and, F-6 include additional meas:ures for 

individual projects that include new noise-sensitive uses, which are defined as land uses that may be 

subject to stress and/or interference from excessive noise such as schools, residences, churches, 

hospitals, and similar facilities, or that would result.in conflicts between existing. sensitive receptors. 

and new noise _gen.erating uses. 

Mitigation Measure F-3 requires that project sponsors of new development that ~eludes noise

sensitive uses located along streets with noise levels above 60 dBA (Ldn), where such development is 

not already subject to the California Noise Insulation Standards in·California Code of Regulations 

Title 24, conduct a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements. As a multi-family residential 

building, the proposed project is subject to the California Noise Insulation Stan~ards. Therefore, this 
mitigation measure is not. applicable to the prqposed project 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEill. Mitigation Measure F-4 requires the p~eparation of an analysis .. that 

includes, at minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise-generating uses within 900 .feet of and 
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that have a direct line of site to the project site, and at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with 

maximum noise levels taken every 15 minutes). Where heightened concern about noise levels in the 

vicinity are present based. on measurements of existing noise levels, Mitigation Measure F-4 requires 

completion of a detailed noise assessment by a person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or 

eng~eering prior to the first project approval actio!\ in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior 

noise levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained. 

Accordingly,. as noted above, the Noise Technical Report prepared for the proposed project includes 

modeling results and measurements of existing noise levels that could impact the proposed 

residential uses and identifies insulation requirements for the proposed project t? ensure 

compliance with Title 24 standards. Traffic noise, primarily from I-280, which abuts the project site 

to the west, represents the primary source of existing noise in the project vicinity. 

Existing roadway noise levels were modeled . using the FHW A Traffic Noise Model (TNM), 

Version 2.5.15 'Ibis model takes into account traffic volumes, vehicle mix, existing site topography, 

existing structures, and elevation of roadways and location o£ road ways on, struttures. Existing· 

noise levels were modeled at three receptor locations on the project site and four locations off site 

that represent existing commercial and residential development and Esprit Park. Table 3, Existing 

Roadway Noise Levels, p. 40, shows the existing noise levels .associated with each of the receptor 

locations as a result of traffic noise. . 

While I-280 represents the primary source of existing noise in the project vicinity, other sources of 

noise in th~ area within 900 feet of the project s~te include activities associated with nearby industrial 

uses, periodic temporary construction related noise from nearby · development, and street 

. maintenance. In particular, the Cresco equipment rental facility located immediately adjacent to the 

proposed 19th Street Pedestrian Plaza represents a source of eXisting noise associated with the 

movement of construction equipment into and out of the facility. This facility operates 7:00a.m." to 

5:00p.m. Monday through ~riday. Intermittent noise associated with emergency yehicles is also a 

source of noise in the project vicinity. 

15 http://www.fhwa.dot.gov /environment/noise/traffic noise model/mm v25/ 
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Middle of Esprit Park 

Northeast corner of project site 

Southeast corner of project site 

Middle of western boundary of project site ' 

Western frontage of residential building located east of Esprit Park 

Western frontage of light industripl use located on east site 500 Block of 
Indiana Street · 

Western frontage of Minnesota Lofts residential building located on 
Minnesota Street, south o{ 18th Street . 

SOURCE: Atkins (November 2014). 

65 67 No 

68 69 No 

62 63 No 

74 75 No 

61 63 Yes 

65 66 No 

63 64 Yes 

a. Calculated peak hour noise level was used to determine CNEL using the equation recommended by Caltrans (Technical Noise Supplement 
p. 2-60). 

b. . Normally acceptable noise standard is 60 dBA CNEL residences, 7D dBA for parks, and il.5 dBA CNEL for commercial and industrial uses. 

As described in the Noise Technical Report, a 24-hour ambient sound level survey was conducted 

by Steve Rogers Acoustics (SRA) on August 14, 2013, to quantify the noise environment on the 

project site for the purposes of determining noise insulation design. The measurement was taken on 

the roof of the existing structure on the project site. I-280 was visibl~ from the m~asurement location. 

The measured noise levels in the project vicinity· ranged from 70 to 73 dBA during daytime and 

evening hours (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.). During nighttime hou!s, noise levels ranged from a 

minimum hourly Leq of 62 dBA durll;lg the 2:00 a.m. hom, to 71 dBA during the 6:00 a.m. ·hour. A 

Corili:nunity Noise Equivalent. Level (CNEL) of 75 dBA was measured on· site. Based on the San 

Francisco noise compatibility guidelines, noise levels in the project vicinity are normally 

unacceptabl~ for residential land use, and conditionally ,acceptable for commercial and retail land . . 
uses. 

Pursuant to requirements of Mitigation Measure F-4, the noise study. contains the ·following 

recommendations to ensure that the proposed building would be compliant with Title 24 

.requirements such that future residents would not be exposed to excessive noise levels: 

1111 The proposed buildings shall meet the minimuni. sound insulation requirements as outlined 
in Table 4, Minimum Sound Insulation Requirements, p. 41. The recommended Sound 
Transmission Oass (STC)16 and Outdoor-Indoor Translnission Class (OITC)17 ratings are the 

16 Sound Transmission Class (STC) is a single-figure rating of sound insulation performance over the frequency range 125-
4,000 Hz calculated according to ASTM E-413. STC is derived from laboratory Transmission Loss testing (of windows, 
doors, partitions etc.) in accordancewithASTM E-90. 

Case No. 2012.1574E 
650 Indiana Street Project 

40 San Francisco Planning Department 

1678 



Certificate of Determination 
March 2014 

Potential Environmental Effects 

minimuni values that Will be installed. The recorrunended values are composite values that 
must be achi~ved by the combination of all various wall, window, and door elements. 

11111 All roof elements over dwelling units shall generally provide a minimum STC of 36 and · 
minimum OITC of 27. This requirement shall apply to the whole of the "0" Building and 
most ofthe roof of the "M" Building .. 

11111 Achieving.the required sound insulation standards means that windows must be normally 
dosed and do not need to be open for ventilation. The apartments and lofts will, therefore, be 
provided with supplemental ventilation, which could take the form of either. a mechanical 
forced-air system or passive. air-transfer path such as in-wall z-duct. V\lhichever method is 
used, the ventilation path from the living space to the exterior of the building would provid~ 
a degree of soood attenuation consistent with the STC and OITC requirements. 

SOURCE: Atkins (2014). 

The project sponsor has agreed to implement all of the recorrunended measures included in the 

noise study.18 DBI would ensure that the project complies with Title 24 standards during the 

building permit process. 

Mitigation Measure F-6 from the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR requiTes open spate areas required 

under the Planning Code ·to be protected, to the maximum feasible extent, from existing ambient 

noise. levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the open space. Implementation of 

this measure could involve, among other things, site design that uses the building its~lf to shield on

site open space from the greatest noise sources and construction of noise barriers between noise 

sourc~s and open space. The proposed project w~uld indud~ public open space in the form of a . 

mid-block alley and a public plaza, as well as com.rllon open space in the form of internal 

courtyards; therefore, this mitigation·measure is applicable. 

The Noise Technical Report includes. information detailing how the proposed open space would be 

protected from existing ambient .noise. The mid-block alleyway would be partially covered where 

17 Outdoor-Indoor Transmission Class, or OITC, is a single-figure rating of sound insulation performance over the 
frequency range 80-4,000 Hz, calculated according to ASTM E-1332. While less well-known than STC, OITC provides an 
improved measure of how well exterior building assemblies attenuate intrusion of noise from transportation sources, such 
as roads and railways and is, therefore, often preferred when transportation noise is the dominant outdoor noise source. 
18 Carlos Vasquez, Project Spo119or, email to Tania Sheyner, San Fr?ncisco Planning Department, 650 Indiana Noise 
Mitigation Measures (March 13, 2014). This document is on file and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E 
at the San Francisco. Planning Department, 1650 Missi()n Street, Suite 400. 
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the two proposed buildings would cantilever above the. open space. Since I-280 is the main source of 

noise near the project site, and is elevated adjacent to the project site, covering the alleyway would 

provide attenuation from freeway noise (in this situation, a noise barrier on the ground floor would· 

not provide attenuation due· to the freeway elevation). Additionally~. terraced ~aridscaping is 

proposed along the I-280 embankment adjacent to the proposed 19th Street Pedestrian Plaza to 
. . 

·provide noise attenuation from freeway noise. 

The project would also include roofdecks, which would be protected from ambient noise by solid 

. barriers constructed around the courtyards. On the ~'0" ~uilding, the height of the soUii.d barriers 

W?uld be ten feet tall, and on the "M" Buil<,iing, the sound barriers would be eight feet tall. The 

difference in height between the I-280 freeway and the proposed rooftop courtyards, combined with 

the proposed safety barrier, would break the line of sight between these common areas and I-2~0, 

and some noise attenuation would be achieved. Complete enclosure of the common courtyard areas 

on the ground floor it:; not feasible in order to :provide open space for residents and public 

accessibility to common areas. However, the proposed. project would provide adequate protectio11 

for common ·open spaces from existing ambient noise levels and would comply with Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR Miti9ation Measure F-6. 

Eastern Neighi::Jorhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure F-5· requires individual projects that include new 

· ~oise-generating uses, such as. commercial, industrial, or other uses that would· be expected to 

generate noise ·levels in excess of ambient noise in the proposed project site vicinity, to submit an 

a12ousticql analysis that demonstrates the proposed use wquld comply with the Ge;neral Plan anq. 

Police Code Section 2909: ~ince the proposed project does not include any land uses that would 

generate noise levels in excess.' of ambient noise in the vi~inity of the project site, Mitigation Measure 

F-5 would not be applicable. 

Noise generated from reside~tial uses is generally described as nuisance noise. Nuisance noise is 

defined (\S intermittent or temporary neighborhood noise from SOUrCeS such as amplified music, and 

barking dogs that may be disturbing to other residents. San Francisco No~se Ordinance (Police Code . 

.Section 29097 establishes noise limits to minimize nuisance noise. These nois~ levels limits prohibit 

noi_se produced by any machine, br device, music or entertaillment or any combination of same~ on 

multi-unit residential property that exceed· the existing ambient noise level by five dBA at three feet 

from any wall, floor, or ceiling inside any 'dwelling unit on the same property, when the windows 

and doors of the dwelling unit are closed. Compliance with the Noise Ordinance would limit 

exposure to excessive nuisance noise. The Director of Public Health and San Francisco Police 

Department (SFPD) enforce· the nuisance noise provisions of the Noise Ordinance.· Additi~nally, 
. nuisance noises would be different from each other in kind, duration, and location, so that the 

overall effects would be separate 'and in most cases would not affect the receptors at the same time. 

Instances. of nuisance noise would be addressed on an individual case basis. Therefore, nuisance 

noise from the proposed residences would not result in significant impact. 
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Due to the limited size of retail establishments that would be accommodated on the project site, 

_retail uses would not generate substantial truck trips or noiSe fl;om loading activities. Overall, the 

proposed project would generate approximately four delivery/serVice vehicle trips per day, with 

such deliveries· made primarily by small trucks and vans. However, larger trucks would 

infrequently pe necessary for large-unit residential move-in and move-out. 

Retail uses may require installation of a heating, ventilation, and air condition (HV AC) unit, which 

would have the potential to generate operational noise. Mechanical HV AC equipment located on the 

rooftops of the new buildings would have the potential to generate noise· levels which average 

65 dBA at a distance of 50 feet, and may run continuously during the day and night. As discussed 

above, existing noise levels on the project site range from 62 to 75 dBA CNEL. Therefore, new 

HV AC equipment would not exceed existing· ambient noise levels by more than five dB A. Noise 

from HV AC equipment would generally not be audible above existing noise levels and wouid not 

exceed the CitY:s noise level limits. Additionally,· adherence with. Policy 3.1.7 of the Central 

Waterfront Area Plc;;n, which requires scree:ni.11g for HV AC equipment, would further reduce noise 

from HV AC equipment.19 

Some noise .would be associated With outdoor activities within the proposed 19th Street Pedestrian 

. Plaza. However, public use of the plaza is expected to generate noise typical of an outdoor cafe. 

Public events staged at the plaza would be infrequent and associated noise impacts would be 

temporary in nature. As with the proposed residential uses, the exposure of sensitive receptors to 

excessive nuiSance noise associated with public use ·of the plaza would be limited through 

compliance with tll.e Noise Ordinance and through enforcement by the Director of Public Health 
and the SFPD. . 

Noise sources from the ·propos~d parking structure wouid include car alarms, d()or slams, radios, 

and tire squeals. These sources typically range from about 30 to 66 dBA at a distance of 100 feet, and 

are generally short-term and intermittent. Parking lots also have the potential to generate noise 

. levels that exceed City's noise levelliinits ·depending on the location of the source; however, noise 

sources from the parking lot would be different from each other in kind, duration,· an<;!. location, so 

that the overall effects would be separate and in most cases would not affect noise-sensitive 

receptors at the same time. The parking structure would be located partially underground which 

would provide additional attenuation from surrounding development. Due to shielding and 

existing ambient noise, intermittent noise generated from parking lots would generally not be 

audible at sl!-!rounding land uses. 
. . 

Overall, implementation of the proposed project would result in a one dBA CNEL increase at two 

receptors along the roadways serving the proposed proj~ct and on the west side of the project site. 

19 CitY and County of San Francisco, San Francisco General Plan, Central Waterfront Area Plan (December 2008). This 

document is available online at http:l/www.sf-planning.org/ftp/general plan/Central Waterfront.htm. 
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However, the proposed structures would provide some noise attenuation on- and off-site and 

would reduce noise.levels at several receptors that would be separated from I-28Q by the proposed 

structures, including Esprit Park. The proposed structures would provide additional attenuation 

compared to. the existing structure on the project site because the proposed structures ~ould be 

approximately 38 feet ~aller :than the existing structure (58 feet compared to 20 feet) and would 

extend from 19th "Street to the existing warehouse structure that abuts the project site to the ;north. 

The proposed project would not result in an increase of thiee dBA CNEL or more at any receptor. 

Therefore, no significant impact would occur. 

Given the types of uses proposed and the estimated project-related noise level increase, the 

proposed project would not contribute considerably to cumulative noise levels in th~ Eastern 

. Neighborhoods area. The Future (Year 2035) scenario includes buildout of the project as well as the 

cumulative growth through Year 2035. Noise levels associated with future increases in traffic, both 

with and without the project, are provided in Table 5, Cumulative (Year 2035) Traffic Noise Levels. 

A substantial permanent increase in traffic noise would occur if the project would result in an 

increase in noise level of three dBA CNEL or more. As shown m this table, implementation of the 

proposed project would not result in an increase of three dBA CNEL or more at any receptor. 

!;:r~<b.IE.{§ :;;:.~~?·,::x:j;:9'4'w~!~tW~'tx~~Fi9'3"~·j·:r.r:~H~s:N?>.Y~~-",~~v~i.~'~;::;::5::'?f9,~~~:~~:::zc~/:;:}~~':';;i';>:::~.:-:,>::;;''::·i~';::,:r;::;:y 

· · ;;z~~1~fJ:~ 'W:tttl.Y~t~ ',;1%%~:Jtir/t:t:.?~:s;~,;~ 
Mid91e of Esprit Park 67 68 61 -7 

Northeast corner of-project site 69 71 64 -7 . 

Southeast corner of project site 63 65 63 -2 

Middle of western boundary of project site 75 77 77 0 

Western frontage of residential building located east of Esprit Park 63 64 63 -1 

Western frontage of light industrial use located on east site 500 Block of 66 67 67 0 Indiana st · 

Western frontage of Minnesota Lofts residential-building loc~ted on 
Minnesota St, south of 18th St 64 67 67 0 

SOURCE: Atkins (2014). 

As described above, noise attenuation measures would be implemented as part of the project design 

to reduce noise levels within the proposed residential and open space uses to an acceptable level. 

Further, the proposed structures would be substantially taller thanthose currently existing on the 

project site, . and thus ·.would reduc~ noise levels at several receptors by providing enhanced 

separation from I-280, the most considerable source of noise in the project vicinity. Therefore/ the 

project yvould not result in a potentially significant traffic noise impact under the Future (Year 2035). 

scenario. 
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In summary, ihe proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe impacts that 

were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to noise, ei-ther individually or . 

cutnulatively. 

Air Quality 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts related to. 

construction activities that may cause wind-blown dust and pollutant emissions; roadway-related 

air qua).ity impacts on sensitive land uses; and the siting of uses that eill.it diesel particulate maiter 

(DPM) and toXic air contaminants (TACs) as part . of everyday operations. The Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce air quality impacts to 

less-than-significant levels. 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 requires individual projects that include 

construction activities to include dust control· measures and maintain and operate construction 

equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other polluta..""lts. This mitigation 

measure was identified in the Initial. $tudy. Subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, the .San 

Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco Building and 

Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 176-08, 

effective July 30, 2008). The intent of ihe Construction Dust Control Ordinance is to reduce the 

quantity of dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to 

protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance 

complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by DB I. 

Also subsequent to publication of the Initial Study, ihe Bay Area Air Quality Management District 

(BAAQMD), the' regional agency with jurisdiction over the nine-county San Frandsco Bay Area Air 

Basin (SFBAAB)~ provided updated 2011 BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (Air Quality 

Guidelines), 20 which provided new methodologies for . analyzing. air quality impacts, includin:g 

construction activities. The Air Quality Guidelines provide screening criteria for determ.injng 

. whether a project's criteria air pollutant emissions may violate c;m air quality standard, contribute to 

an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in 

criteria air pollutants. If a proposed project meets the screening criteria, then the project would not 

need to perform a detailed air quality assessment of -their proposed project's air pollutant emissions 

and construction or operation of the proposed project would result in a less-than-significant air 

quality impact. 

For determining· potential health risk impacts, San Francisco has partnered wiih the BAAQMD to 

inventory and assess air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources with:ill 

. . . 
20 Bay Area All: Quality Management District, California Environmental Quality Act Air Quality Guidelines (updated May 
2011). This document is available online at http://www.baaqmd.gov/Divisions/Planning-and-Research/CEQA
GUIDELINES/Updated-CEOA-Guidelines.aspx: 
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San Francis~o and identify· portions of the City that result in additional health risks for affected 

populations ("Air Pollutant Exposure Zones"). Air Pollutant Exposure_Zones were identified based 

on two health based criteria: 

(1) Excess· cancer risk from all sources> 100 

(2) PMz.s concentrations frorirall sources including ambient> 10 ~g/m3 

Sensitive receptors21 with:in these Air Pollutant Exposure Zones are more at risk for adyerse health 

effects from exposure to substantial air pollutant concentrations than sensitive receptors located 

outside these Air Pollutant Exposure Zones. These. locations (i.e., with:in Air Pollutant Exposure 

. Zones) require ad~tional consideration when projects or activities have the potential to emit ~oxic 

air" contaminants (TACs), including diesel particulate matter (DP:M) emissions from temporary and 

variable construction activities. 

Construction activities from the proposed' project may result in dust, primarily from ground

disturbing activities outside the existing structures (e.g:, modifications to curb cuts and driveways). 

The proposed project would be subject to and would comply with the Construction Dust Control 
. . 

Ordinance, therefore the portions of Mitigation Measure G-1 that deal with dust control are not 

applicable to the proposed project. <;:onstruction.wouldlast approximately 21 months, during which . 

time diesel-generatirig equipment would be required. Since the project. ·would comply with the 

Construction Dust C:ontrol Ordinance, the project would not result in a significant impact related to 

construction air quality, and Mitigation Measure· C-1 of the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR would not 

apply to the proposed project. 

The proposed project would be below the criteria air pollutant screening size for multi-family 

residential uses (240 units), identified in the Air Quality.Guidelines. Thus, quantification of criterja 

air pollutant emissions is not requir~d, and the proposed project's construction activities would 

result in a less:.. than-significant criteria air pollutant impact: 

The project site _is not located with:in an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, therefore, the 

~bient health risk to sensitive receptors . from air pollutants is not considered substantiaJ. The 

proposed project's construction activities would be temporary and variable in nature. Furthermore, 

the proposed project would be subject to California regulations limiting idling times to five minutes, 

which would further reduce sensitive. receptors exposure to temporary and variable DPM . 

· emissions.22 Therefore, the construction of th'e proposed project would not expo.se sensitive receptors 

to substantial pollutant concentrations. In addition, the proposed project meets the construction 

screening criteria proyided in the BAAQMD studies for construction-related criteria air pollutants. 

21 The BAAQMD considers sensitive receptors as· children, adults, or ~eniors occupying or residing in (1) Residential 
dwellings, including apartments, houses, condominiums, {2) schools, colleges, and uni:versities, (3) daycares, (4) hospitals, 
and (5) senior care facilities. Bay Aiea Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD), Recommended Methods for Screening 
and Modeling Locai Risks and Hazards (May 2011), p. 12. 
22 California Code of Regulations. Title 13, Division 3, § 2485. 
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Therefore, the remainder of Mitigation Measure G-1 that deals with maintenance and operation of 

construction equipment is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR l\1:itigation Measure G-2 requires new sensitive receptors near ·sources 

of TACs, including DPM, to include an analysis of a:ir pollutant concentrations (P112."s) to determine 

whether those concentrations would result in a substantial health risk to new sensitive receptors. 

The proposed project would include new sensitive receptors. While the project site· is· not located 

within. an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone, a substantial ambient health risk to sensitive 

receptors from air pollutants could occur due to the location of the project site within close . 

proximity· to a major roadway. Per San Francisco Health Code Article 38, newly constructed 

buildings containing ten or more dwelling units located within the Potential Roadway Exposure 

Zone, and that have been determined to have a PM2.s concentration at the proposed site greater ~an 
0.2 f1.g/m3 attributable to Local Roadway Traffic Sources, are required to implement ·enhanced 

ventilation requirements. Therefore, the proposed project would provide protection to proposed. 

sensitive land uses through implementation of Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation I'.1casure G-2. 

Project Improvement Measure I-AQ-1 - Enhanced Ventilation System (Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses). 
Because the project site is located in proximity to Interstate 280, which is identified as a 
freeway in. the San Francisco General Plan, Transportation Element, the project sponsor 

· should incorporate upgraded ventilation systems to minimize exposure of :fu,ture residents to 
DPM and other pollutant· emissions, as well as odors. The ventilation system, whether a 
central HV AC (heating, ventilation and possibly air conditioning) or a unit-by-unit filtration 
system, should include high-efficiency filters meeting :rniliimum efficiency reporting value 
.(MERV) 131 per American Society of Heating, Refrigerating. and Air-Conditioning Engineers 
(ASHRAE) Standard 52.2 (equivalent to approximately ASHRAE Standard 52.1 Dust Spot 
85%). The ventilation system should be designed by an. engineer certified by ASHRAE, who 
should provide a written report documenting that the system offers the best available 
technology to minimize outdoor to indoor transrrussion of ffir pollution. In addition. to 
installation of air filtration, the project sponsor should present a plan that ensures ongoing 
maintenance plan for the ventilation and filtration systems. The project sponsor should also 
ensure the disclosure to· buyers and renters regarding the findings of the analysis and 
consequent and-inform occupant's proper use of any installed air filtration. 

Mitigation Measure G-3 minimizes potential exposure of sensitive receptors-to DPM by requiring 

. uses that would be served by at least 100 trucks per day or 40 refrigerated trucks per day to be 

located no less than 1,000 feet fr·pm residential units and other sensitive receptors. The proposed 

project is not expected to be served by 100 trucks per day or 40 refrigerator trucks per day.23 As 

23 Atkins, 650 Indiana Street Project Transportation Impact Study (January 24, 2014). ThiS document is on file and available for 
review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco Planning Deparnnent, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San 
Francisco, California 94103 .. 
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. . 
described above, the· proposed project would generate approximately four delivery/service van and 

small truck trips per day. Furthermore, the project site is not located within an identified Air 

. Pollutant Exposure Zo?e. Therefore, the ambient health risk t? sensitive receptors from air 

poUt,l.tants is not considered substantial.· Mitigation Measure G-3 is not applicable to the proposed 

project. 

Mitigation Measure G-4 involves the siting of commercial, industrial, or. other uses that emit TACs 

as part of everyday operat:i,ons. The proposed project would involve development ~f r~sidenti;ll and 

neighborhood-serving retail.uses, and would not generate more than 10,000 vehicle .trips per day, 

1,000 truck trips per day, or include a new stationary source items that would emit TACs as part of 

everyday operations: Furthermore, the project site is not located withiri. an i<;ientified Air Pollvtant 

Exposure Zone. Therefore, the ambient health risk to sensitive receptors from air pollutan~ is not 

considered substantial. Therefore, Mitigation Measure G-4 is not applicable to the proposed project. 

The proposed. project would result in an increase in operational-related criteria air pollutants 

includi.<l.g from the generation of daily vehicle trips and enefgy de.tnand. Similar to construction

. phase impacts, the Air .Quality Guidelines provide screening criteria fQr operational-related criteria air 

·pollutants. If a proposed project meets the screening. criteria, then the project would r~sult in less

than-significant ~riteria air pollutant ~pacts. 

The proposed pJ;oject would be below the criter~a arr pollutant screening siZe for multi..:family 

·residential uses (451 units), identified in the BAAQMD's CEQA Air Quality Guidel:iiles. Thus, 

quantification of criteria air pollutant emissions is not required, and the proposed pr?jec;t' s 

operations would result in a less-than-significant criteria air pollutant impact. 

For the above reasons, the proposed pr~ject would not result in significant new or more severe 

impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to air quqlity, either 

individually or cumulatively . 

. Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits .new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast· 

additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco. Recreation and 

·. Pc:rrk CQmmiss~on between one hour .after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the 

year, un1ess that sJ:ladoV\T would not 'result in a significant adverse effect on the ·use of the open 

space. The Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan area inc:ludes parks urider the jurisdiction: of San 

Francisco Recreation and Parks Department (SFRPD), which are subject to Section 295, and parkS 

that. are under the jurisdiction of other departments and/or are privately owned, which are not 

subject to Section 295. 

Esprit Park, which is.located on the block behveen Minnesota and Indiana and 19th and 20th Streets, 

is the close·st park to the project site that is under the jurisdiction of the SFRPD and is a protected 

open space under Planning Code Section 295. The park consists of a central open space bordered by a 
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pedestrian pathway that meanders along the park's perimeter. Lining the pathway on one or both 

sides are benche~, picnics tables, exercise equipment, a storage shed, and various trees and shrubs. 

The central portion of the park contains a grassy field, while the areas taken up by the pathway, 

benches, trees, etc. are underlain by gravel or tanbark. Sidewalks border the park along all sides. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods Plan increased height limits on some parcels surrounding the park from 

50 to 5;5 feet. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR noted that such ari increase in allowable. building 

heights would not discernibly increase shadow coverage at the beginning and end of the day, but 

would shorten the period of full sun on the park by approximately 15 minutes. The Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR could not conclude that the rezoning and commui:rity plans would result in 

less-than-significant shadow impacts because the feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new 

shadow impacts of unknown proposed proposals could not be determined at that time. Therefore, 

the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined shadow impacts to be significant and unavoidable, 

including impacts on Esprit Park. No mitigation measures were identified in.the FEIR. 

The proposed project would construct two adjacent buildings of approximateiy 62 feet ill height to 

the top of parapet. Given the height of the proposed buildmgs, the Planning Department prepared a 

shadow fan analysis pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 to determine whether the proposed 

project would have the potential to cast new shadow on· neighboring Esprit Park. The shadow fan· 

analysis indicated that new shadow may be cast of the park. 

Based on this finding, a Shadow Analysis?-4 was prepared to assess the shadow impacts of the 

proposed project on Esprit Park (the Shadow Analysis also analyzed shadow impacts of the 
. . 

proposed nearby project at 800 Indiana Street). The shadow. analysis found that Esprit Park 

. currently has 296,706,366.08 sf hours of Theoretically Available Annual Sunlight (TAAS), which is. 

the amount of annual, theoretically available sunlight on the park if there were no shadows on the 

park cast by structures, trees, or other facilities. However, the surrounding structures and vegetation 

do shade Esprit Park ·under existing conditions, predominat.ely during the morning and evening 

hours. The existing shadow load shows Esprit Park currently exhibits a total of 31,378,487:00 sf 

hours of existing shadow on the park. This is 1058 ·percent of the total TAAS for Esprit Park.· 

According to the Shadow Analysis, the proposed project would result in an approximately 0.05 

. percent increase in net new shadow on the park. This represents a 147,134.0 sf hour reduction of 

arinual sunlight, resulting in a total shadow load on the park of 31,378,487 sf hours. As shown i::ri. 
Table 6, Shadow Impacts on Esprit Park, the proposed project, including existing ·shadows, would 

result in a total shadow load on the park of 10.63 percent.· 

24 CADP, 650 Indiana Street & 800 Indiana Street Combined Shadow Analysis (February 19, 2014). This document is on file 
and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 
Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 

San Francisco Planning Department 49 

1687 
Case No. 2012.1574E 

650 Indiana Street Project 



Potential Environmental Effects Certificate of Determination 
March 2014 

{'Tabl~'s·~:_:---'. :.sllaCioW.lni;P'~~~~:§h:~iP.dtP.~H<::.~·,:t:'i.-r :· ·> .-::: :· ... :·.: 
t;''•··-~-:~::·'i:•:- c,:·•. •:::: ·;f.ii ·:·;f).::iJ.i(aitabieXt. · £XistinfJ$hailoW... We.w.Shaiiol/v', ?T9ta(Sh.add,'i{ .:, 

Square-Foo.t Hours. 296,706,366.08 31,378,487.00 147,734.00 31,526,221.00. 

Percent 100 10.58 0.05 10.63 

SOURCE: CADP (2014) · 

New project-relateQ. shadows would be limited to the northernmost portion of Esprit Park (mainly 

on the northwestern edge of the open space boundary). This new shadow would cover portions of 

the park pathway and gr'ass area. Net new shadows would occur from late April through early · 

August, ~d would be limited to within the iasf hour ot'the calculated solar day (sunset, minus one 

·hour). The largest shadow cast by the project would occur on June 21 and would not exceed 

approximately 11.67 percent of the park· 

The average duration of the shadow would l:>e approximately 15 minutes with t}:le range of duration 

from approximately 43 minutes (June 21)' to approximately 8 minutes (August 16). The calendar year 

duration of the shadow impacts would be from April19 through to August 16 .. 

On January 9, 2014, a Planning Department staff conducted. a site visit to observe how Esprit Par].< is 

used on a typical weekday morning. Based. on this visit, the park appears to be used primarily by 

dog walkers and. other pedestriaf!.S. Given .that approximately 50 percent of the park is already 

shaded by trees, the 20th Street overpass, and adjacent buildings, the limited duration and extent of 

new shadow coverage resulting from the proposed project is unlikely to materially impair the park's 

usability. Therefore, the project would not be expected to substantially affect the use or enjoyment of . 

Esprit Park No other public open space would be affected by the proposed project.· 

The proposed project would shade portions of nearby streets and sl.dewalks and private properties 

at times within the project vicinity. Shadows upon streets and sidewalks would not exceed levels 

commonly expected in urban areas and would be considered a less-~an-~ignificant effect under 

CEQA. Although occupants of nearby properties may regard the increase in shadow as undesira?le, 

the limited increase in shading of private properties as a result of the proposed project would not be 

considered a significant impact under CEQA. 

As noted above, under Background, the Planning Department is currently processing applications 
' ' . 

for several proposed projects in the' vicinity of the proje_ctsite. One of these-projects, the 800 Indiana 

Street project, which would be located approximately one block south of the proposed project site, is 

the only proposed project on the west side of Esprit P~rk, as is the proposed project. As noted above, · 

it was analyzed in tJ'le same ·Shadow Analysis as. the proposed project. As noted in the Shadow 

Analysis, the 800 Indiana S:treet project would reduce the available sunlight on Esprit Park by . 

0.26 percent. This would constitute a 780,946.4-sf hour reduc~on of sunlight, resulting in a total 

shadow load on the park of 32,159,433.'4 sf hours. The proposed projects, combined with existing 

shadows, would result in a total shadow load on the· park of 10.83 percent. Due to the fact that the 
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propose9. 777 T~nnessee Street, 8~5 Tennessee Street, 888 Tennessee Street, and 901 Tennessee Street 

projects would be located east of Esprit Park, at no time would the shadows from the -650 Indiana 

Street or 800 Indiana Street projects intersect with the shadows from these nearby projects, 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe 

impacts that were not identified in the Eastern· Neighborhoods FEIR related to shadow, either 

individually or cumulatively. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR noted that impl~mentation of any of the proposed project's 

rezoning options would encourage construction of new development within the project area. The 

. FEIR found that there is a high potential to encounter hazardous materials during construction 

activities in many parts of the project area because of the p_resence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous 

and current land uses associated with the use of hazardous materials, and known or· suspected 

emrironrnental cases. Ho·wever, the FEIR found · that existin.g regulations for facility closure, 

Underground Storage Tank (UST) closure, and investigation and cleanup of soil and groundwater 

would ensure implementation of measures to protect workers and the commuiuty from exposure to 

hazardous materials during construction, 

Soil Contamination 

A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) was prepared for the project site by Stellar 

Environmental Solutions Inc. in August 2012.25 According to the Phase I, the project site_ has no 

Recognized Environmental Con.dition (RECs) based on regulatory database listings or association 

with the property as a definitive contaminant . source. The PP.ase I ESA recommended pre

construction soil sampling to determine whether .the upper five to six feet of soil should be hauled to 

a Class I or Class II landfill. The Phase I ESA also recommended that if grotindwater de-watering is . 

projected to be part of the construction plan, then grab-groundwater samples should be considered 

to determine groundwater quality and to evaluate options and cost associated with treatment and/or 

disposal. 

Stellar Environmental Solutions Inc. conducted soil sampling of the site in December 2012._ Based_ on 

results of the soil sampling, ~tellar Environmental recommended that a Soil and Groundwater 

Management Plan and Project Health m;td Safety Plan be completed before excavation work is 

25 Stellar Environmental Solutions, Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, GOIJ.-;698 Indiana Street, San Francisco, CA 
(Augu::;t, 2012). This document is on filtr and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco 
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Frap.cisco, California 94103. 
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begun.26 While no groundwater is expected to be encountered :in this :instance the Plan would 

articulate that The plans would aim to nrinimize site worker and surround:ing neighborhood 

exposure to fugitive dust that can be generated during site demolition and grad:ing activities. 

Airborne dust that would be generated during excavations may contain naturally occurring asbestos 

that is typically found . :in serpentinite. Serpentinite commonly ·contains naturally o_ccurririg 

chrysotile asbestos (NOA) or tremolite-actinolite, a fibrous m:ineral that can be hazardous to human 

health if_ airborne emissions are inhaled. In the absence of proper controls, NOA could become 

airborne dut:ing excavation and handling of excavated materials. On-site worker~ and the public 

could be· exposed to airborne asbestos unless appropriate control measures are implemented .. 

Exposure to asbestos can result :in health ailments such as lung cancer, mesothelioma (cancer of the 

lungs ap.d abdomen), and asbestosis (scarring of lung tissues that results :in constricted breathing)P 

The risk of disease dep~nds_upon the intensity and duration of exposure;28 health risk fromNOA 

exposure is proportional to the cumul~tive inhaled dose (quantity of fibers) and increases with the 

time s:ince first exposure. A number of faCtors influence the disea.~e-causing potency of any given 

asbestos (such as fiber length and width, fibertype, and fiber chemistry); however all forms are 

carc:inogens. Although the California Air Resources Board (ARB) has not identified a safe exposure 

level for. asbestos in residential areas, exposure to low levels of asbestos for short periods of time 

poses minimal risk.29 
. . . 

To address health concerns from exposure to NOA, ARB enacted an Asbestos Airborne Toxic 

CDntrol Measure.(ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Qwiu:rying, and Surface·M:ining Operations in 
. . 

July 2001, which became effective for projects located within _the San Francisc~ Bay Area Air Bas:in 

(SFBAJ\B) on November 19, 2002. The requirements established by the Asbestos ATCM are 

contained in California Code of Regulations (CCR) Title 17, Section 93105,30 and are enforced by the 

Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) .. 

The As?estos ATC~ requires construction activities in areas where NOA is likely to be found to 

employ best available dust control measures. Additionplly, as discussed in the Air Quality section, 

. the San Francisco Board of Supervisors approved the Construction Dust Control Ordinance :in 2008 

26 Stellar Environmental Solutions, Inc., Pre-Development Property J;,nvironmental Assessment Findings: Shallow Soil Sampling 
for 600-698 Indiana Street, San Francisco, CA (December 20, 2012). Tius document is cin ffie and available for review as part 
of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 J\.1ission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, 
Cali,fornia 94103. 
XJ California Air Resources Board, Fact Sheet #l Health Information on Asbestos (2002). This document is avai].able online 
at http:Uwww.arb.ca.gov/toxics/Asbestos/1health.pdf (accessed February 18, 2014). 
28 California Air Resources Board, Naturally Occurring Asbestos, Gerierar Information (2002). This document is· available 
online at http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/Asbestos/general.hlm (accessed February 18, 2014). 
29 California Air Resources Board, Fact Sheet #1 Health'Information on Asbestos (2002). This document is available online 
athttp:Uwww.arb.ca.gov/toxics/Asbestos/1health.pd£ (accessed April15, 2013). 
3° California Air Resources Board, Regulatory Advisory, Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Construction, 
Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations (July 29, 2002). 
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to reduce fugitive dust generated during construction activities. Dust suppression activities required 

by the Construction Dust Control OrdinaJ:lce include: watering all active construction areas 

sufficiently to prevent dust from becoming airborne; increased watering frequency may be 

necessary whenever wind speeds exceed 15 miles per. hour: Reclaimed water must be used if 

required by Article 21, Sections 1100 et seq. of the-San Francisco Public Works Code. If not required, 

reclaimed water should be used whenever possible. Contractors shall provide as much water as 

necessary to control dust (without creating run--off in any area of land clearing, and/or earth 

movement). During excavation and dirt-moving activities, contractors shall wet sweep or vacuum 

the streets, sidewalks, paths, and intersections where work is in progress at the end of the workday. 

Inactive stockpiles (where no disturbance occurs for more than seven days) greater than 10 cubic 

yards or 500 sf of excavated materials, backfill material, import material, gravel, sand, road base, 

and soil shall be covered with a 10 mm (0.01 inch) polyethylene plastic (or equivalent) tarp which 

would ne~d to be braced down, or other equivalE7nt soil stabilization techniques could be us~d to 

stabilize stockpiles. 

The requirements for dust control as identified in the Construction Dust Control Ordinance are as 

effective as the dust control measures identified in the Asbestos ATCM. Thus, the measures required 

in compliance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would protect the workers themselves . 

as well as the public from fugitive dust that may also contain asbestos. The project sponsor would be 

required to comply with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would ensure that 

significant exposure to NOA would: not occur. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a 

significant hazard to the public or environm~nt from exposure to NOA 'and the. proposed project 

would result in. a less than significant impact. 

In addition to the requirements in the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, implementation of 

Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure K-1 would reduce effects related to hazardous building 

materials to a less-than-significant level. Additionally, recommendations of the Phase I and the Soil 

Sampling Survey and compliance with the Analyzing the Soil for Hazardous Waste Ordinance 

(Maher), which provides guicl_elines for preparing site history and soil analysis reports and for . 

building permit applicants affected by _the San Francisco Public Works Municipal Code, would 

reduce impact to a less-than-significant levels. 

Project· Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 - Hazardous Building Materials (Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR M~tigation Measure K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit Review in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area). The City shall condition future de.velopment 
approvals ~o require that the subsequent project sponsors ensure that any equipment 
containing PCBs o:r DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly 
disposed of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws· prior to the start 'of 
renovation, and that any fluorescent light tubes, which could contain mercury, are similarly 
removed 'and properly disposed of. Any other hazardous materials identified, either before . . 

or during work, shall be abated according to applicable federal, state, and local laws. 
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For the above reasons, and with implementation of Eastern Neig~borhoods Mitigation Measure K-1, · 

the proposed project would not result in .significant new or more severe ~pacts that were not 

identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to hazards or hazardous materials, either 

individually or cumulatively. 

MITIGATION AND. IMPROVEMENT .MEASURES 

Mitigation Measures 

Project Mitigation Measure M-N0-1- Construction Noise (Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 
Mitigation Measure .F-2: Construction Noise). Where environmental review of a 
development project undertaken subsequent to the ~doption of the proposed zoning controls 
determines that construction noise controls a;re necessary due to the nature of planned 
construction practices and the sensitivity ·af proximate uses, the Planning Director shall 
require that the sponsors of the subs~quent development project develop a set of site-specific 
noise attenuation measures under the supervision of a qualified ·acoustical conSultant. Prior 
to co~.i.u:nencing constru.cti.on, a plan for such n1easures shall be submitted to the Department 
·of Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation will be achieved. 
These attenuation measures shall include ·as many of the following control strategies. as 
feasible: 

111 Erect temporary plywood noise barriers ·around !1 construction site, particularly 
where a site adjoins noise-sensitive uses. 

111 Utilize noise control blankets on a building structure ~s fue building is erected to 
reduce noise emission from the site. 

111 Ev?-luate. the feasibility of noise control at the .receivers by temporarily improving the 
noise reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sensitive uses. 

111 Monitor the effectivenes·s o~ · noise .attenuation measures by taking noise 
measurements. 

111 Post signs Qn-site pertaiillug to permitted construction days and hours and complairit 
procedures and who. to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers 
listed. 

Project Mitigation Measure M-HZ-1 - Hazardous Building Materials. (Eastern 
·Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation_ Measure K-1: Interim Procedures for Permit Review in 
the Easte:.;n N~ighborhoods Plan Area). The City shall. condition future development · 
approvals to require that the subsequent projec;t sponsors en.Sure that illY equipment 
containing PCBs ~r DEPH, such as fluorescent light ballasts, are removed and properly 
disposed of according to applicable federal, state, and local laws prior to the start' of 
renovation, a;_d that any. fluoresce:r~.t light tubes, which could contain mercury, are similarly 
removed a.tld properly disposed of. Any other hazardous materials identified, either before 
or during work, shall be abated according to applicable federal, ·state, and local laws. 
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MITigation and improvement measures 

Project Improvement Measure I~TR-1- Residential Transportation _Demand Management 
Program. The Project Sponsor shall implement Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
measures to reduce traffic generated by the proposed project and to encourage the use of 
rideshare, transit, bicycle, and walk modes for trips to and from the proposed project. In 

· addition, prior to issuance of a temporary permit of building occupancy, the project sponsor 
must execute an agreement with the Planning Department for the provision of TDM services. 
The TDM program shall have a monitoring component to ascertain its effectiveness. 
Recommended components of the TDM program include the following: 

TDMProgram 

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

11111 TDM Coordinator: Provide TDM training to property managers/coordinators. The 
TDM coordinator should be the single poinfof contact for all transportation-related 
_,. .. ....,.,.....J..!.....,. ....... ,..., .C...,,.._;_ ..,.......,,...,..;..=~,.......,.....J......., ,..,-...:1 ,-,~-1--Tr ~.J-..,+-.f. , 'f Ut::&::tllUl.Li:J l.l.Ulll J.Ci:J.lU~~LL.i:' ,C.U.l\..l '-..J.L J Ul.UJ...L. 

11111 • Transportation Information: 

> Move~in packet: Provide a transportation insert for the move-in packet that 
includes information on transit service (Muni and BART lines, schedules and . . . 
fares), information on .where transit passes may be purchased, and information on 
the 511 Regional Rideshare Program. 

> Current transportation information: Provide ongoing local and regional 
.transportation information (e.g., transit maps and schedules, maps of bicycle. 
routes, internet links) for new and ·existing tenants. Other strategies may be 
proposed by the Project Sponsor and should be approved by City staff. 

· > Ride Board: Provide a "ride board" (virtual or real) through which residents can 
offer/request rides, such as on the Ho:rp.eowners Association website and/or lobby 
bulletin board. Other strategies may be proposed by the Project Sponsor and 
should be approved by City staff. 

• 11111 Bicycle Access: 
' 

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

> Tenant Cooperation: Encourage retail tenants to allow bicycles in the workplace. 

> Safety: Ensure that bicycle access to the site is safe, avoiding conflicts. with 
automobiles, tran~it vehicles and loading veJ;ricles, such as those described in 
Improvement Measure I-TR-2, Queue Abatement Condition of Approval. 
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The Planning Department shall prov_ide the TDM Coordinator with a clearly formatted 
"Resident Transportation Survey" (online or in paper format) to facilitate the collection and 
presentation of travel data from residents at the following times: (a) one year after 85 percent 
occupancy of all .dwelling units in the new building; and (b) every two years thereafter, 
based on a standardized schedule prepared and circulated by ~e Planning Department staff 
to the TDM Coordinator. 

The TDM Coordinator shall collect responses from no Jess than 33 percent of residents within 
the newly occupied dwelling units within 90 days of receiving the Resident Transportation 
Survey from the Planning Department. The Planning Department will assist the TDM 
Coordinator in communicating the purpose of the survey, and shall ensure that the identity 
of individual resident responders is protected. The Department shall provide professionally · 
·prepared and easy-to-complete online (or paper) survey forms to assist w:i,th compliance. 

The Planning Department shall also provide the TDM Coordinator with a separate "Building 
Transportation Survey" that documents which . TDM measures have been implemented 

·during the reporting period, along with basic building information (e.g., percent unit 
occupancy, off-site parking utilization by occupants of building, loading frequency, etc.). The 
Building Transportation Survey shall be completed by the TDM Coordinator and submitted 
to City staff within 30 days of receipt. 

The Project Sponsor shall also allow trip counts and intercept surveys to be conducted on the 
premises by City staff or a City-hired consultant. Access to residential lobbies, garages, etc. 
shall be granted by the Project Sponsor an~ facilitated by the TDM Coordinator. Trip counts 
and intercept surveys are typically conducted for two to five days between 6:00 a.m. and 
8:00 p.m. on both weekdays and weekends. 

Bike Sharing 

Within 30 days after receiving Planning Commission approval for the subject project, Project 
Sponso! shall contact Bay Area Bike Share (or its successor entity) to determine whether Bay . 
Area Bike Share would be interested and able to fund and install a new bike share station in 
the public right-of-way immediatdy adjacent to·the project site (including locations within 
new or existing sidewalks, new or existing on-street parking, or new or existing '~oadway 
areas) within six months of the Project Sponsor's estimated receipt of its Temporary or Final 
Certificate of Completion for the subject project. 

Bay Area Bike Share shall respond by 60 days prior to the Project Sponsor' s· meeting With the· 
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) for approval of the streetscape design. 
TASC approval typically occurs at the 90 percent design phase. 

If Bay Area Bike Share is not interested in and able to fund and install a new bike share 
station immediately adjacent to the project site, as indicated in writing, the Project Sponsor 
shall not be obligated.to design and permit such a space. If Bay Area Bike Share·determines 
in writing that it would be interested and able to fund and install a new bike share station 
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immediately adjacent to the project site within the time period specified above, the Project 
Sponsor shall make best efforts to modify its streetscape design to accommodate a new bike 
share station to -i:he dimensions provided by Bay Area Bike Share, and .obtain all city permits 
necessary to provide such a space immediately !ldjacent to the project site in the public right-
of-way. · · 

If the City agencies respori.sible for issUing the permits necessary to provide the new bike 
share station space reject the Project Sponsor's application despite Project Sponsor's best 
efforts, the Project Sponsor shall not be obligated to provide such space. 

Project Improvement l\;1easure I-TR-2 -_Qqeue Abatement Condition of Approval. It shall 
be the responsibility of the owner/operator of any off-street parking facility with more than 
20 parking _spaces (excluding loading and car-share spaces) to ensure that recurring vehicle 
queues do not occur on the. public right-of-way. A vehicle queue is defined as one or more 
vehicles (destined to the parking facility) blocking any portion of any public street, alley, or 
sidewalk for a consecutive period of three minutes or longer on a daily or weekly basis. 

If a recurring queue occurs, the owner/operator of the parking facility shall employ 
. abatement methods as needed to abate the queue. Appropriate abatement methods will vary 
depending on the characteristics and causes of :the recurring queue, as well as the 
characteristics of the parking facility, the street(s) to which the facil:.j.ty connects, and the 
associated land uses (if applicable). 

Suggested abatement methods include but are not limited to .the following: redesign of 
facility to improve vehicle circulation and/or on-site queue capacity; employment of parking 
attendants; installation of LOT FQLL signs with active management by parking attendants; 
use of valet parking or other space-efficient parking techniques; use of off-site parking 
facilities or shared parking with nearby uses; use of parking occupancy sensors and signage 
directing drivers to available spaces; travel. demand management strategies. such as 
additional bicycle parking, customer shuttles, delivery services; and/or parking demand 
management strategies such as parking time limits, ·paid parking, time-of-day parking 
surcharge, or validated parking .. 

If the Planning Director, or his or her designee, suspects that a recU.~ring queue is present, the 
Department shall notify the property owner in writing. Upon request, the owner/operator 
shall hire a qualified transportation consult9Ut to evaiuate the conditions at the site for no 
less than seven days. The consultant shall prepare a monitoring report to be submitted to the 

.Department for review. If the Department determines that a recurring queue does exist; the 
facility owner/operator shall have 90 days fro:)ll. the date· of the written determination to 
abate the queue. 

Project Improvement Measu~e I-TR-3 - Construction Management. The project sponsor 
and construction contractor(s) would meet with the Traffic Engineering Division of the 
Department of Parking and Traffic · (DPT), ·the Fire Department, Muni, and the Planning 
Department to determine feasible measures to teduce traffic c9ngestion, including potential 
transit disruption and pedestrian circulation impacts during construction of the proposed 
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project. The temporary parl9ng demand by construction workers would need to be met on 
site, on street, or within other off-street parking facilities. Construction workers· should be 
encouraged to take traruiit or carpool.to the project site. Other measures should include 
sending construction schedule updates to adjacent businesses or residents; development and 
implementation of construction truck mariagemenUo minimize the overall number of truck 
trips to and from the site; avoiding truck trips during peak hours; and coordination with any 
nearby construction sites, such as 800 Indiana Street, to minimize overlapping peaks in 
construction trucks or other construction-related traffic. 

Project lmproveme:t;tt Me.asure I-TR-4 - Provision of Keys to First Responders. If the 
bollards at the· entrance to 19th Street west of Indiana Street cannot be r~moved by first 
responders without a key, upori installation of the bollards, the project sponsor shall provide 
ballard keys to first responders to permit emergency access. 

Project Improvement Measure I-AQ-1 - Enhanced Ventilation System (Eastern 
Neighborhoods FEIR Mitigation Measure G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses). 
Because the project site is located in prox+rrdty to Interstate 280, wbich is identified ~!'< a 
freeway in the San Francisco General Plan, Transportation Element, the project sponsor 
should incorporate upgraded ventilation systems to minimize exposure of future residents· to 
DPM and other pollutant emissions, as well as odors. The ventilation system, whether .a 
central HV AC (heating, ventilation.and possibly air conditioning) or a unit-by-unit filtration 
system, should include high-efficiency filters meeting minimum efficiency reporting value 
(MERV) 13, per American Society of Heating,. Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers 
(ASHRAE) Standard 52.2 (equivalent to appro:xirri.ately ASHRAE Standard 52.1 Dust Spot 
85%) .. The v~nf;ilation system should be designed by an engineer certified by ASHRAE, who· 
should provide a written report documenting .that the· system offers the best available 
technology to minimize outdoor to indoor transmission of air pollution. In. addition to 
installation of air filtration, the project sponsor should present a plan that ensures ongoing 
maintenance plan for the ventilation and filtration systems. The project sponsor should also 
ensure the disclosure to buyers and renters regarding the findings of the analysis and · 
consequent and inform occupant,.s proper use of any installed air filtration. ,. 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of ProjeCt Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on September 11,2013, to 

owners of properties within 300feet of the project site, adjacenf occupants, and neighborhood· 

groups. No comments were received during the comment period. However, subsequently, a 
. . 

member of the pub4c expressed concern regarding the potential impacts of the combination of the 

proposed project with other deveiopment.in the· area, including the potential future development at 

the site of the exist:illg Cresco equipment rental business located at 700 Indiana Street The 

commenter poirited out that the Cresco lease is due to expire in two years. While this CPE takes into 

account other projects that currently have applications on file with the Planning Department (see 

discussion under Background), the redevelopment of the Cresco parcel is consi(iered too speculative 

at this time to' address in the cumulative analysis for this p.roject. However, potential future 
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development on this parcel was considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR and. any fuwre 

project on the Cresco site would be required to undergo a separate environmental review process. 

The same member of the public expressed a concern regarding· impacts associated with the potential 

future demolition of segment of I-280 adjacent to the project site. This possible future project is 

currently in the development phase and is being 9tudied by the Planning Department as part of the 

Railyard Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard Feasibility Study. However, the demolition of a segment 

cif I-280 adjacent to the project site is not considered reasonably foreseeable at this time. The Railyard 

Alternatives and I-280 Boulevard project would be analyzed through a separate environmental 

review process and is too speculative at this time to include as pait of the analysis for the proposed 

650 Indiana Street project. 

CONCLUSION 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR incorporated and adequately addressed all potential iinpacts of 

the proposed project at 6.50 Indhma Street As described above, the proposed project would not have 

any significant new or more severe impacts not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, nor 

has any new or additional information come to light that would alter the conclusions of the Eastern . 

. Neighborhoods FEIR. Thus, the proposed project at 650 Indiana Street would not have any new 

significant effects . on the environmental not previously identified in the Final EIR for the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, nor would any environmental impacts be substantially 

greater than described in the Eastern Nel.ghborhoods FEIR. No. mitigation measures previously 

found infeasible have been determined to be feasible, nor have any new mitigation measures or 

alternatives been identified but rejected by the p:t;oject sponsor. Therefore, proposed project is 

exempt from environmental review under PRC Section 15183 and Section 21083.3. 
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SAN. FRANCISCO .· 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

· Attachment A 
·Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

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

2012.1574E 
650 Indiana Street 
Urban11ixed Use (UMU) 
58-X Height and Bulk District 
4041/009 

26,600 squ~e feet 
:Michael Yame, Build, Inc.- (415) 551-7612 

Tania Sheyner- (415) 575-9127 

Tania.Sheyner@sfgov.org 

A. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1650 Mission St 
Suite 400 
San Frlmcisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: · 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

_Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The project site is located in the Dogpatch neighborhood of San Francisco, within the Central 

Waterfront area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans Area .. It is located on the northwest corner of 

the intersection of Indiana and 19th Streets, on the block bounded by the elevated 18th $tre~t overpass 

to the north, Indiana Street to the east, 19th Street to the south, and Interstate 280 (I-280) to the west. 

The approximately 26,600-square-foot (sf) project site is currently occupied by a: 14,810 sf, 

approximately 20-foot-tall warehouse, which is divided into three uses: a sound studio, a storage 

and staging area used by Greenpeace, and a nightclub (Cafe Cocomo). the remaining appro:xiinately 

· 15,000 sf northern portion of the site is primarily vacant and used as an informal parking. and 

storage space by the site's tenants. · · 

The proposed project would include demolition of all existing structures on the. project site and 

. construction of an approximately 97,000-gr~ss-square-foot (gs£) development, consisting of 

94,500 gsf of residential uses (for a total of 111 residential units) and appro:xiniately 1,900 gsf of 

ground-floor neighborhood-serving· retail uses. The project would be constructed within two 

_architecturally distinct, approximately 58-foot-tall, five-story buildings (the "0" Building at 

approximately 46,600 sf and the. "M'' Building at approximately 50,600 sf), which would be 

separated by a shared approximately 1,800 sf common mid~block i!J:eyfbike plaza, over' a 

single-level, approximately 23,400 sf semi-subterranean parking garage. The proposed project 

· would also include conversion of the approximately 8,900 sf dead-end portion of the 19th Street 

public right-of-way west of Indiana Street into a new publicly owned plaza (19th Street Pedestrian 

Plaza): 

. A more detailed version of the project description is provided in the CertifiCate of Determination 
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Tiris Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist examines the potential environmental impacts 

that wo1.1ld re~ult from implementation of the proposed project and indicates whether any such 

impacts. ~e addressed in the applicable final Pro~ammatic· EIR (FEIR) for the plan area.1 Items 

checked "Sig. Impact Identified. in FEIR" identify topics for which a significant impact is identified 

in the FE~. In such· cases, the analysis considers whether the proposed project waul~ result in 

impacts that would contribute to the impact ~dentified in the FEIR. If the analysis concludes that the 

proposed project would coU:tribute to a significant impact identified 1n the .FEIR, the item is checked 

"Project Contributes to Sig. Impact Identifi~d in FEIR." Mitigation measures identified in the FEIR 

. applicable to the proposed project are ide:ntified in the text of the COD under each topic area. 

Items checked "Project Has Sig. Peculiar Impact" identify topics for which the proposed project 

would result in a significant impa~t that is peculiar to the proposed project, i.e., the impact is not 

iderJi..fied as sigr~f-icant in ·tl1e FEIR. If ar~y· item is checked as t..lUs in a topic, these topics \\riJl be · 

addressed in a separate Focused ~tial Study or EIR. 

Any item that was not addressed in the FEIR is discussed in the Checklist. For any topic that was 

found in the FEIR and for the proposed project to be less than significant (LTS) or wpuld have no 

impacts; the topic is marked LTS/Nb ·rmpact and is discussed in the Checklist below. 

Topic · 

1. LAND USE AND LAND USE PLANNING 

Would the project 

a) Physically clivid~ an established community? 

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

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

Significant Impact Identified in FE/R 

Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
/nFEIR 

0 
0 

Project 
Contributes 

to Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

0 
0 

0 

Project 
HasSig. 
Peculiar 
Impact 

0 
0 

0 

LTS/No 
Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 

Plans, as adopted, would :result in a significant and unavoidable ·impact on the existing c_haracter of 

the.Eastem Neighborhoods Area Plans due to the cumulative loss of Production, Distribution, and 

Repair (PDR) uses .in the plan area. Therefore, Topics l(a) and l(b)" are discussed in full in the COD. 

1 Th.e FEIR also refers to any Initial Study that was prepared for the FEIR. 
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SECTION B Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that the rezoning · and community plans is a 

regulatory program, not a physical development project; therefore, the rezoning and community 

: plans would .not create any new physical barriers in ~e Eastern Neighborhoods. Furthermore, the 

Eastern Neig~borhoods FEIR d~termined that the rezoning would not conflict with any applicable 

land use policy,.or regulation adoptedfor the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental 

effect. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 
. . 

The proposed project would not create any new physical barriers 'in the Eastern Neighborhoods. The 

two existing structures on the site would be replaced with two new, 58-foot-tall, five-story buildings 

consisting of residential and neighborhood-serving retail uses, and the existing 8,900 sf deacl-end 

portion of the 19th Street public right-of-way west of Indiana Street wo~d be converted into a new 

publicly owned plaza. Consequently, the proposed project would not physically disrupt or divide 

the project area or individual neighborhoods or subareas. 

The project s~te is in th~.Central Waterfront Plan Subarea of :the San Francisco.Generai Plan and is in 

the Urban Mixed Use (UMU) zoning district, which is designed to promote a vibrant mix of uses 

while maintaining the characteristics of this formerly industrially zoned area. Permitted uses within 

the UMU zoning district include PDR uses such as light manufacturin& home and business services, . 

arts activities, warehouses, and. wholesaling. Additional permitted uses include retail, residential, 

educational facilities, nighttime entertainment and motor vehicle services. The proposed project's . 

residential and retail uses are consistent with the uses permitted within the UMU zoning district.2 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in sigllificant new or more severe 

impacts that were not· identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to land use, either ' 

individually or cumulatively. 

z Comnmnity Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning, Jeff Joslin, Director of Current Planning, 
February 25, 2014. This document is on file and available'for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San 
Francisco Planning Departme11t, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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SECTION B Ev:~luation of Environ.mental Effects 

Topic 

2. AESTHETICS 

Would thepr~ject: 

a) Have a substantial fl.dverse effect on a scenic vista? 

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, including but not limited to tre~s, rock 
outcroppings, and other features of the built or. natural environment that 
contribute to a scenic ·publi.c setting? 

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual character or qualify of the site and its 
surroundings? 

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

No Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

Community Plan Exemption Checklist 
March 2014 

Sig. 
Impact 

ldrmtified 
inFEIR 

D 
D 

D 

D 

Project 
Contributes 

toSig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

D 
D 

D 

D 

Project 
HasSig. 
Peculiar 
lmpa.ct 

D 
D 

D 

D 

LTS!No 
Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that implementation of the design policies of the area 

plans would not substantially degrade the visual character or quality of the area, have a substantial 

adverse effect on a scenic vista, substantially damage scenic resources that contribute to a scenic 

public setting, or create a new source of substantial ·light or glare that would adversely. affect 

daytime or nighttime views :i:il the area or . that would substantially impact other people or 

properties .. No mitigation measures were identified in the FEill. with respect to this environmental 

topic. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

Public Resources Code Section 21099(d), effective January 1, 2014, provides that, "aesthetics and 

parking impact~ of a residential, IniXed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site 

located :within a transit priority area shall not be considered si~cant impacts on the 

environment." Accordingly, aesthetics and parking are no longer to be considered in determining if 

a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects for projects. that meet all of 

the following·three criteria: 

·a) The project is in a transit priority area 

b) The project is on an infill site . . 
\_ 

c) The project is residential; mixed-use residential, or an employment center 
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. The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this c;hecklist does not consider 

aesthetics in determining the significance of project impacts under CEQA.3 Information about the 

appearance of the proposed project is included in the Project Description. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe 

impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to aesthetics, either 

· individually or cumulatively. 

Topic 

3. POPULATION AND HOUSING 

Would the project 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, eiU,er directly (for exa,.·nple, 
by proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through. 

extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

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

c) . Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of 

replacement hoi.Lsing else'\Yhere? 

No Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
infEIR 

0 

0 

0 

Project 
Contributes 

to Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

0 

0 

Project 
HasSig. 
Peculiar 
Impact 

0 

0 

0 

LTS/No 
Impact 

[gj. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that the anticipated ~crease m population and 

density resulting from implementation of "the Plan would not result in significant adverse physical 

effects on the environment. No mitigation measures were identified in the FEIR. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

The project site_ currently contains a 14,810 sf warehouse, which currently houses a sound studio, 

storage space, and a nightclub. No housing currently existing on the site. The ·proposed project 

would increase the population on site by constructing in dwelling 'units. This increase .in 

population would not be expected to have an adverse physical environmental impact because the 

number of housing units proposed by the project would not result in substantial population growth 

.or displace existing housing or people. Further, any increase in population ·would be -within the 

scope of growth anticipated in·the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR analysis. 

3 San Francisco Planning Department; Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 650 Indiana Street (February 

14, 2014). This document is available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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The proposed project is not anticipated to create a substantial demand for increased housing, as the 

retail uses proposed by the project are expected to be neighborhood-serving, and would not be 

sufficient ~ size or scale to generate such demand. Additionally, the proposed project would not 

displace substantial numbers of people because no residences curr.ently exist on the project site. As 

such, construction of replacement housing wou],d not be necessary. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded that an increase in population in the Area Plan is 

expected to occur as a secondary effect of the proposed rezoning. However, any population increase ' 

would not, in itself, result in adverse physical effects .. Moreover, the implementation of the Plan 

would serve to· advance some key City policy objectives, such as providing· housing in appropriate 

locations next to Downtown and other employment gen~rators and furtherillg the Gty' s Transit 

First policies. It was anticipated that the rezoning would result in an mcrease in both housing 
. . 

development and population in all of the Area Plan neighborhoods. As noted above, the proposed 

project would not induce substantial population growth and any increase in population would be 

within the scope of the .Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR analysis. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe 

impacts tha~ were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to population and 

housing, either individually or cumulatively. 

Project 
Contributes 

Sig. to Sig. Project 
. Impact Impact HasSig; 
Identified Identified Peculiar LTS/No 

Topic inFEIR inFEIR Impact Impact 

4. CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource [gj 0 0 
as defined in §15064.5, including those resources listed in Article 10 or 
Article 11 of the San Francisco Planning Code? 

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in·the significance of an archaeological iJ 0 0 [gj 
· resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or 0 0 0 [gj 
unique geologic feature? 

d) Disturb any human remains, incltiding those interred outside of formal 0 0 0 [gj 
cemeteries? 

Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified potentially significant archeological resource impacts 

related to the greater potential for the disturbance of soils below the existing surface. The Eastern 

Neighborhoods FEIR also anticipated that program implementation may result in demolition of 

buildings identified as historical resources, and found this impact to be significant and unavo:ldable. 

For a discussion of this Topic, refer to the COD. 
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SECTION B Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

As discussed :in the COD, the proposed project wouldnot result :in a signiffcant impact with regard 

to archeological resources or historic architectural resources. For the above reasons, the proposed 

·project would not result :in significant new or more severe impacts that were not identified :in the 

Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to cultural resources, either :individually or curm1latively. 

Project 
Contributes 

Sig. toSig. Project 
Impact Impact HasSig. 

Identified Identified Peculiar LTS/Na 
Topic inFEIR inFEIR Impact Impact 

5. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION 

Would the project: 

a) Conflict vvith an applicable plan, ordinance or policy establishing measures of 0 D ~ 
cffcctive..'l.ess for t.he perform"nce of the circulation system, taking into account 
all rnuUes of transportation including rnass transit and nonrrLotori.zcd tro..ycl 
imd relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestiian and bicycle paths,· 
and ,nass transit? 

b) Conflict vvith an applicable congestion management program; including but .~ D D ~ 
not limited to level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established, ]Jy the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic D o. D ~. 
· levels or a change in location, that results in substantial safety risks? 

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 0 0 0 ~ 

f) Conflict vvith adopted policies; plans, or programs regarding public transit, ~· 0 0 ~ 
· bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety 
of such facilities? 

The project site is not located within an ?irport land use plan area, or :in the vicinity of a private 

airstrip. Therefore, Topic 5c is not applicable. 

Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the implementation of the 

· Plan would result m. significant and unavoidable impacts on traffic and transit ridership. For a 

discussion of Topics 5a, b, and f, refer to the COD. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that the Plan would result in less-than-significant 

impacts to parking and load:ing, pedestrian and bicycle conditions, and constructipn. 
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No Significant Project .. specific Impacts 

Community Plan Exemption Checklist 
March 2014 

As discussed in the COD~ the proposed project would not result in any new significant or more 

severe impacts on traffic and circulation, .transi~, parking, loading, or pedestrian and bicycle safety 

that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

FC?r the above reaso~, the proposed project would not result in significant ~new or more severe 

impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighbo.rhoods FEIR related to transportation and 

circulation, either individuapy or cumulatively. 

Topic 

6. NOISE 

Would the project 
I 

a,) . Resu~t in exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies? 

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

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

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

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

f) For a project located in the vicinity of a private airstrip; would the project 
expose peop!e residing or working in ilie project area to excessive noise levels? 

g). Be substantially affecteq by existing noise levels? 

. Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

.0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Project 
Contributes 

toSig • 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

.0 

0 

0 

Project 
HasSig. 
Peculiar LTS/No 
Impact · · Impact 

0 0 

D 0' 

0 0 

0 ~ 

0 0 

0 0 

0 0 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, within two iniles· of a public 
. . . 

airport, or in.the vicinity of a :private airstrip. Therefore, Topics 6e and fare not applicable. 

Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified significant construction noise impacts resultingfrom 

pile driving and other con~truction activities that would occur as a result of n:;,plementation of the 
. . . 

Plan. In addition, ·the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified potential coi:illicts and significant 

impacts from short-term or long-term noise levels that could prove disruptive to occupants of new 

residential development and other noise-sensitive uses in proximity to noisy uses such as PDR, 
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retail, entertainment, mltural/:institutional/educational uses, and office uses. For a discussion of 

Topics 6a, b, c, d, and g, refer to the COD. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR noted that the two.airpm;t-related criteria are hot relevant because 
' . . 

the Area Plan is located more than two miles from the San Francisco International Airport and not 

located near a private air strip. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

As discussed in the COD, the proposed project would not result in a significant proje-ct-specific 

impact with regard to construction noise or potential conflicts with occupants of noise-sensitive 

uses. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe 

impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to noise, either 

individually or cumulatively. 

Topic 

7. AIR QUALITY 

W auld the project 

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

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

c) Result in a cumulatively consider.able net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
· which the project region is nonattainrnent under an applicable federal, state, or 

regional ambient air quality s_tandard (including. releasing emissions that 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)? 

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial_ pollutant c'oncentrations? 

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

.Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

Sig. 
Impact 

'Identified 
inFEIR 

~ 

0 

~ 

0 

Project 
Contributes 

toSig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

0 
0 

0 

~ 

0 

Project 
HasSig. 
Peculiar 
Impact 

0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

LTS!No · 
Impact 

0 
~ 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts related .to 

construction activities that may cause w:ind-bloWil. dust and pollutant emissions; roadway-related 

air quality impacts on sensitive land uses; and the siting of uses that eri:rit diesel particulate matter 

· and toxic air contam:inants as part of everyday operations. These significant impacts would conflict 

with_ the applicable air quality plan at the.time1 the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy. For a discussion 

of T?pics 7a, b, c, d, and e, refer to the COD. 
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No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

·As discussed :iri. the COD, the proposed project would :p.ot result in a peculiar impact with regard to 

construction- or operational-related air pollutant emissions nor would it co:rlilict with the applicable 

air quality plan. 

For the above ieasons; the proposed project would not ~esult in significant new or more. severe 

impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to air quality, either 

individually or cumulatively. 

Topic 

8. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 

Would the project 

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

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

Background 

Slg. _ 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

D 

D 

Project 
Contributes 

toSig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

D 

D 

Project 
HasSig. 
Peculiar 
Impact 

D 

D 

LTS!No 
Impact 

The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is the regional agency with jurisdiction 

over the nine-county Saq. FranCisco Bay Area Air Basin (Air }3a8in). BAAQMD -is responsible for 

attaining and maintaining air quality in the Air Basin within federal and State air quality standards. 

SpeCifically, BAAQMD has the responsibility to monitor ambient air pollutant leyels throughout the 

Air Basin and to develop and implement strategies to attain the applicable federal and State 

- standards. The BAAQMD as~ists CEQA lead agencies in evaluating the air quality jmpacts of 

projects and plans proposed in the Air Basin. 

Subsequent to the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR, the BAAQMD prepared guidelines that provided 

new methodologies for analyzing air quality impacts, includ:irig greeithouse gas (GHG) emissions. 

The following analysis is based on the findings in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR and incorporates 

. BAAQMD' s methodology for analyzing GHG emissions as well as other amendments to the CEQA 

Guidelines related to GHGs. 

No Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR assessed the GHG emissions that could result from rezoning of 

the plan area under the three rezoning options. The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning Options A, B, · 
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and C ·would result in GHG emissions on the order of 4.2, 4.3, and 4.5 metric tons of carbon d~oxide 

equivalents per service population/ respectively.5 The FEIR concluded that the resulting GHG 

emissions from the three options analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans would be less 

than significant. The FEIR adequately addressed GHG emissions and the resulting emissions were 

determined to _be less than significant. No mitigation measures Y\7"ere identified in the FEIR. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

The proposed project would include demolition of all existing structures on the project site and 

construction of approximately 94,500 gsf of residential uses (for a total of ~11 residential units), 

approx!mately 1;900 gsf of ground-floor neighborhood-serving retail uses (with 1,700 sf comer retail 

space at 19th and Indiana Streets and a 200 sf bike repair shop located adjacent to the mid-block alley 

in the "M" Building), and an approximately 23,400 sf semi-subterranean parking garage. The project 

would also include conversion -of the appro:ximately 8,900 sf dead-end ·portion of the 19th Street 

public right-of-.way west of Indiana Street into a new publicly owned plaza (19th Street Pedestrian 

Plaza). 

The proposed project would contribute to the cumulative effects of climate change by emitting 

GHGs during construction and· operational phases. Construction of the proposed project is . . . . 
estimated at approximately 21 months, including completion of the 19th Street Pedestrian Plaza. 

Proposed project operations would generate both direct and indirect GHGs. Direct operational 

emissions wQuld.be from vehicle trips and area sources (natural gas combustion). Indirect emissions 

would be from electricity providers, energy required to pump, treat, and convey water, and 

emissions associated with landfill operations. 

As discussed . above, the BAAQMD prepared. new guidelines and methodologies for analyzing 

GHGs, one of which is a determination of whether the proposed project is consistent with a 

Qualified. GHG Reduction Strategy, as defined in.the BAAQMD's studies. On August 12, 2010, the 

San ·Francisco . Plalming Department submitted. a draft of San Francisco's Stni.tegies to Address 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions to the BAAQMD.6 This docU.ment presents a comprehensive assessment of 

policies, programs, and ordinances that collectively represent San Francisco's Qualified GHG 

. Reduction Strategy in compliance with the BAAQMD' s stUdies. 

4 Service population is the equivalent of total number of residents plus employees. 
5 Memorandum from Jessica Range, MEA, to MEA staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions 
in Eastern Neighborhoods (April20, 2010). This memorandum provides an overview of the GHG analysis 
conducted for the Eastern Neigl].borhoods R~zoning EIR and provides an analysis of the emissions usmg a service 
population metric. This document is available· for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco 
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. . 
6 San Francisco Planning Department, Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions i.n San Francisco (2010). The final 
document is available online at http:ljwww.sfplanning.org/index.aspx?page=1570. 

San.Frandsco Planning Department A-11 

17l1 

Case No. 2012.1574E 
. 650 Indiana Street Project 



SECTION B Evaluation of Environmental Effects Community Plan Exemption Checkiist 
March 2014 

The BAAQMD reviewed San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 

concluded that the strategy meets the criteria for a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy as outlined io. 
BAAQMD's studies and stated that San Francisco's "aggressive GHG reduction targets and 

comprehensive strategies help the Bay Area move toward reachlng the State's AB (Assembly Bill) 32 

goals, and also serve as a· model from which other communities can learn."7 San Francisco's 

collective policies and programs have resulted in a 14.5 percent reduction in · GHG emissions 

compared to 1990 levels. 8 . 

Based on the BAAQMD' s studies, projects . that are consistent ~th Sa:n Francisco's Strategies to 

Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions would result in a less-than-significant impact with respect to GHG · 

emissions. Furthermbre, because San Francisco's strategy is consistent with AB 32 goals, projects 

that are consistent with San Fran¢-sco' s strategy would. also not conflict with the State's plan for 

reducing GHG emissions. As ·discussed in San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas 

Emissions, new development and renovations/alterations for private projects and municipal projects 

are required to comply with San Francisco's ordinances that reduce GHG emissions. 

Depending on a proposed project's size, use, and location, a variety of controls are in place to ensure 

that a propos~d project would not impair the State's ability to meet statewide GHG reduction 

· targets outlined in AB 32, nor impact the City's ability to meet San Francisco's.local GHG reduction 

targets. Given that (1) San Francisco has implemented regulations to reduce GHG emissions specific 

to new construction and renovations of private developments and municipal projects; (2) San 

Frqncisco' s sustainable policies have resulted in the measured success of reduced GHG emissions 

levels; (3) San Francisco has met and exceeded AB 32 GHG reduction goals for the year 2020; 

(4) current and .probable future state and local GHG reduction measures will continue to reduce a 

project's contribution to climate change; and (5) San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse. Gas 

. Emissrons meet BAAQMD's requirements for a Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, projects that are 

consistent With San Francisco's regUlations would not contribute significantly to global climate 

change. Th~ proposed 'project was determined to be consistent with San Francisco's Strategies to 

Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions.9 

7 Letter from Jean Roggenkamp, BAAQMD, to Bill Wycko, San Francisco Planning Department (October 28, 2010). 
This letter is available online at http:Uwww.sfplanning.oryindex.aspx?page=1570 (accessed November 12, 2010). 
8 San Francisco Department of Environment (DOE), "San Francisco Community-Wide Carbon Emissiol).s by 
Category." Excel spreadsheet provided via email between Pansy Gee, DOE, and Wade Wietgrefe, San Francisco 
Planning Department (June 7, 2013). This document is available online at 
http://www.sfenvironrnent.org/download/communlty-greenhouse-gas-inventory-3rd-party-verificati,on-memo. 
9 San Francisco Planning Department, 0Jmpliance Checklist Table for Greenhouse Gas Analysis:. Table 1, Private 
Development Projects. This document is on file and available for review ·as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the 
San Francisco Planrru:,:g Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103 .. 
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For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant new or more. s1=vere 

· impacts that were not identifi~d in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to greenhouse gas 

emissions, either individually or cumulatively. 

Topic 

9. WIND AND SHADOW 

Would the project: 

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

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

Significant Impact Identified in FEIR 

Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
in.FEIR 

Project 
Contributes 

toSig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

0 
!Zl 

Project 
HasSig. 
Peculiar 
Impact 

0 
0· 

LTS/No 
Impact 

!Zl 
0 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR found that the rezoning would result i.ri. potential significant arid 

unavoidable shadow impacts, due to the potential new shadow on parks without triggering 

Planning Code Section 295. Therefore, for a discussion on Topic 9b, see the COD. 

Wind impacts are directly related to building design and a_rticulation and the surrounding si~e 

conditions. The Eastern Neigh'f?orho()ds FEIR determined the rezoning and community plans would 

not result in a significant impact to wind because the Planning Department, in review of specific 

future projects, would continue to require analysis of wind impacts, where deemed necessary, to 

ensure that project-level Wind impacts. mitigated to a less-than-significant level No. mitigation · 

measures were identified in the FEIR. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

As discussed in the COD, the proposed project would not result in any new significant or more 

severe impact with regard to shadows that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

Based upon experience of the Planning Department in reviewing wind analyses and expert opinion 

on other p;rojects, it is generally the case that projects under 80 feet in height do not have the 

potential to trigger significant wind impacts'. The project would be constructed within two 

architecturally distinct, five-story bUildings. The buildings would be approximately 62 feet tall at the 

top of. parapet above the grade of the street. Based upon Planning Department experience in 

reviewing wind analyses and expert opinion on other projects, it is generally the case that projects 

· under· 80 f~et in height do not have the potential to generate significant wind impacts, and a wind. 

analysis was not deemed necessary for the proposed project. No wind or shadow impacts would be 

associated with the public plaza component of the project. 
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For ~e above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe 

.impacts that were not identified in ·the Eastern Neighbqrhoods FEIR related to wind and shadow, 

. either individually or cumulatively. 

TopJc 

10. RECREATION 

Would the project:_ 

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

b) Include recre<J.tional facilities or require the construction or expansion of 
recreationai facilities that might have· an adverse physical effect on the 
environment? 

c) 'Physically degrade existing recreational resources? 

No Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

Sig. 
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inFEIR 

0 
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0 
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0 

0 

0 

LTS!No 
Impact 

[81 

~ 

~-

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that the anticipated population increase that would be 

facil:jtated by the implementation of the Plan would not r~sult in substantial or accelerated physical 

deterioration of existing neighborhqod and regional parks or other recreational resources or require 
. ' . 

the construction or expansion of recreational facilities that may have a significant adverse effect on 

the environment. No mitigation measures were identified in the FEIR. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

The proposed project would introduce approximately. 94,500 sf of residential and approximately 

1,900 sf of neighborhood-;:;erving. retail uses to the project site as well as convert th~ terminus of 19th . . . ' . 

Street into a pedestrian plaza. Such uses would be consistent with the projected growth assumptions 

analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. Therefore, the increase. in residential population 

associated with the proposed project would not increase use of park and other recreational facilities 

beyond wha~ was anticipated in that document such that increased demand would result in 

substantial deterioration of existing facilities or the need.for new or expanded recreational facilities. 

For these reasons, the propos~d project would not result in significant new -or more severe impacts 

that were not ~dentified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to recreation, either individually 

or cumulatively. 
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Topic 

11. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS 

W auld the project 

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

b) Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment 
facilities or expa:q.sion of existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

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

d) Have sufficient water ·supply available. to serve the pr~ject from existing 
entitlements and resources, or require new or expanded wa~er supply 
resources or entitlements? 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider that would 
serve the project that it has inadequate capacity to serve the project's projected 
demand in addition to the provider's existing commitments? 

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

g) Comply with federal, stat~, a:nd local statutes and regulations related to solid 
was'te? 

No Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR · 

SECTION B Evaluation of Environmental Effects 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that the anticipated increase in population would 

result in less-than-significant impacts to· utilities, including water, wastewater and stormwater 

collection and treatment, and solid waste collection and disposal. No mitigation measures were 

identified in the FEIR. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

·The proposed project would result in 111 new residential units and approxima.tely 1,900 sf ohetail 

space (in addition to various f?treetscape improvements). The project would also convert the eXisting 

terminus of 19th Street into a pedestrian plaza. The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR considered the 

rezoning of the project site ·in its analysis of demand for utilities and service systems. Thus, the uses 

proposed by the projec,t would .be among the uses anticipated in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR to 

be added with implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans. Therefore, the project is 

consistent with the projected growth· assumptions· considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR 

and would not create demand for water, wastewater collection and treatment, ·or solid waste 

. collection and disposal facilities beyond what was already discussed and analyzed in the FEIR. For 

these reasons, the proposed project the proposed project would not result in significant new or more · 
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severe impacts that were nqt i9.entified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to utilities and 

service systems, either individually or cumulatively. 

Topic 

12; PUBLIC SERVICES 

Would tlui project 

a) Result in substantial adverse physical-impacts associated with the provision of, 
or the need for, new or physically altered governmental facilities, the · · 

· construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order 
to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance 
objectives for any public services suCh as fire protection, police protection, 
schools, parks, or other services? 

Nn .~innifir:mf lmn!lrfc lrlanfifiorl in 1=1=/f::) . ·- -·:::~·····--··· ... ,,., .... _ .. _ ..... ...,. ............................. \. 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that the anticipated increase in .popUlation as a result 

of Plan impleme:n.tation would· not result in a significant impact to public services, including fire 

protection, police protection, and public schools. No mitigation measures were identified in the 

FEIR. Impacts on parks and recreation are discusse~ under Topics 9 and 10. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

The proposed project would include demolition of all exis.ting structures on the project site and 

co~struction of approximately' 94,500 gsf of residential uses (for a total of 111 residential units), 

approximately 1,900 gsf of ground-floor neighborho~d-serving re~ail uses, arid an approximately 

23~400·sf semi-subterranean parking garage. The project would also include conversion of the 

approximately s;900 sf dead-end portion of the 19th;Street public right-of-way west of Indiana Street 

into a new publicly owned plaza (19th Street Pedestrian Plaza). As 'discussed above, under 

Population and Housing, the mcrease in residential and retail uses is consistent with ·the projected 

growth assumptions mcluded .in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR and would not result in any 

:inipacts to the provision of public services beyond what ·was already considered in that 

programmatic document. For these reasons, the· proposed project would not result in sigillficant 

new or more severe impacts that were not identified in the Eastern NeighborhOods FEIR related to 

public services, either individually or cumulatively. 
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Topic 

13. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Would the project . 

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

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

. c) Have a s~bstantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by 

d) 

e) 

f) 

· Section404 of the Clean Water Act (including but not limited to marsh, vernal 
pool, coastal, etc.) through"direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or 
other means? 

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

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

Conflict with the provisions bf an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural 
Community ConserV-ation .Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state 
habitat conservation plan? 

No"significant Impacts Identified iri FEIR 

SECTION B Evaluation of Environmental Effects 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR .found that Plan implementation would not result in significant 

impacts to biological resources. The project area is ;;Umost fully developed with buildings and other 

improvements such as streets and parking lots. Most of the project area consists of structures that 

have been in industrial use for many years. As a result, landscaping and other vegetation is sparse, . . 
except for a few parks. Because future development projects in the Plan Area would largely consist 

of new construction of housing in these heavily developed, former· industrial .neighborhoods, 

vegetation loss or disturbance of wildlife other than common urban species· would be minimal. 

Therefore, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded ~at Plan implementationwould not result in 

any significant effects related to biological resources. No mitigation measures were identified. 

No Significant Project-:Specffic Impacts 

The proposed project site is completely covered by exisfutg buildings and parking areas. Moreover, 

the site is located in a densely built urban environment with minimal. vegetation. Similar to the rest 

of the Eastern Neighborhoods plan area, the project site does not support or provide habitat for any 

rare or endangered wildlife· species, animal, or plants or habitat. Sixteen trees are currently located 

on Indiana Street in front of the project site. All16. existing street trees would be removed during 
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project construction. Per San Francisco Public Works Code Article 16, the project sponsor would. be 

required to obtain a tree removal permit from the San Francisco Department of Public W arks prior 

to project construction. 

Removal of existing trees would ~ot result in removal of any "signifkant" trees10 or disturbance of 

special-status species. Project .landscaping would include 23 new trees. Twenty-one· of those trees 

would be planted along the Indiana Street frontage and two new trees woUld be planted within the 

project site's interior. Vegetation proposed as part of the project would include native and drought

tolerant species that would· meet SFPUC requirements for storm water treatment. All landscaping 

installed within and surrounding the proj~ct site, including within the 19th. Street Pedestrian Plaza, 

would meet the lands.caping.and street tree requirements of Planning Code Section 138.1(c)(2), which 

may require sidewalk landscaping and other streetscape elements as identified in the Better Streets 

Plan. 

The proposed project also would be required to comply with the Gty' s Standards for Bird-Safe . 

Buildings, \VlTich require the 1\evr buildirLgs to incorpo~atc bird-safe desigrt features to reduc~ 

potential impacts due to _bird strikes. There are no habitat conservation plans applicable to ~e .. 

project site. Based on the above, the proposed -project would not result in significant new or more 

severe impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to biological 

resources, either individuilly or ~ulatively. 

1o As.defined in San Francisco Public Works Code Article 16, significant trees are located on private property, but. 
within 10 feet of the public right-of~way; and also meet.any one of the following size requirements: 20 feet or greater 
in height, 15 feet or greater canopy width, or 12 inches· or greater diameter of trunk measured at 4.5 feet above 
grade. 
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·Topic 

14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

Would the project: 

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

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

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking? 

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction? 

iv) Landslides? 

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

c) Be located on geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that would become 
unstable as a result of the project,. and p9tentially result in on- or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse? 

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

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or 
alternative wastewater dispos8.! systeins where sewers are nofavailable for the 
disposal of wastewater? 

f) Change substantially.the topography or any unique geologic or physical 
feah.rres of the site? 

No Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

SECTION B Evaluation of Environmental Effects 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR conclU:ded that Plan implementation would increase the 

population that would be. subject to an earthquake, including seismically induced groundshaking, 

liquefaction, and landslides. The FEIR also noted that ne;-v development is generally safer than 

comparable older development due to ~provements in building codes and construction techniques. 

Compliance with applicable codes and. recommendations made in project-specific geotechnical 

analyses would not eliminate earthquake risk, but would reduce ris_k to an acceptable level, given 

the seismically active characteristics of the Bay Area .. Therefore, the FEIR concluded that the project 

woul(i not result in significant impacts to geology. No mitigation measures were identified in the 

FEIR. 
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No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

A geotechnical investigation was. prepared for the prop·osed project. The following discussion relies 

on the information provided in the geotechnical investigation.U 

Existing grades on the project site vary in elevatipn from32 feet at the southwestern comer to 26 feet 

at the northeastern comer. The site is underlain by a one- to three-foot layer. of sari.dy soil. ov~r 

bedrock consisting of serpentinite, greywacke . sandstone, siltstone, and. sandstone. Underlying 

sandy soils, consisting of varying amounts of silt, clay, and gravet have varying ~egrees of 

expansion potential. 

The major active faults in the project area are the San Andreas, San Gregorio, and Hayward Faults. 

The closest active fault segment to the project site is located approximately seven miles to the west. 

The project site does not lie within an Earthquake Fault' Zone, as defined by :the Alquist-Priolo 

Earthquake Fault Zoning Act and no known 'active or potentially active f~ults exist on the site. 

Therefore, ti;te risk of surface faulting and consequent secondary ground failure would be. :m:in:imal. 

During a major earthquake on a ~egmep.t of one .of the nearby faults, very strong shaking .could 

occur- at the project site. Strong shaking during an earthquake can result in ground failure such as 

that associated with soil liquefaction, lateral spreading, and.seismicilly induced densification. 

The site is not within a designated liquefaction hazard zone as mapped by the California Division of 

:Mines and Geology (CDMG) prepared in accordance with the Seismic Hazards Mapping Act. ·The 

· potential for liquefaction and lateral spreading at the site is low. 

The Geotechnical Investi_gati_on concluded that the proposed project w,9uld be feasible with 

implementation of measures recommende-d to address the following is:~mes: 

• The presence of expansive soil and ro~k 

111 Maintaining'vertical and hot~ontal support of the excavati_on during construction 

• Intercepting localized groundwater within fractures and seams of the bedr.ock, where · 
appropriate 

. To address these issues, the project sponsor has agreed to implement the measures recommended 

·and described in greater detail in the geotechnical investi_gati_on, subject to DBI permitting. Among 

the recommendations included in the geotechnical invesfigati_on were that footi_ngs for the proposed 

. buildings should be at least 18 to 24 inches wi_de and supported on rock, and that floor slabs should 

be placed on engineered fill or bedrock. The investi_gati_on also recommended that at least six inches 

of Class 2 aggregate base rock be placed beneath proposed exterior flatwork, including patio slabs 

and sidewalks, and that base ·rock extend at _least two feet beyond slab edges. In ~e~~ral, the 

n Treadwell & Rollo, Geotechnical Investigation for 650 Indiana Street San Francisco, CA (February 8, 2013). This 
document is on file and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco Planning 
Department, 1650 MiSsion Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
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SECTION B Evaluation· of Environmental Effects 

geotechnical investigation found that from a geotechnical standpoint the proposed project is feasible 

provided that the listed concerns are addressed in final project design. 

The proposed project would be required to incorporate these recommendations into the final 

building design through the building permit review process: Through this process, the Department 

of Building Inspection (DBI) would review the geotechnical investigation to determine the adequacy 

of necessary E;ngineering . and design features to ensure compliance with all Building Code 

provisions regarding structure safety. Past geological and geotechnical investigation· would b~ 

available for use by DBI during its review of building permits for the project site. Also DBI coUld 

require that additional site-specific soils report(s) be prepared in conjunction with per:init 

applications( as needed.· For the .above reasons, the propos.ed project would not result in significan~ 
new or more severe impacts that were not identj#ed in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to 

geology and soils, either individually or cumulatively. 
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Topic 

15. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY 

Would the project: 

a) Violate any wa~er quality standards or waste discharge requirements? 

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

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

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

e) Create ~J c~ntribute runoff water that would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned storrnwater drainage systems or provide substantia,! additional. 
sources of polluted runoff? 

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped 6n a federal 
Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood Insurance Rat~ Map or other authoritative 
flood·hazard delineation map? 

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

i) Expose people 6r structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death 
involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the failure of a 'levee or 
darn? 

j) 0 ,Expose people or structures to a significa.I\t risk of loss, injury or death 
involving inundation by seiche, ts:unarni, or mudflow? 

Significant Impact Identified in FEIR . . . . 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that implementation of the Plan would not result in a 

significant impact to hydrology and water quality, including the combined sewer system and the 

potential for combined sewer outflows. No mitigation measures were identified in the FEIR .. 
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No Significant Project-Spe~ific Impacts 

SECTION B Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

In 2007, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) issued preliminary Flood Insurance 

Rate Maps (FIRMs) for review and comment by the CitJ.12 The preliminary FIRMs identify: 1) 

Special Flood Hazard Areas (SFHAs), areas that are subject to inundation during a flood having a 

one-percent chance of occurrence in a given year (also known as a ''base flood" or "100-year flood"); 

2) Zone A (areas of coastal flooding w:i,th no wave hazard; or waves less than three feet in height); 

and 3) Zone V (areas of coastal flooding subject to the additional hazards associated with wave 

action).13 The project site is not located within a SFHA, Zone A, or Zone V.14.15 As a r~sult, the project 

would not result in a significant impact with respect to flooding including coastal flooding. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR also concluded that with the implementation of requi+ements_ in 

the City's Industrial Waste Ordinance, the impacts to -~roundwater would be less than significant. . 

The project would be subject to the City's Industrial Waste Ordinance, which requires that 

groundwater meet specified water quality standards before it is discharg_ed into the sewer system. 

Therefore, the projecf s impacts to groundwater would be less than significant. 

Effects related to water resources waul~ not be significant, either individually or cumulatively. The 

project would be subject to the Stormwater ManagE:mi.ent Ordinance,_ which became effective May 

22, 2010. As addressed in Public Works Code Section 147.2, stormwater_ design guidelines have been 

instituted to minimize the disruption of natural hydrology. In compliance with the Stormwater 

Management Ordinance, the prQject would maintain or reduce the existing, volume and rate of 

stonnwater runoff discharged from the site by implementing and installing appropriate stormwater 

management systems that retain runoff onsite, promote stormwater reuse, and limit site discharges 

before they enter the combined sewer collection system. In addition, .the stormwater management 

system would capture and treat stormwater runoff and mitig~te stormwater quality effects by 

promoting treatment or infiltration of stormwater runoff prior to discharging to the separate sewer 

system and entering the bay or ocean. 

u Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), City a:ttd 
County of San.Francisco, Califo~a, Panel120 of 260, Map Number 0675C0120A (September 21, 2007). This map is 
available online at http:Usfgsa.org/Modules/Showimage.aspx?imageid=2672 (accessed February 18, 2014). 
13 City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, National Flood Insurance Program Flood Sheet 
(January 25, 2012). This file is available online at http:Usfgsa.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=7520 
(accessed February 18, 2014). 
14 Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM), City and 
County of San Francisco, California, Panel120 of 260, Map Number 06075C0120A (September·21, 2007). This .map is 
available online at http://sfgsa.org/Modules/Showlmage.a.spx?imageid=2672 (accessed February 18, 2014). 
1s City and County of San Francisco, Office of the City Administrator, Final Draft San Francisco Interim Floodplain 
Map, Northeast (July 2008). This map is available online at 
http://sfgsa.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=1785 (accessed February 18, 2014). 
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The existing project site is completely covered by existing buildings and parking/storage areas. The 

proposed project would construct two new buildings that would take up the majority of the project. 

site, as well as convert the existing terminus of 19th Street to a pedestrian plaza. Groundwater is 

· estimated to be approximately 16 feet below ground surface. The proposed project's e::ccavation has 

the potential to encounter groundwater, which could impact water qw:ility. Any groundwater 

encountered during construction of the proposed project would be subject to requirements of the 

City's Sewer Use Ordinance (Ordinance Number 19-92, amended 116-97), as supplemented by 

Department of Public Works Order No. 158170, requiring a permit from the Wastewater Enterprise 

Collection System. Division of the San Francisco. Public Utilities .Commission. A permit may be 

issued only if an effective pretre.atment system is maintained and operated. Each permit for such 

discharge shall contain specified water quality standards anq may. require the project sponsor to 

install and maintain meters to measure the volume of the discharge to the combined sewer system. 

Although dewatering may be required during construction, any effects related to lowering the water 

table would be temporary and would not be expected to substantially deplete gr.oundwater 

resources. 

The proposed project would not increase the amount of impervious surface area on the project site. 

In accordance with the Stormwater Management Ordinance (Ordinance No. 83-lO),:the proposed 

·p~oject would be required to implement Low Impact Design (LID) approaches and stor~water 
management systems in compliance with the Stormwater Design Guidelines. Therefore, the 

proposed project would not have significant runoff and drainage impacts. For the above re<L?ons, the 

proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe impacts. that were not identified 

jp. the Eastern Neighborhoods FElli. related to hydrology or water quality, either individually or 

cumulatively. 
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SECTION B Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

Topic 

16. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Would the project: 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the environm~t through the 
routine transp'ort, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

0 

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the enVironment through 0 
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving 1:he release of 
hazardous materials into the environment? 

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within 0,25 mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

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

0 

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has 0 
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, 
w~uld the project result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in 
the project area? 

f) For a project within the Vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project result in 0 
a safety hazard for people residing or workirig in the project area? .. 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergenq 0 
response plan ot emergency evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures tci a significant risk of loss, injury or death 0 
involving fires? 
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. The Eastern Neighborho~ds FEJR. determined that development resulting frorri the Plan may 

involve demolition or renovation of existing structures that may contai;n hazardous building 

materials, such as·-transformers and fluorescent light ballasts that contain polychlorinated biphenyls 

(PCBs) or di (2-ethylhex:yl) phthalate (DEHP) and fluorescent lights containing mercury vapors, that 

were commonly used in older buildings and that could present a public health risk if disturbed 

during an accident or during demolition or renovation. Topic 16c is discussed, in the Certificate of 

Exemption. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEJR determined that the rezoning of currently zoned industrial (PDR) 

land to residential, commercial, or open space uses in the Eastern Neighborhoods would result in 

the incremental replacement of some of the existing nonconforming business with development of 

these other land uses. This could -result in exposure of the public or the environment to hazards, but 

existing regulations would reduce impacts to less-than-significant levels, With the exception of those 

haZ-ardous materials and waste addressed in the COD. In addition, the FEJR also determined that 

the rezoning and community plans would not impair implementation of or physically interfere with. 

an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan or expose people or structures 
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to a significant risk of lqss, injury, or death involving fires. Lastly, the FEill. detertrtined that the 

project area is not located within an airport land use· plan area, within two miles of a public airport, 

or m the .vicinity of a private airstrip. Therefore, ip.e implementation_ of the Plan would have no 

·adverse effects in terms of air safety. 

No Signifi~ant Project-Specific Impacts 
. . . 

As discussed in the COD, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact with regard . . . 
to emitj:ing hazardous building materials during demolition. Moreover, the project site is not within 

·. any adopted airport land use plan. or private airstr!p. The project stte is not located in an area subject 

to wildland fires. 

The project site was developed as early as 1914 with the Herbert-Vogel' & Mark Company 

Cooperage and Tank Factory and with the Mortensen Construction Company, Structural Iron 

Works. A fuel storage tank is indicated in the facility, but in an area that is about 50 feet off site to 

the west of the p;resent day boundary of parcel 010 ( 600 fudiana Street). The status of the existence of 

the historic fuel storage tank is unknown. The only historic record indicating the existence of the 

tank is a 1914 Sanborn Map; later maps do not depict it. The site is .not listed in any commercially 

available database as being a location where hazardous materials are use~, generated, or as having 

had.a reported release of hazardous materials or documented environmental contamination. 

Based on local topography, groundwater beneath the project site. and surrounding area would be 

. expected to flow in an easterly direction. Groundwater in· the vicinity of the project site ranges in 

depth from approximately five to 16 feet. The existing warehouse was constructed in approximately 

1980, predating th~ 1990 passage of federal regulations prohibiting the use of asb~stos containing 

mat~rials (ACMs) in buildings. Therefore, it is possible that building mater~als on the subject 

property contain asbestos.· 

The proposed project includes ~emolition of all existing . structures on the project site and 

. construction of approximately 94,500 gsf of residential uses, approximately _1,900 gsf of gro:und-floor 

neighborhood-serVing retail uses, approximately 11,700 sf of open space, and an approximately 

23,400 gsf basement-level parkmg garage. The project would also include conversion of the 
' . . 

approximately 8,900 sf dead-end portion of the 19th Street public right-of-way west of fudiana Street 

into a new publicly owned plaza. The proposed project would include uses that wpuld not routinely 

handle hazardous materials with the e~ception of general household cleaners and similar products. 
. . 

Maintenance of landscaping could also result in the use of small amounts of herbicides and/or 

pes.ticldes, bpt these would not be. used in quantities sufficient to present a risk to people 0~ the 

environment, or emit hazardous emissions within 0.25 mile· of an existing or. proposed school. . 

- Compliance with hazardo,us materials and waste regulations would minimize. the risk for accidental 

releases and would ensure safe handling of hazardous materials and wastes at permitted facilities. 

Furthermore, new businesses introduced to the project area would implement newer and improved 

technology for. handling and storage of hazardous materials that would further reduce the risk of ~ 
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release that could affect public health or the environment Similar to existing conditions, any 

business that handles or stores hazardous materials or petroleum products would be required to 

comply with the requirements of the City's hazardous materials handling requirements specified in 

San Francisco Health Code Article 21. Appropriate emergency access as required by the Planning 

Code would be maintained at all times during both construction and operation. 

Because the project site is located within an area currently and historically zoned for industrial use 

and within 100 feet of current or historical underground tanks, the project is subject to Health Code 

Article 22A, also known as the Maher Ordinance, which is administered and ovE:rsee11 by the 

Department of Public Health (DP:£-I). The Maher Ordinance requires the project spons()r to retain the 

services of .a qualified professional to prepare a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA), that 

meets the requirements of Health Code Section 22.A.6. 

In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor has submitted a Maher Application to 

DPH and a Phase I ESA16 and a Phase II Pre-Development Property Environmental Assessment17 

have been prepared to assess the potential for site contamination. Tne Phase I ESA found lhat, based 

on historical industrial use of the subject property and surrounding area, pre-construction . soil 

sampling should be conducted to determine whether soil excavated during project construction 

should be hauled to a Class I or Class II landfill. Based on the unknown status of the offsite, 

upgradient fuel tank, and on the results of subsequent soil sampling, preparation of a Soil and 

Groundwater Management Plan (S&GWMP) and Project health and Safety Plan was recommended 

to be completed before excavation work is begun. As part of the S&GWMP, it is recommended that 

if groundwater de-watering is projected to be part of the construction plan, then grab-groundwater . . 
samples should be considered to determine. groundwater quality and to evaluate options and cost 

associated with treatment and/or disposal. These plans also would include measures to minimize · 

site worker and surrounding neighborhood exposure to fugitive dust that can be generated during 

site demolition and grading activities. 

The propose9. project would be required to remediate potential soil andjor groundwater 

contamination ·described above in accordance with Health Code Article 22A. As a result, the 

proposed ·project would not r~·sult in significant impacts related to hazardous materials. For the 

above reasons, the proposed ·project would not result in significant new or more ·severe impacts that 

16 Stellar Environmental Solutiorn, Inc., Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, 600-698 Indiana Street, San Francisco, 
-cA (August, 2012). This document is on file and available for review as part of Case File No. 2012.1574E at the San 
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Missioi). Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, California 94103. 
17 Stellar Environmental Solutions, Inc., Pre-Development Property Environmental Assessment Findings: Shallow Soil 
Sampling for 600-698 Indiana Street, San Francisco, CA (December 20, 2012). This document is on file and available for 
review as part of Case File No .. 2012.1574E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, 
San Francisco, California 94103. · 
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were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to hazards or hazardous materials, 

· either individually or cumulatively. 

Topic 

17. MINERAL AND ENERGY RESOURCES 

Would the project: 

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

b) · Result in the lo~s of availability of a locally important mineral resource · 
recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan or other land use· ; 
plan? 

c) Encourage activities that result in the use of large amounts of fuel, water, or 
energy, or use these in a waBteful manner? · 

No Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

0 

0 

0 

Project 
. Contributes 

to Sig •. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

0 

0 

0 

Project 
'HasSig. 
Peculiar 
Impact 

0 

0 

0 

LTS/No 
Impact 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR ~eter,milled that the· anticipated development and population 

increases that .would occur as a result. of Plan implementation wo~d not result in a significant 

impact t~ .mineral and energy resources and would also not result in use of large amounts of fuel, . 

water, o~ energy in the context of energy use throughout the City and region. The energy demand 

for individual buildings would be typical for such. projects and w9uld meet, or exceed, current state 

and local c~des ~d standards concerning energy consumption, including California Cod,e of 

Regulations Title. 24 enforced by the Department of Building Inspection. The project area does not 

include any natural resources routinely extracted and the rezoning does not provide for any natural 

resource extraction activities. Therefore, the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR concluded that Plan 

implementation would n9t result in a significant impact to mineral and energy resources. No 

mitigation measures were identified in the FEIR. 

All land in San Francisco, including the project site, is designated :Mineral Resource Zone 4 (MRZ-4) 

by the CDMG under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (CDMG, Open File Report 96-

03 and Special Report 146 Parts I and ll). This designa~on indicates that there is inadequate 

information available for assignment to any other MRZ and. thus· the site is not a designated area of 

significant mineral deposits. Since the project site is already developed, future ev·aluation or 

designation. of the site would not affect or be affected by the proposed project. There are no 

. operational mineral r~source recovery sites in the project area whose operations or accessibility • 

would be af~ected by the construction or operation of the proposed project. 
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No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

SECTION B Evaluation of Environmental Effects 

The proposed project is consistent with the pr()jected growth: assumptions resulting from Plan 

implementation and would not result in any impacts to mineral and energy resources beyond those 

already addressed in the programmatic. document No operationill mineral resource recovery sites 

exist on the project site. The energy demand for the proposed project would be typical for such a 

project and would meet, or exceed, current state or local codes and standards concern.iug energy 

consumption, including California Code of Regulation Title 24, enforced by the Department of 

Building Inspection. 

For the above reasons~ the proposed project would not result. in significant new or more severe 

impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR related to mineral or energy 

resources, either individually or cumulatively. 

Project 
Contributes 

Sig .. toSig. Project 
Impact Impact HasSig. 

Identified Identified Peculiar LTS/No 
Topic inFE/R inFEIR Impact Impact 

18. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESQURCES 

In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources are significant 
enviroruriental effects, lead agencies may refer to the California Agricultural Land 
Evaluation and Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the California Dept of 
Conservation as an optional model to use in assessing impacts on agriculture and 
farmland. In determining wheth\!r impacts to forest resources, including-timberland, 

. are significant environment<il. effects, lead agencies may refer to information · 
compiled by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection regarding 
the state's inventory of forest land, including the Forest and Range Assessment 
Project and the Forest Legacy Assessment project; and forest carbon measurement 
methodology provided in Forest Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources 
~oard. Would the project 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide 0 0 0 [gl 
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program of the California Resources Agency, to 
nonagricultural use? 

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act contract? 0 0 0 [gl 

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as defined 0 0 0 [gl 
in Public Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or timberland (as defined by Public 
Resources Code Section 4526)? 

d) Result in the loss of fo·rest land or conversion of forest land to nonforest use? 0 0 0 [gl 

e) Involve other changes in the existing environment that, due to their location or 0 0 0 [gl 
nature, could result in conv:ersion of Farmland to nonagricultural use or forest 
land to nonforest use? 

No Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the Plan Area; 

therefore, anticipated development and population increases within the Eastern Neighborhoods 
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Plan Aiea that would result from implementation of the Plan would not result in a significant 

impact to agriculture resources. No mitigation measures were identified in. the FEIR. The FEJR did 

not analyze effects on forest resources. 

No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

The prc;>ject site currently contains a 14,810 sf, approximately 20-foot-tall warehouse, which. is 

divided into three uses: a sound studio, a storage and staging area, and a nightclub (Cafe Cocomo). 

·No agricultural, forest, or timberland resources are located witrun the project site or surrounding. 

area. For these reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant new or more severe 

impacts that were not identified in. the Eastern Neighborhoods FEJR related to agricultural or forest 

reso~ces; either individually or cumulatively. 

Topic 

19. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE 

'Would the project: 

a) . Have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially 
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish or wildlife 
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or 
animal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or 

. endangered plant or animal, ot eliminate important examples of the major 
periods of California history or prehistory? · 

b) Have impacts that would be individually limited, but cumulatively 
consid~rable?. ("Cumulatively considerable" means that the incremental effects 
of a project are considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past. 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects.) 

c) Have environmental effects that would cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

Significant Impacts Identified in FEIR 

Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

D 

D 

D 

Project 
Contributes 

to Sig. 
Impact 

Identified 
inFEIR 

Project 
HasSig. 
Peculiar 
Impact 

D 

D 

D 

LTS/No 
Impact 

0 

D 

D 

The EasteJ;n Neighborhoods .FEJR identified signific~t impacts reiated to land use, transportation, 

cultural · resources, shadow, noise~ air quality, and hazar<fous materials. Mitigation measures 

reduced all impacts to less than significant; with the exception of those related to land use 

(cumulative impacts on PDR land supply), transportation (traffic impacts at nine intersections and 

transit impacts), cultural resources (demolition of historical resources), a:nd shadow (impacts on 

parks). 
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No Significant Project-Specific Impacts 

The proposed project would include demolition of all existing structures on the project site and. 

construction of an approximately 97,000 gsf development, consisting of 94,500 gsf of residential uses, . . . . . 
approximately 1,900 gsf of ground-floor neighborhood-serving retail uses and approximately 

11,700 sf of open space, as well as an approximately 23,400 gsf basement-level parking garage. The 

project would also include· conversion of the .approximately 8,900 sf dead-end po!-"tion of the 19th 

Street public right~of-way w~st of Indiana Sti:eet into a new pedestrian plaza. As discussed in this 

document and the CPE COD, the proposed project· would not result in new significant 

environmental effects,.or effeCts of greater severity than were already analyzed and considered in 
the Eastern Neighborhoods FEIR. 

C. DETERMINATION 

On the basis of this Checklist: 

[ZJ The proposed project qualifies for consideration of a Community Plan exemption based on the 

applicable General Plan and zoning requirements; AND 

[ZJ All potentially. significant individual or cumulative impacts of the proposed project were 

identified in the applicable programmatic EIR (PEIR) for the Plan Area, .and all applicable 

mitigation measures have been or incorporated into the proposed project or will be required in 

approval of the project. 

0 The proposed project may have a potentially significant. impact not identified in the PEIR for 

the topic area(s) identified above,· but thatthis impact. can be reduced to a less-than-significant 

level in this case because revisions in the proj'ect have been made by or agreed to by the project 

proponent. A focused Initial Study and MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION is required, 

analyzing the effects that remain to be addressed. 

0 The proposed project may have a potentially significant impact not identified in the PEIR f9r 

the topic area(s) identified above. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, 

analyzing the effects that remain to be addressed. 

DATE 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
P~ANNING DEPARTMENT 

Planning Commission 
Motion No. 19150 

Date: May 15,2014 
Case No.: 2014.0092U 
Project Address: 650 Indiana Street 
Plan Area: · Central Waterfront Area Plan 

Project Sponsor: Michael Yarne 
. Build, Inc. 

Staff Contact: 

315 Linden Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Lisa Chen (415-575-9124) 

lisa. chen©sfgov .org 

I 650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
. 415.558.6378 

Fax: 
4i5.55B.6409 

·Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

APPROVING AN IMP ACT FEE WAIVERFOR 650 INDIANA STREET lN THE AMOUNT OF $565,100 
TO PROVIDE STREETSCAPE, PEDESTRIAN SAFETY, AND PUBLIC SPACE IMPROVEMENTS ON 
19m STREET BASED ON THE COMPLETION OF AN IN-KIND AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
PROJECT SPONSOR AND THE CITY. 

FURTHER, APPROVING AN ADDITIONAL WAIVER OF $284,900 ($850,000 IN TOTAL), 
CONTINGENT ON RECEIVING A POSITIVE RECOMMENDATION FROM THE EASTERN 
NEIGHBORHOODS CAC FOR THE ADDITIONAL AMOUNT. 

PREAMBLE 

• On January 19, 2009 the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan became effective, including now Section 
423.3 of the San Francisco Planning Code, the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee 
applicable to all projects in the plan area, including the subject property. The Planning Code also 
enabled project sponsors to seek a ·waiver from the impaCt fees when providing public 
improveii).ents through an In-Kind Agreement with the Planning Department. 

• On May 1, 2014, the Planning Commission granted approval to the project prqposed for 650 
Indiana· Street. The project consists _of two five-story, approximat~ly 58-foot-tall residential 
buildings with 111 residential units and approximately 1,900 gross square feet of ground-floor 

·neighborhood-serving retail uses. In . total the new structures would measure approximately 
122,185 gross square feet. 

• On December 16, 2013, the Project Sponsor, Build, Inc., filed an application with the City for 
approval of an In-Kind Agreement for provision of streetscape, pedestrian safety, ·and public 
space improvements on 19th Street. 
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650 Indiana Street In-~d Agreement 

• The proposed improvements would provide a new public open space, enhance pedestrian safety, 
and calnl traffic, consistent with tne Central Waterfront Area Plan. The Central Waterfront Area 
Plan builds on. the neighborhood's mixed-use, industrial character, envisioning increased 
housing and commercial uses, an enhanced ·public realm, and improvements to support transit 
use, walking, and biking. It also calls for additional parks and open spaces, provided both by the 
CitY and in collaboration with new residential and commercial development. Further, the Plan 
recognizes underutilized streets and rights-of-way as ·a valuable resource to creatively develop 

· new open spaces. 

• On. Febniary 10, 2014,· in Motion 2014-02-02, the Eastern Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory 
Committee passed a resolution supporting the proposed improvements for the 650 Indiana Street 
In-Kind Agreement. . · · 

·MOVED, that the Commission hereby authori~es the.Eastern Neighborh~ds Commurrlty Impact Fee 
Waiver for 650 Indiana Street in the amount of $565,100. 

Be it also moved that the Planning Commission hereby approves an additional $284,900 (for a maximum 
total of $850,000 in fees waived), contingent upon the Project . Sponsor returning to the Eastern 
Neigh~orhoods CAC for their recommendation of the additional amount. 

Be it also moved that if the Eastern Neighborhoods CAC does not recommend the additional waiver of 
· $284,900 in Impact Fee funds, the Planning CoJil!Ilission will review: the In-Kind Agreement at a futme 

date to take a final action regarding the total amount of the fee waiver. 

FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:· 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute finclfrtgs of this Commission. 

2. The proposed In-Ki~d Agreement is consistent with the Planning Code Section 423.3. · · 

3. The propos~d improvements would present a suitable priority for an In-Kind Agreement to satisfy 
portioB.s of the Area Plan infrastructure impact fees as they meet the following criteria established in 
the Planning Commission approved "P:rocedui:es of In-Kind Agreements". 

" Improvement· Fulfills the Purpose of Community Improvements: Per Planning Code section . 
423.3(d) (which describes in-kind improvements under the EN Impact Fee Fund) open space, 
such as plazas, are eligible for funding. 

" The Infrastructure Type is Identified in the Fee Ordinance: The .plaza project falls under the 
"Open Space and Recreation" category of improvements in the Eastern Neighborhoods Impact 
.Fee Fund, and therefore is eligible. 

• The Expenditure Category for Infrastructure Type is Not Exhausted: The "Open Space and 
Recreation" category of funds have not been exhausted. 

&AN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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4. ·The proposed improvements are a priority for the Plan Area as they meet the following criteria: 

• Improvement is identified in the Five Year· Capital Plan; Improvement does not Compete with a 
CAC and IPIC Endorsed Improvement: This project is not specifically listed in the IPr<:;: Report; 
however it falls categorically ·within the open space and recreation funding section, which is 
largely unprogrammed ·and is awaiting specific project identification. Funds· allocated here 
would not be removed from any specifically identified project. 

• CAC Supports the Proposed Improvement: The Eastern Neighborhoods CAC approved a 
resolution in February 2014 su~portingthe improvements in an amount up to $565,100. 

• Efficiencies are Gained Through Coordination with Development Project: Project sponsors can 
utilize the construction tools and labor already. working onsite for the 650 .Indiana Street to 
deliver the improvements in a more timely and efficient manner. The project would be timed 
with the development of the adjacent development and delivered no later than when the 
development is ready for occupancy. The project could be built in conjunction with the 
development project, resulting in less disruption from construction than if the project were 
independently built at another time: 

5. The Project is recommended by the Planning Department and has been reviewed by other public 
agencies, including the Department of Public Works. 

6. As the City's design review has resulted in. changes intended to increase landscaping, storm water 
infrastructure; and safe loading access on the site, the cost estimates for the Project have increased 

since the Eastern Neighborho~ds)CAC approved the waiver of impact fee funds. Thus, there is a need 
to secure additional funds in order to implement the project. 

7. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is, ·On balance, consistent with the folloyving 
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: 

The proposed In-Kind improvements support the Central Waterfront Area Plan by implementing the 
below policies and objectives. 

OBJECTIVE 3.2. 
PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT SUPPORTS 
WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC REALM. 

POLICY 3.2.6 
Sidewalks abutting new developments should be constructed in accordance with locally appropriate 
guidelines based on established best practices in streetscape design. · 

Discussion: The project would enhance the pedestrian conditions on 191h and Indiana Streets,. by providing a 
pedestrian plaza and a bulb-out, shortening pedestrian ctossings, increasing landsmping and public art, and 
calming traffic. The project would reduce vehicular access to 19'h Street, providing only limited loading and . 
unloading access. 

· SMI FRANCISCO 
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OBJECTIVE 4.4 . . 
SUPPORT THE CIRCULATION NEEDS OF EXISTING AND NEW PDR AND MARITIME USES IN 
THE CENTRAL WATERFRONT 

POLICY 4.4.2 
Continue to require off-street facilities for freight load:illg and service vehicles in new large non
residential developments. 

POLICY.4.4.3 
In areas with a significant number of PDR establishments and particularly along Illinois Street, design 
streets to .serve the needs and access requiJ;'ements of trucks while maintaining a safe pedestrian and 
bicycle environment. 

Discussion: The project balances the operational and loading needs of an existing PDR ·business with th~ safety 
ne,eds of pedestrians and bicyclist~- The project design would provide limited loaft.ing and unloading access in a 
clearly demarcated area, without significantly compromising pedestrian· imd bicyclist safety and use of the 
space. 

OBJECTIVE 4.5 
CONSIDER TH_E STREET NETWORK IN CENTRA~ WATERFRONT AS A CITY RESOURCE 
ESSENTIAL TO MULTI-MODAL MOVEMENT AND PUBLIC OPEN SPACE 

POLICY 4.5.3 
Redesign underutilized streets not needed for PDR business circulation needs in the Central 
Waterfront for creation of Living Streets and other usable public space. 

DiScussion: Tlie project redesigns an underutilized, dead-end street to provide a pedestrian plaza and arts
focused outdoor event space. The design retains the existing loading nee4s of an adjacent PPR business, which 
has alternate street entrances and does not use 19th street as its primary vehicular access. 

OBJECTIVE 4.6 
SUPPORT WALKING AS A KEY TRANSPORTATION MODE BY .IMPROVING PEDESTRIAN 
CIRCULATION WITHIN CENTRAL WATERFRONT AND TO OTHER PARTS OF THE CITY 

POLICY 4.6.1 
Use established street design standards to make the pedestrian environment safer and more 
comfortable for walk trips. 

POLICY 4.6.3 
Improve pedestrian access to trafi?it stops including Third Street light rail and the 22nd Street· 
Cal-train Station. 

SAN F!li\NCJSCO 
PLANNING Pl;:PA9TMEN'r 

. 1736 

4 



·, 

Attachment 1- Draft Planning Commission Motion 
Hearing Date: May 15, 2014 

CASE NO. 2014.0092U 
650 Indiana Street In-Kind Agreement 

Discussion: This project utilizes established street design standards to improve the pedestrian environment 
along 191h Street and along Indiana Street, which leads directly to the 22nd Street Caltrain station. 

OBJECTIVE 4.9 
FACILITATE MOVEMENT OF AUTOMOBILES WHILE STRIVING TO REDUCE NEGATIVE 
IMP ACTS OF VEHICLE TRAFFIC 

POLICY 4.9.'1 
Introduce traffic calming measures where warranted to improve pedestrian safety and comfort, 
reduce speeding and traffic spillover from arterial streets onto residential streets and alleyways: 

·Discussion: The proje~t includes a bulb-out and pedestrian crossing, which would calm.traffic while providi~g 
safer and more comfortable pedestrian access. 

OBJECTIVE 5.1 
PROVIDE PUBLIC PARKS AND OPEN SPACES rHAT MEET lliE NEEDS 
OF RE.SIDENTS, WORKERS AND VISITORS 

POLICY 5.1.1 
Identify opportunities to create new public open spaces and provide at least one new public open 
space serving the Central Waterfront. 

POLICY 5.1.2 
Require new residential and commercial d~velopment to provide, or contribute to the creation of 
public open space. 

POLICY 5.2.4 
Encourage publicly accessible open space as part of new re~idential and commerdal development. 

Discussion: The project creates a new public open space in collaboration with new residential and commercial 
development. · · 

OBJECTIVE 5.3 
CREATE A NETWORK OF GREEN STREETS THAT CONNECTS OPEN SPACES AND IMPROVES 
THE WALKABILITY, AESTHETICS, AND ECOLOGICAL SUSTAINABILITY OF THE 
NEIGHBORHOOD 

POLICY 5.3.1 
Redesign underutilized portions of streets as public open spaces; including widened sidewalks or 
medians, curb bulb-outs, "living 'streets" or green connector streets. 
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POLICY 5.3.2 

J:v1aximize sidewalk landscaping, street trees and pedestrian scale street furnishing to the greatest 
extent feasible. 

POLICY 5.3.4 

Enhance the pedestrian environment by requiring new development to plant street trees along 
abutting sidewalks. When this is not feasible, plant trees on development sites or elsewhere in the 
plan area. 

POLICY 5.3.6 
Where possible, transform unused freeway and rail rights-of-way into landscaped features that 
provide a pleasant and comforting route for pedestrians. 

Discussion: The project transforms an. underutilized street and freeway right-of-way into a pedestrian plaza 
. with landscaped features. 

8. Planning Code Sec~ons 101.1 Ffudirigs. The proposed replacement project is generally 
consistent with the eight General Plah priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 in that: 

A) The ex:lsting neighborhood-serving retail uses will be preserved, and eiilianced and . future 
opportu~ties for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses will b-e enhanced: 

The proposed project will have no adverse effects on neighbdrhoqd-serving retail uses. 

B) The existing housing and neighborhood character will be conserved a~d protected in order to 
preserV-e the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods: · 

The proposed project will protect and .enhance the existing neighborhood character by creating a 
public plaza and improving the public life in the neighborhood. 

C) The City's supply of affordable housing will be preserved and enhanced: 

The praposed project will have no adverse effects on the City's supply of affordable. housing. 

D) The commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or 
neighborhood parking: . 

The proposed project would not impede MUNI transit service: 

E) A diverse economic base will be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors ftom 
displacement due to commercial offtce development. And future opportunities fo'r reside:nt 
employment and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced: 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Attachment 1- Draft Planning Commission Motion 
Hearing Date: May 15, 2014 

CASE NO. 2014.0092U 

650 Indiana Stre"et In-Kind Agreement 

The proposed project would not adversely affect the industrial or service ·sectors .or future 
opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors. The design retains the 
existing loading needs of an adjacent PDR business, which has alternate street entrances and does 
not use 19th street as its primary vehicular access. 

F) the City will achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life 

. in an earthquake. 

The proposed project would not affect 'the preparedness against injury and loss of life in an 
eartl~quake is unaffected. 

G) That landmark and historic buildings will be preserved: 

The proposed project would not adversely affect landmark and historic buildings~ 

. H) Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be protected from development: 

The proposed project will not affect access to sunlight and vistas in parks and open spaces. 

I hereby certify that the foregoing Motion was adopted by the Planning CDmmission on May 15th, 2014. 

f\ ~-
,r ~ 't. . --...... 
~'!V-" -~ ~..__) 

Jonas P.lonin · 
Director of Commission Affairs, 
CommissiDn Secretary 

A YES: Wu, Pong, Antonini, Borden1 Hillis, Moore,.Sugaya 
NAYS: . 

ABSENT: 
ADOPTED: May·151 2015 
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660-90 INDIANA STREET IN-KIND A(;REEMENT 
(PER PLANNING CODE SECTION 423.3) 

TIDS IN-KIND AGREEMENT (the "Agreement") is entered into as of August 1, 20l4, 
by and between the CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, a municipal corporation, 
acting by and through the Planning Commission (the "City") and 650 Indiana Investment, LLC 
("Project Sponsor"), with respect to the project approved for 660-90 Indiana Street, San 
Francisco, California 94107 (the "Project"). · 

RECITALS 

A. On· December 19, 2008, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors enacted 
Ordinance No. 298-08 (File No. 081153) (the "Ordinance"), adding Section 327 to the San · 
Francisco Planning Code (now Sections 423-423.5). Any undefined term used herein shall have 
the meaning given to such term in Article 4 of the Planning Code, and all references to Sections 
423-423.5 shall mean Sectio~ 423-423.5 of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

B. In order to mitigate the impacts from the new mixed residential.and commercial 
development permitted under the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, the Ordinance imposed an Impact 
Fee .on neW residential and commercial development .(the "Fee"). Under Section 423.3(e), the 
Fee is required to be paid to the City before issuance of the First Construction Document for a 
development proje~t. As an alternative to payment of the Fee, .the Ordinance provides that the 
City may reduce the Fee obligation at that time if the project sponsor agrees to provide specified 
community improvements. In order for the project sponsor to satisfy its Fee obligation by 
providing such in-kind improvements, the Ordinance requires the City and the Project Sponsor to 
ente~ into an "In-Kind Agreement" described in Section 423 .3( d). 

C. The property described in Exhibit A attached hereto (the "Land") and generally 
lmown as 66Q-90 Indiana Street ·(Lot 009 in Assessor's Block 4041) is owned by Project· 
Sponsor. 650 Indiana Investment LLC, the Project Sponsor, submitted an application for the 
development of a mixed residential and commercial development on the Land, and the Planning 
Commission approved the Project on May 1, 2014 (Motion No. 19136). 

D: The Central Waterfront Area Plan contains obj'ectives and policies for the Central 
Waterfront Area, bounded by Interstate 280 to the west, Mariposa Street to the north, the San 
Francisco Bay to the east, and the Islais Creek Chamiel to the south. 

E. . The Project Sponsor has requested that t4e City enter into an In-Kind Agreement 
associated with development of Dogpatch Arts Plaza ill order to reduce its Fee obligation per the 
terms of the Ordin~ce, provided the ovvner of the land upon which such improvements would be 
constructed timely and irrevocably consents to the construction and maintenance of such 
improvements. The In-Kind Improvements consist of the conversi.on of the .dead-end portion of 
19th Street (west of Indiana Street) into a 13,800 square foot arts-focused public pedestrian 
plaza, as more particularly described in Exhibit C ("In-Kind Improvements"). · 

F. The In-Kind Improvements meet an identified commu~ity need as analyzed in the 
Central Waterfront Area Plan and are not a· physical improvement or provision of space 
otherwise required by the Proj~ct entitlements or other City Code. 

. G. On Feb:t;Uary 10, 201.4, in Motion 2014-02-02, the ,£astern Neighborhoods 
Citizens Advisory Committee passed a resolution supporting the proposed improvements for the 
650 Indiana Street In-Kind Agreement in the amount of$565,100: On June 16,2014, in Motion 
2014-05-02, the Eastern. Neighborhoods Citizens Advisory Committee passed a resolution 
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supporting an additional fee waiver of $284,900, bringing the total value of the in-kind 
improvements to $850,000. 

"H. On May 15, 2Ul4, the Planning Commission adopted Motion No. 19150 
authorizing the Planning Director to execute this In-Kind Agreement for an impact fee waiver of 
$850,000. 

I. The City is willing to enter into an In-Kind Agreement, on the· terms and 
conditions set forth below. · 

AGREEJ.\IIENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, for good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of 
·which are hereby acknm.vledged, the parties agree as follows; 

ARTICLEl 
DEFINITIONS 

1.1 Defined Terms. As used in this Agreement, the following words and phrases 
have the following meanings.· 

"Agreement" shall mean this Agreement 

"City" shall have the meaning set forth in the preamble to this Agreement. 

"Date of Satisfaction" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 4.9 below. 

"DBI" shall mean the Department ofBuilding Inspection. 

"DPW" shall mean the Department of Public Works. 

"Effective Date" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 5.1 belm~. 

"Final Inspection Notke" shall have the meaning set forth i~ Section 4.ibelow. 

"First Construction Document" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 401 of the 
Planning Code. · · 

"Impact Fee" or "Fee" shall mean the fee charged to all residential and commercial 
development projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan Area_s un.der Section 423.3 of the 
Ordinance. · 

"In-Kind Improvements" shall !have the meaning set forth in Recital E. . 

"In-Kind Va~ue" shall have. the meaning set forth. in Section 3.2 below. 

"Inspection Notice" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 4.7 below. 

"Land" .shall have the meaning set forth in Recital C. 

"Memorandum of Agreement" shall have the meaning set forth in Article 8 below. 

"Operations Plan" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 4.2 below, 
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"Ordinance" shall have the meaning designated in Recital A. 

"Payment Analysis" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 5.2 below. 

"Payment Documentati.on" shall have the meaning set forth in Section 4.8 below. 

"Plans" shall have the meaning set forth in S~ction 4.3 below .. 

"Project" shall have the meaning set forth in the preamble to this Agreement. 

. "Project Sponsor" shall have the .meaning set forth in the preamble to. tbis .Agreement. 

"Project Sponsor Fee" shall mean the Project Sponsor's share of the Fee, as calculated 
pursuant to Section 3.1 hereof. 

"Remainder Amomit" shall have the meaning set.forth in Section 3.3 below. 

ARTICLE2 
PROJECT SPONSOR REPRESENTATIONS AND COVENANTS 

The Project Sponsor hereby represents, warrants, agrees and covenants to the City as 
follows: · 

2.1 The above recitals relating to the Project are true and correct 

2.2 Project Sponsor: (1) is a limited liability company duly organized and existing 
under the laws of the State of California, (2) has the power and authority to own its properties 
and assets and to carry on its business as now being conducted and as now contemplated to be 
conducted, (3) has the power to execute and perform all the undertakings of tbis Agreement, and 
(4) is the fee owner ofthe real property on which the Project is located. · 

2.3 The .execution and delivery oftbis Agreement and other instruments required to 
be executed and delivered by the Project Sponsor .pursuant to this Agreement: (1) have not 
violated and will not violate any provision of Jaw, rule or regulation, any order of court or other 
agency or government, .and (2) have not violated and will not violate any provision of any 
agreement or instrument to wbich the Project Sponsor is bound, or result in the creation or 
imposition of any probibited lien, charge or enci.un.brance of any nature. 

2.4 No document furnished or to be furnished by.the Project Sponsor to the City in 
cmmection with .this Agreement contains or will contain any untrue statement of material fact, or 
omits or will omit a material fact necessary to ·make the statements contained therein not 
misleading, under the circumstances under wbich any such statement shall have been made. 

2.5 Neither the Project Sponsor~ nor any of its principals or men:ibers, have been 
suspended, disciplined or debarred by, or prohibited from contracting with, the U.S. General 
Services Administration or any federal, state or local governmental agency during the past five 
(5) years. 

2.6 Pursuant to Section 423.3(d)(5), the Project Sponsor shall reimburse all City 
agencies for their administrative and staff costs in negoti~ting, drafting, and. monitoring 
compliance with this Agreement. 
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ARTICLE3 . 
CALCULATION OF FEE AND IN-KIND CREDIT 

3.1 The Project Sponsor Fee shall be calculated in accordance with Section 423.3(c) 
of the Ordinance. Based on the project entitled by the Planning Commission, the Fee is estimated 
at $1,038,446.40 (for the fee calculations, see Exhibit B). The final Fee shall be calculated base4. 
on the project entitled by its First ConstruCtion Document. 

3.2 · . Based on twb estimates provided by independent sources, tlie Director of 
Planning determines :fuat the In-Kind Improvements have a value of approximately $850,000 . 

. (the "In-Kind Value'); provide~ however, if upon final completion the actual construction and 
development costs to the Project Sponsor of providing the In-Kind Improvements are lower than 
this amount, the provisions of Section 5.2 shall apply. Documentation establishing the estimated 
third-pfu'1)' eligible costs of providing the In-Kind Improvements in compliance with applicable 
City standards is attached hereto as Exhib~t C (the. 11 Cost Documentation"). 

3.3 The Project Sponsor shall pay to the Development Fee Collection Unit at DBI 
$188,446.40 (the ''Remainder Amount''), which is an amount equal to the Project Sponsor Fee 
(see Exhibit B) minus the In-Kind Value (see Exhibit C), prior to issuance of the Project's First 
Construction Document, pursuant to Section 4233 of the Planning Code and Section 107A.l3.3 
of the San Francisco Building Code. On the Date of Satisfaction, the Project Sponsor shall 
receive ·a credit against the Project Sponsor Fee in the amount of the In-Kind .Value, subjectto 
Section 5.2 below. 

·ARTICLE4 
IN-KIND IMPROVEMENTS 

4.1 · The Project Sponsor agrees to take all steps necessary to construct and pro·vide, at 
the Project Sponsor's sole cost, the In-Kind Improvements for the benefit of the City and the 
public, and the City shall accept the In-Kind Improvements in lieu of a portion of the Project 
Sponsor Fee under this Agreement if this Agreement is still in effect and each of the following 
conditions are met: · 

4·.2 Operations Plan. The non-profit-organization designated the "Plaza Steward" for 
Dogpatch Arts Plaza pursuant to Administrative Code Chapter 94 shall prepare an Operations 
Plan to provide maintenance services for the life of Dogpatch Arts Plaza, including, but not 
limited to, gardening, and maintenance for Dogpatch Arts Plaza ("Operations Plan") prior to 
issuance of the flrst temporary certificate of occupancy for the Project. The Operations Plan shall 
ensure that Dogpatch Arts Plaza functions as ~ public open space including equal access for all. 
members of the public With operating hours similar to similar publicly owned and operated open 
spaces, other rules of operation similar to other publicly owned and operated public open spaces, 
including allowable activities. · 

4.3 Plans and Permits. The Project Sponsor shall cause its landscape architect to 
prepare detailed plans and specifications for tl;le In-Kind Improveii?-ehts, which plans and 
specifications shall be submitted for review and· approval by DPW ahd DBI in the ordinary 
course of the process of obtaining a building permit for the Project (upon such approval, the 
«Plans"). Such review and approval of the plans and specifications ofthe In-Kind Improvements 
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by DPW and DBI shall not be unreasonably withheld, delayed or conditioned. The Project· 
Sponsor shall be responsible, at no cost to the City, for completing the In-Kind lrr).provements 
strictly in accordanc~ with the approved Plans and shall not make any material· change to the 
approved Plans during the course of. construction without first obtaining the Director of 
Planning's written approval. Upon completion of the In-Kind Imp~ovements, the Project 
Sponsor shall furnish the City with a copy of the final approved plans· and specifications for the 
In-Kind. Improvements and documentation of any material changes or deviations there;from that 
may occur during construction of the In-Kind Improvements. 

4.4 Construction. All construction with respect to the In-Kind Improvements shall 
be accomplished prior to the First Certificate of Occupancy ·for the Project, including a 
temporary Certificate of Occupancy. The improvements shall be accomplished and in accordance 
with good construction and engineering practices and applicable laws . .The Project Sponsor, 
while performing any construction relating to the In-Kind Improvements, ·shall undertake 
commercially reasonable measures in accordance with good construction practices to 'minimize 
the.risk of injury or damage to the surrounding property1 and the risk of injury to members of the 
public, caused by or resulting from the performance of. such construction. All construction 
relating to the In-Kind Improvements shall be performed by licensed, insured and bonded. 
contractors, and pursuant to a contract that includes a release and indemnification for the benefit 
of the Ci1y. · 

4.5 If the Final Inspection Notice has not been completed prior to issuat;tce of the First 
Certificate of Occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall provide a letter of credit, surety bond, escrow 
account, or other security reasonably satisfactory to the Pl.anning Director in the amount of one 
hundred percent (100%) of the Cost Documentation applicable to the uncompleted In-Kind 
Improvements (the "Security")' to be held by the City until issuance of the Final Inspection· 
Notice, at which date it shall be returned to the Project.Sponsor. · 

4.6 Inspections. The Project Sponsor shall request the customary inspections of work 
by DBI during construction using applicable City procedures in accordance with the City's 
Building Code and other applicable law. Upon final completion of the work and the Project 
Sponsor's receipt of aU final permit sign-offs, the· Project Sponsor shall notify DPW that the In
Kind Improvements have been completed. DPW shall inspect the site to con:fliDl compliance 
with DPW standards for streets, gutters and sidewalks. This condition will' not be satisfied until 
the City Engineer certifies the improvements are complete and ready for their intended use .. If the 

. Final Inspection Notice has not been completed prior to issuance of the First Certificate of 
Occupancy, the Project Sponsor shall provide a letter of credit, surety bond, escrow account, or 
'other security reasonably satisfactory to the Planning Director in the amount of one hun<:lred 
percent (100%) of the Cost Documentation (the "Security") to be held by the City until issuance 
of the Final Inspection Notice, at which date it shall be returned to the Project Sponsor. . . 

4.7 Completion of In-Kind Improvements. Upon flnal compl~tion of the In-Kind 
Improvements and the Project Sponsor's receipt of all final permit sign-offs, the Project Sponsor 
shall notify the Director of Planning that the In-Kind Improvements have been completed. The 
Director of Planning, or his or her agent; shall inspect the site to confirm compliance with this 
Agreement, and shall promptly thereafter notify the Project Sponsor that the In-Kind· 
Improvements have been completed in accbrdance with the requirements of this Agreement, or, 
if there are any problems or deficiencies, shal~ notify the Project Sponsor of any such problems 
or deficiencies (the "Inspection Notice11

). The Project .Sponsor shall correct any such problems 
or deficiencies set forth in the Inspection Notice and then request another insp(':ction, repeating 
this process, until the Director of Planning approves the In-Kind Improvements as satisfactory. 
Such approval sh~l be based on the requirements of this Agreement and shall not be 
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unreasonably withheld. This condition \·viti not be smisfied until. the Director of Planning 
delivers an Inspection Notice that certifies that the In-Kind Improvements are ready for use by 
the public, as determined by the Director of Planning based on current City standards; and 
constitute the full satisfaction of the· obligation to provide In-Kind Improvements in the form 
required hereunder (the "Final Inspection Notice"). The City may, in its sole discretion, waive 
the requirements ofthi~ Section 4.7. 

4.8 · Evidence of Payment. The Project Spon.Sor shall provide the Planning 
Department with documentation substantiating payment by the Project Sponsor of the cost of 
providing the In-Kind Improvements in the form of third-party checks and invpices and its or its 
gener:al contractor's standard general conditions allocation (the "Payment Documentation"). The 
Payment Documentation shall include information necessary and customary in the construction . 
indlistry to verify the Project Sponsor's costs and payments. The cost of providing the In-Kind 
Improvements shall be substantially similar to the average capital costs for the City to provide 
the same square feet of publi~ open space, based on current value of recently completed projects. 

4.9 Satisfaction of Obligations. The Project Sponsor shall not receive final credit for 
the In-Kind Improvements until the Final Inspection Notice is delivered, the Memorandum of. 
Agreement is recorded and the City receives any additional payments as may be required under 
A.rticle 5 below, .and all other obligations of the Project Sponsor under frJis Agreement have been 
satisfied (the . "Date of Satisfaction") .. · The Project Sponsor assumes all risk of loss during 
constrUction; and shall nofreceive final credit for the In-Kind Improvements· until the Date_ of 
Satisfaction. Notwithstanding the foregoing, on and after the Effective Date defined in Section 
5.l.below, for so· long as this Agreement remaJ.ns in effect and the Project Sponsor is not in 
breach. of this Agreement the City shall not withhold the i~suance -of any additional building or 
other permits necessary for the Project due to the Project Sponsor's payment of less than the full 
Project Sponsor Fee amoimt in anticipation of the In Kind Improvements ultirriately being 
accepted and credited against the Project Sponsor Fee under the terms and conditions set forth in 
this Agreement. · 

ARTICLES· 
PAYMENT AND SECURITY 

5.1 . This Agreement shall not be effective until this Agreement is signed by both the 
Project Sponsor a:hd the City, is approved as to form by the City Attorney, and is approved by the 
Planning Commission. The date upon which the foregoing requirements have been satisfied shall 
be the "Effective Date". 

5.2 The City shall provide the Project Sponsor with a w-ritten report of its review of 
the Payment Documentation ("Payment Analysi~") within ten (10) business days of its receipt 
thereof~ which review shall be conducted for the exclusive purpose of determining· whether the 
Payment Documentation, substantially and reasonably document th~t the cost of providing the In
Kind Improvements shall be substantially similar to the average capital costs for the City to 
provide the same type of public open space, with comparable improvements, based on current 
value of.recently completed projects, as selected by the City in its sole discretion. If the Payment 
Analysis reasonably substantiates that the Project Sponsor made payments in respect 'of the In
Kind Improvements in an amount less than the In-Kind Value, the Project Sponsor shall, ·within 
sixty (60) days of the date of the Payment Analysis, pay the City. in an amount equal to the 
difference between the In-Kind Value and the actual amount paid in respect of the In-Kind · 
Improvements by the Project Sponsor. If the Payment Analysis reasonably substantiates that the 
Project Sponsor made payments in respect of the improvements in an amount equal to or greater 
than the In-Kind Val;ue,. the ·Project Sponsor shall not be entitled to a refund of such 
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overpayments and the City shall not be entitled to any additional funds related' to the In-Kind 
Value. · · 

5.3 The· City and Project Sponsor shall endeavor to agree upon the Payment 
Analysis. If they are unable to so agree within thirty (30) days after receipt by Project Sponsor 
of the City's Payment Analysis, Project Sponsor and the City shall mutually select a third-party 
engineer/cost consultant. The City shall submitits Payment Analysis and Project Sponsor shall 
submit the Payment Documentation to such engineer/cost consultant, at such time or times and in 
such manner as the City and Project Sponsor shall agree (or as directed by the engineer/cost 
consultant if the City and Project Sponsor do not promptly agree). The engineer/cost consultant 
shall select either the City's Payment Analysis or Project Sponsor's determination pursuant to 
the Payment Documentation, and such determination shall be binding on the City and-Project 
Sponsor. 

5.4 Notwithstanding anything in this Agreement to the contrary: 

5.4.1 ·The City shall not issue or renew any further certificates of occupancy to 
the Project Sponsor until the City receives payment of the full Project Sponsor Fee (in some 
combination of the payment of the Initial Amount, the acceptance Of In-Kind Improvements 
having the v.alue described under this Agreement and other cash payments received by the City 
directly from. Project Sponsor) before issuance of the First Certificate of Occupancy for the. 
Project. 

5.4.2 The City's issuance of a certificate of final completion or any other permit 
or approval for the Project shall not release the Project Sponsor of its obligation to pay the full 
Project Sponsor Fee (with interest, if applicable), if such payment has not _been made at the time 
the City issues such certifi~ate of final completion. 

. S.4.3 If the In-Kind Improvemen~ for any reason prove to be-msufficient to 
provide payment for sums due from the Project Sponsor as and when required, and after demand 
by the City the Project Sponsor fails to pay such amount, ·such amount shall accrue interest from 
the date of such demand at the rate of one-half percent per month, or fraction thereof, 
compounded monthly, until the date of payment. If such nonpayment continues for a period of 
six (6) mopths; the City's Treasurer shall initiate proceedings in accordance with Article XX of 
Chapter 10 of the San Francisco Administrative Code to make the entire lillpaid balance of the 
Project Sponsor Fee, including interest, a lien against all parcels used for the housing in the 
Project and shall send all notices required by that Article. 

5.5 The Project Sponsor understands and agrees and any payments to be credited 
against the Project Spo11sor Fee shall be subject to the provisions set forth in. San francisco 
Administrative Code Sections 6.80-6.83 relating to false claims. Pursuant to San Francisco 
Administrative Code Sections 6.80-6.83, a party who submits a false claim shall be liable to the 
City for three times the amount of damages which the City sustains becaUse of the false claim. A . 
party who submits a false 'claim shall also be lia.ble to the City for the cost, including attorney's 
fees, of a civil action brought to recover any of those penalties or damages and may be ·liable to 
the City for a civil penalty of up to $10,000 for each false claim. A party will be deemed to have 
submitted a false claim to the City if the party: (a) knowingly presents or causes to be presented 
to any officer or employee of the City a false claim; (b) knowingly makes, uses or causes to be 
made or used a false record or statement to:get a false claim approved by the City; (c) conspires 
to defraud the City by getting a false claim allowed by the City; (d) knowingly makes, uses or 
caus~s to-be made or used a false record or statement to conceal, avoid or decrease an obligation 
to pay or transmit money or property to the City; or (e) is beneficiary of an inadyertent 
submission of a false claim to the City, subsequently discovers the fal~ity of the claim, and fails 
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to disclose the :false claim to the City •vi thin a reasonable time after discovery of the false claim. 
The Project Sponsor shall include this provision in all contracts and subcontracts relating to the 
In-Kind Improvements, and shall take all necessary and appropriate steps to verify the accuracy 
of all payments made to any such contractors and subcontractors. 

ARTICLE6 
lVIAINTENANCE AND LIABILITY 

6.1 Project Sponsor, or its successor or assignee, shall assume full maintenance and 
liability responsibility in perpetuity for the In-:Kind Improvements conterpplated in this 
Agreement and acknowledges that t);le City shall bear no maintenance responsibility or liability 
for the construction, maintenance, or public use of such In-Kind Improvements. Project Sponsor 
shall obtain all permits and approvals from other affected departments that are necessary to 
implement this proposal, inclu~g a major street encroachment permit from DPW if applicable, 
and shall abide by any conditions associated with such permits including the posting and 
maintenance of insurance and security .. The City would nqt be willing to enter into this 
Agreement without this provision and the Project Sponsor's acceptance of all maintenance and 
liability . responsibility in accordance with -t\is At-ticle is . a condition of the Planning 
Commission's approval ofthe terms of this Agreement. The City and the Planning Commission 
aclmqwledge that the Project Sponsor's obligation to maintain and accept liability for the In
Kind Improvements may be assigned to a future Project tenant, tenants and/or ovvners, 
assessment districts, or other entities with the financial capacity .to fulfill these obligations. Any 
such assignment is subject to the review and consent of the City departments with primary· 
jurisdiction over the Improvements in consultation with the Planning Director. Such City review 
shall be timely and consent to the assignment not :ume~onably withheld; provided, however, 
that the City may condition such assignment in a manner that it deems reasonable. Pursuant to 
Administrative Code Chapter 94, in the event a non-profit Plaza Steward is selected for 
Dogpatch Arts Plaza and become the licensee from DPW for use of the 19th Street right-of-way 
containing Dogpatch Arts Plaza, then all of the obligations. and liabilities set forth in this Article 
6 shall become the obligation and liabilities of the Plaza Steward and the Project Sponsor shall 
have no further obligations and liabilities pursuant to this Article 6. 

ARTICLE7 
NOTICES 

7.1 Any notice given under this Agreement shall be effective o;ny ifin v..>iiting and 
given by delivering the notice in person or by sending it first-class mail or certified mail with a 
return receipt requested or by overnight courier, return receipt requested, addressed as follows: 

. . 

8 ofl3 

1747 



CITY: 

Director ofPlanning 
City and County of San Francisco 
1660 Mission St. 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

with a copy to: 

Deputy City Attorney 
.Office of the City Attorney 
City Hall, Room 234 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
~ttn: Kate Herrmann Stacy 

PROJECT SPONSOR: 

Attn: Lou Vasquez · . 
650 Indiana InvestmentLLC 
315 Linden Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

with a copy to: 

. Farella Braun+ Martel LLP 
235 Montgomery Street 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Attn: Steven L. V ettel, Esq. 

or to such other address as either party inay from time to time specify in writing to the other 
party. Any notice shall be deemed given when actually delivered if such delivery is in person, 
tv1o (2) days after deposit \vith the U.S. Postal Service if such delivery is by certified or 
registered mail, and the next business day after deposit with the U.S. Postal Service or with the 
commercial overnight courier service if such delivery is by overnight mail. · 

ARTICLES 
··RUN WITH THE LAND 

8.1 The parties understand and agree that this Agreement shall run with the Project 
Sponsor's land, and shall burden and benefit every successor owner of the Land. The City would 
not be willing to ent~r into this Agreement without this provision, and the parties agree to record 
a Memorandum of Agreement in the form. attached hereto as Exhibit D (the "Memorandum of 
Agreement"). On the Date of Satisfaction or if this Agreement is terminated pursuant to Section 
9.4, this Agreement shall terminate and the City shall execute and deliver to the Project Sponsor 
a release of the Memorandum of Agreement, which the Project Sponsor. may record. 

ARTICLE9 
ADDITIONAL TERMS 

. 9.1 . This Agreement contemplates the acquisition of. In-Kind Improvements as 
authorized under the Ordinance and is not intended to be a: public works contract; provided, 
hqwever, the Project Sponsor agrees to·pay prevailing wages as set forth in Section 10.1 and 
otherwise comply with the. requirements of applicable State law as to the In-Kind Improvements 
work only. By entering this Agreement, the Project Sponsor is not obligated to pay prevailing 
wages for the construction of the Project. 

9.2 The City shall have the right, during normal business hours and upon reasonable 
notice, to review all books and records of the Project Sponsor pertaining to the costs and 
expenses of providing the In-Kind Improvements. 

9.3 This. instrument (including the exhibit(s) hereto) contains· the entire agreement 
between the parties and all prior written or oral negotiations, discussions, understandings and 
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agreements are merged herein. This Agreement may be ~xecuted in several counterparts, each of 
which shall be an original and all of -vvhich shall constitute but on,e and the ·same instrument. 

9.4 This Agreement· m::ty be effectively amended, changed, modified, altered or 
terminated only by written instrument executed by the parties· hereto except that the Project 
Sponsor may' terminate this Agreement by -vvritten notice to the City at any time prior to issuance 
of the Project's first construction document, in which event the Project Sponsor shall have no 
obligations or liabilities under this Agreement and the City would have no obligation to issue the 
First Construction Document unless and until this Agreement is reinstated, another agreement is 
executed by the parties, or the Project Sponso:r's obligations under the Ordinance are satisfied in 
another manner. Any material amendment shall require the approval of the City's Planning 
Commission, in its sole discretion. · 

9.5 No failure by the City to insist upon the sirict performance of any obligation of 
Project Sponsor under this Agreement or to exercise any right, power or remedy arising out of a · 
breach thereof, irrespective of the ·length of time for which such failure continues, and no 
acceptance of payments during the continuance of any such breach, shall constitute a waiver of 
such breach or of the City's right' to· demand strict compliance with such term, covenant or 
condition. Any waiver must be in writing, and shall be limited to the terms or matters contained 
in such writing. No express written waiver of any default or the performance of any provision 
hereof shall affect any other default or performance, or cover any other period of time, other than 
the default, performance or period of time specified in such express waiver. One or more \Vritten 
waivers of a default or the performance of any provision hereof shall not be deemed to be a 
.waiver of a subsequent default or performance. In the event of any breach of this Agreement by 
_the Project Sponsor, the City shall have all right~ and remedies available at law <;>r in equity. 

9.6 This Agreement shall be governed exclusively by and construed in accordance 
with the applicable laws of 1?-e State of ~alifoi:nia. 

9.7 The section and other headings of this Agreement are for convenience of 
reference only and shall be disregarded in. the interpretation of this Agreement. Time is of the 
essence in all: matters relating to this Agreement. · 

9.8 This Agreement does not create a partnership or joint venture between· the City 
and the Project Spon~or as to any activity conducted by the Project Sponsor relating to this 
Agreement or oth.emise. The· Project Sponsor is not a state or governmental. actor with respect 
to any activity conducted by the Project Sponsor hereunder. This Agreement does not constitute 
authorization or approval by the City of any activity conducted by the Project Sponsor. This 
Agreement does not create any rights in or for any member of the public, and there are no third 
party beneficiaries. 

9.9 Notwithstanding anything to the contrary contained in this Agreement, the Project 
· Sponsor acknowledges and agrees that no officer or employee of the City has authority to 
commit the City·to tl:p.s Agreement unless and until the Planning Commission adopts a resolution 
app;roving this Agreement, and it has been duly executed by the Director of Planning and 
approved as to form by City Attorney. · 

9.10 The Project Sponsor, on behalf of itself and its successors, shall indemnify, 
defend, reimburse and hold the City harmless from and against any and all claims, demands, 
losses, liabilities, damages, injuries, penalties, lawsuits and other proceedings, judgments and 
awards· and costs by or in favor of a third party, incurred in connection with or arising directly or 
indireCtly, in whole or in part, out of: (a) any accident, injury to or death of a person, or loss of or 
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damage to property occlirring in, on: or about Dogpatch Arts Plaza, provided that ~uch accident, 
injury, death, loss or damage does not result fr_om the gross negligence of the City; (b) any 
default by the Project Sponsor lmder this Agreement, (c) the condition ·of the In-Kind 
Improvements constructed by or on behalfofthe P.roject Sponsor; and (d) any acts, omissions or 
negligence of the Project Sponsor or its agents in or about.Dogpatch Arts Plaza. The foregoing 
Inde:rnllit)r shall include,_ without limitation, reasonable fees of attorneys, consultants and experts 
and related costs and City's costs of ·investigation. The Project Sponsor specifically 
acknowledges and agrees that it has an immediate and independent obligation to defend City 
from any claim which actually or potentially falls within ~s indemnity provision even if such 
alfegation is or may be ·groundless, fraudulent or false, which obligation arises at the time such 
claim is tendered to the Project Sponsor by City and continues at all times thereafter. The 
Project Sponsor's obligationS under this Section shall survive the expiration or sooner 
termination of this Agreement. · · 

ARTICLE 10 
CITY CONTRACT~NG PROVISIONS 

10.1 The-Project Sponsor agrees that any person perfoiming labor in the construction 
of the In-Kind Improvements sh:~.ll be paid not less than the highest prevailing rate of wages 
con.Sistent with the requirements of Section 6.22(E) of the San Francisco Administrative Code; 
and shall be subject to the same hours and working conditions, and shaH receive the same 
benefits as in each case are provided for similar work performed in San Francisco County. The 
Project Sponsor shaJl include, in any. contract for construction of such In-Kind Improvements, a 
requirement that all persons performing labor under such contract shall be paid not less than the 
highest prevailing rate of wages for the labor so performed. The Project Sponsor shall require 
any contractor to provide, and shall deliver to the City upon request, certified payroll reports 
with respect to all persons. performing labor in the construction of the In-Kind Improvements. 
The Project Sponsor shall not be obligated to pay prevailing rates of wage to any person 
performing labor in t)le construction of the Project. . 

10.2 The Project Sponsor UJ;J.derstands arid agrees that under the City's Sunshine 
Ordinance (San Francisco Administrative Code, Chapter 67) and the State Public Records Law 
(Gov't Code Section 62?0 et seq.), this Agreement· and any and all records, infoirriation, and 
materials submitted to the City hereunder are public records subject to public disclosur.e. The 
Project Sponsor hereby acknowledges that the City may disclose any records, information and 
materials submitted to the City in ·connection with this Agreement. 

. . . 
10.3 In the performance of this Agreement, the Project Sponsor covenants and agrees 

not to discriminate on the basis of the fact or perception of a person's race; color, creed, religion, 
national origin, ancestry, age, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity, domestic partner status, 
marital status, disability, weight, height or Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome or HN 
status (AIDS/HIV status) against any employee or any City employee workirig with or applicant 
for employment with the Project Sponsor, in any of the Project Sponsor;s operations within the 

. United States, or against any person seeking accommodations, advantages, facilities, privileges, 
services, or membership in all business, social, or other establishments or organizations operated 
by the Project Sponsor. 

10.4 Through execution of this Agreement, the Project Sponsor acknowledges .that it is 
familiar with the provisions of Section 15.103 of the City's Charter, Article III, Chapter 2 of. 
City's Campaign and .Governmental Conduct Code, and Sections 87100 et seq. and 

. Sections 1090 et seq. of the Government Code of the State of California, and certifies that it does 
·not know of any facts which constitute a violation of said provision ~d agrees that jf it becomes 
aware of any such fact during the term, tqe Project Sponsor shall immediately notify the City. 
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10.5 Through execution of this Agreement, tlie Project Sponsor acknowledges that it is 
familiar with Section 1.126 of City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, which 
prohibits any person who contracts with the City, whenever such transaction would require 
approval by a City elective officer or the board on which that City elective officer serves, from 
making any campaign contribution. t9 the officer at ail.y time from the commencement of 
n.egotiations for the contract lintil three (3) months after the· date the contract is approved by the 
City elective officer or the board. on which that City elective officer serves. San Francisco Ethics 
Commission Regulation 1.126-1. provides that negotiations are commenced when a prospective 
contractor first coiDJ11.unicates with a City officer or employee about tile possibility of obtaining a 
specific contract. This communication may occur in person, by telephone or in writing, and may 
be initiated by the prospective contractor or a City officer or employee. Negotiations are 
completed when a contract is finalized and signed by the City and the contractor. Negotiations 
are terminated when the City and/or the prospective contractor end the negotiation process 
before a final decision is made to award the contract. . • · · 

10.6 The City urges companies doing bUsmess in ·Northern Ireland to move toward 
resolymg employment inequities and encourages then to abide by the MacBride Principles as . 
expressed in San Francisco Administrative Code Section 12F .1 et seq. The City also urges San 
Francisco· cornpa.nies to do business \vith corp9rations U~at abide by fr.:.e Iv1acBride Prh1ciples .. 
The Project- Sponsor acknowledges that it has read and understands. the above statement of the 
City concerning doing business in Northern Ireland. · 

10.7 · The City urges companies not to import, purchase; obtain or use for any purpose, 
any tropical hardwood, tropical hardwood wood product, virgin redwood, or virgin redwood 
wood product. · 
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Exhibit A 

The land referred to is situated in the County of San Francisco, City of San Francisco, State of .. 
California, and is described as follows: · · 

Assessor's Block and Lot#: Block #4041, Lot #009. 

The proposed residential development is located at block 4041, lot 009. The proposed address of 
the development is 660-90 Indiana Street. · 

The Rioposed improvement, Dogpatch Arts Plaza, is proposed to be located on dead..:end portion 
of19th Street, west of Indiana Street, on 8,000 SF of public right-of-way. UP Urban is also 
working with Cal Trans to provide an additional5,800 SF oflandscape improvements and 
-potential art exhibition space on the 1-280 embankment located directly west of the Plaza. 
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NOW THEREFORE,'the parties hereto have.executed this In-Kind Agreement as of the 
date set forth above. 

CITY AA"'D COUNTY OF Sk"r 
FRANCISCO, acting by and through its 
Planning Commission 

APPROVED: 

650 INDIA.t'JA INVESTMENT, LLC, a 
California limited liability· company 

Bv: 
Nam-e~~~++-+~~-------------

Title: 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
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Exhibit B 

Calculation ofimpact Fees 

DEVELOPMffiNTTIMPACTFEESUMMARY 

Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee 
Replacement or Change of Use $61,482.00 
New Construction . $976,964.40 

Total $1,038,446.40 
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Exhibit C 

In-Kind Improvements Plans 

The proposed Dogpatch Arts Plaza would convert the dead-end portion of 19th Street (west of 
Indiana Street) into a 13,800 square foot arts-focused public pedestrian plaza. Inspired by the 
popular Decompression Festival held on Indiana Street each year, the plaza would combine 
Burning Man's artistic spirit v;ith the Dogpatch's industrial heritage to create an "outdoor 
gallery" for large-scale and ~dustrial art.· · 

The design of the plaza has been guided by the idea that this space should serve as the 
neighborhood's public living room. A bulb-out would invite pedestrian access from nearby 
Esprit Park and provide a buffer from Indiana Street traffic. Outside cafe seating and tables 
would fill the northern edge of the plaza, and benches would be sprinkled along its perimeter. 
Unique amphitheater-style seating on the west side of the plaza would create an iconic space for . 
puolic events and performances· and provide striking views down 19th Street. The southeast . 
earner of the plaza would be hom~ to a series of rotating public art pieces; 

The adjacent proposed residential project at 650 Indiinm includes a retail space that has been 
reserved .for a future "art cafe," carefully designed to invite interaction between the new plaza 
and the development, bridging public and private space. UP Urban, an independent non-profit 
managing the developme:Qt of the plaza, is working with CalTrans to provide 5,800 SF of 
landscape improvements and a location for additional rotating art installations on the I -280 
embankment located directly to the west of the plaza. 

The estimated development cost ofDAP is $1,496,919. Plant Construction Company and Nibbi 
Brothers General Contra.ctors each provided professional estimates for the construction costs, 
based on the schematic design from CMG Landscape Architecture. UP Urban developed the full 
cost, adding in design, permitting, project management, contingency, andY ear-l operations 
costs as sho\vn below. Note that the Year-1 Plaza Operations expenses are not included in the In
Kind Agreement request. 

Construction costs (plaza) . 
Construction costs (Cal Trans embankment) 
Design fees (10%) (Landscape architecture, dvil enf!,ineerinR, etc.) 
City Fees (1 %} (DPW Street Use and Major Encroachment Permits, etc.) 
Contingency (1 0%) 
Project management (5%) 

Total Development Cost 
Y ear-l Plaza OperationS Estimated Expense 

Total Costs . ·• . 
"'m-kindfte wazver zs apphed towards the plaza, not the Caltrans embankment 
**not part of In-Kind Agreement request 

$940,932 
$247,100* 

$118,803 
$11,880 

$118,803 
$59,401 

$1,496,919 
$91,270** 

$1,588,189 

650 Indiana InvestmentlLC \vill contribute to the plaza the estimated $270,000 that it would 
have othenvise used to design and construct the required Better Streets improvements along 19th 
Street, leaving a funding gap of $1,221,919. UP and 650 Indiana Investment LLC came before 
the ENCAC in February 2014 to request that between 50%-99% of the residential project's EN 
infrastructure impact fees be converted into an in-kind donation towards the development of this 
plaza. At the conclusion of this meeting, the ENCAC voted to conv:ert $565,100 of the Project 
Sponsor's impact fees into an in-kind agreement, pending lJP Urban's success in filling the 
remaining funding gap through a mix offoundation grants and crowd-sourced donations. 
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Further, in June 2014, the ENCAC passed a resolution supporting an additional fee waiver of 
$284,900, bringing the total value of the in-kiridimprovements to $850,000. 
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ExhibitD 

Memorandum of Agreement 

RECORDING REQUESTED :BY . 
A..l\'D WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO: 

· City and Coun~' of San Francisc~ 
Department of P.lanning · 
1660 Mission St. 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Attn: Director 

(Free Recording Requested Pur~uant to 
Government Code Section 27383) · 

Memorandum ofln-Kind Agreement 

This Memorandum of In-Kind Agreement (this "Memorandum"), is dated as of August 1, 
2014, and is by and between the City and County of San Francisco, a municipal corporation, 
acting and through the Planning Commission (the "City"), and 650 Indiana Investment LLC (the 
"Project SponSor"). 

1. The property described in Exhibit A attached hereto (the "Land") and generally 
. known as 660-90 Indiana Street, San'Francisco, California 94107 is owned by Project Sponsor. 

2. Under San Francisco Planning Code Section 423.3 ("Section 423.3"), the Project 
· Sponsor must pay to the City an Impact Fee (the "Fee") on o-r before the issuance of the first 

con,struction document for the Land; provided, however, the City can reduce such payment under 
Section 423 .3( d) if the Project Sponsor enters into an agreement with the .City to provide in-kind 
improvements. 

3. In accordance with Section 423.3( d), the City and the Project Sponsor have 
entered into an in-kind agreement (the "In-Kind Agreement"), \Vhich permits the Project Sponsor 
to receive construction documents with the satisfaction of certain conditions in return for the 
Project Sponsor's agreement to provide certain in-kind improvements under the terms and 
conditions set forth therein. · 

4. Upon the Project SponSor's satisfaction of the terms of the In-Kind Agreement, 
the In-Kind Agreement shall terminate and the City will execute and deliver to the Project 
Sponsor a termination of this Memorandum in recordable form .. 

5. The Project Sponsor and the City have executed and recorded this Memoran.dum 
·to give notice Of the In-Kind Agreement,.and all of the terms and conditions of the In-Kind 
Agreement are incorporated herein by reference as if they were fully set forth herein. Reference 
is made. to the In-Kind Agreement itself for a complete and definitive statement of the rights and 
obligations of the Project Sponsor and the City thereunder. 
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6. This Memorandum shall not be deemed to modify, alter or. amend in any way the 
provisions of the In-Kind Agreement In the event any conflict exists between the terms of the 
h1-Kind Agreement and this Memorandum, the terms of the In-Kind Agreement shall govern. 

'IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned have executed this Memorandum as of the 
date first written above. 

·ciTY AND COUNTY OF. SAN 
FRANCISCO, 
acting by and throughjts Planning 
Commissi · 

. 650 INDIANA INVESTMENT LLC, a 
California limite liability company 
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State of California-

CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE 
CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

County of ~ ~e,c.o 

(here insert name d title of the officer) 
personally appeared J:::So~ ~~ 

who proved t? me on the ba_sis_ of_satisfactciryevidence to be .the perso~whose nam!t. 
~ subscnbed to the w1thm mstrument and acknowledged to me that ~/. _ 

executed,_ the same in~/~r authorized capacity~, and that by~ff _ · 
. signatur# on the instrument the perso~ or the entitY upon behalf of which the 
persoWted, executed the instrument. - : _ 

-I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

~. 
- Signature of Notary Public 

(Notary Seal) 
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CALIFORNIA ALI~'""PURPOSE 
CfiRTIF.ICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGEMENT. 

State of California 
County o.f Savt FraAt c-t.S c.o 

On 7(e/t 4- . before m~~. SjpK~ .· N o±ttr . wh fA (:_ 
(here insert name and title of the officer).. · · · · 7 

· . · · Y. .. 
personally appeared L ·II · · · . 

· o v · v_A sryu~~- .. 
who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory. evicten·ce to .be the ·pa.r.son(sJ whose name(s} 
is/are subscribed to the within· lnstr.ume:n:t and acknowledged to me that he/she/they 
executed the same in hi~/her/th.e)r a.u.thpriz~d cap<kity(ies), · and that by his/her/their' 
signature(s) on th_e instn1ment the· ·persor\(s), o·r the entity upori· behalf of which.,_ the 
person(s) acted,.executed the:in~rument.: .......... : ':.:· ··::\ _.:..:: .. ' .. _,-· .... : ·,: .. . '· .. '·.':·. , .. : : 
I certify under PENALTY OF'P:ERJl;JRY:\u1.der the l9ws of the·'State of CaHfon1ia that the 
foregoing paragraph ls true and correc;:t. · 

· WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

c6u~<, 
(Notary Seal} 

-29875\4455423.1 
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State of California 

CALIFORNIA ALL-PURPOSE 
CERTIFICATE OF ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

County of-----------

On. ________ · before me
1 

(here insert name and title of the officer) 
personally appeared 

who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the ·person(s) whose name(s) 
is/are ·subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they 
executed the same in his/her/their authorized · capacity(ies) 1 and that by his/her/their 
signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the 
person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 
I certify under PENALlY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the 
foregoing paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. 

Signature of Notary Public 

(Notary Seal). 

29875\4453646.1 
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EXHIBL 'A" 
City and County of San Frandsco 
San franciscO Public Works ··Bureau of Street Use and Mapping 
1155 Market Street~ 31Td floor· San Francisco, CA 94103 
sfpublicworks.org • M 415-554-5:810 ·· fax 415-554-5161 

Cost: $4,253.00 

Major Encroachment Permit · 
Block:4041 Lot: 009 Zip: 94107 

~"Section 786 - Requires legislation approved by Board of Supervisors. · 

Build Inc 

Build Inc· 
' 

"'.L>Y'·,_, ...... 2\TORY COORDINATION WITH CONFLICTING PERMITS IS REQUIRED. PERMIT 
HO ~, ER SHALL NOT COMMENCE WORK WITHOUT FIRST PROPERLY 

. COORDINATING WITH EXISTING PERMIT HOLDERS AS NOTED ON THE EXCEPTION 
PAGE(S) OF TffiS PERMIT. IF TffiS PERMIT CONFLICTS WITH A CITY PROJECT OR 
OTHER AP:PROVED PERMIT, THE PERMIT HOLDER OF TIDS PERMIT SHALL BE 
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE PROPER COORDINATION AND EVALUATION OF THE SITE 
PRIOR TO COMMENCING WORK. 

I Permit USA Number 

Purpose 

recorded encroachment 

Conditions 

Annual Assessment 

Square Feet 

Inspection 

Applicant!Permitee 

Required 

Occupy and maintain a portion ·of the 19th Street 
public right-of-way between Indiana Street and 
Interstate Highway 280 with an arts-focused public 
pedestrian plaza. 

8000 

The new "Dog patch Arts Plaza" occupying all of the 
19th Street right-of-way west of Indiana Street shall be 
constru d and maintained per the approved plans 
and t n roachment Maintenance Agreement and 

the City Inspector. 

~··· ·' ·mit is invalid until the permittee contacts DPW 
a,./ '-7149 to activate the permit and schedule an 

,·ection at least 72 hours prior to work. Failure to 
, comply wit~ th,e stated conditions will render this permit 
, null and vo1d. · 

:_.. ~to comply with all requirements and conditions noted on this permit 

Brent Cohen 

"IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO" We are dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, customer service and continuous imrovement in partnership with the 
community. 

Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement 
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"IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO" We are dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, customer service and continuous imrovement in partnership with the 
community. 

Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement 
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Permit Addresses 
14ME-0023 

*RW = RockWheel, SMC =Surface Mounted Cabi 
BP= Reinforced Concrete Bus Pad, UB = Reinfo 
Green background: Staging Only 

41 END 

1 . MARIPOSA ST 

•m='w"''" Work, DB = Directional Boring, 
lmrk-<•>l·~'frw Utility Pull Boxes and Curb Ramps 

RW: False 
'SMC: False 
S/WOnly: 
False 
DB: False 
BP: False 
UB: False 
~ ~--~ ------ . 

South RW: False 0. 
SMC: False 
SfWOnly: 
False 

·DB: False 
BP: False 
UB: False 

RW: False 
SMC: False 

_S/W Only: 
False 

·DB: False 
BP: False 

:us: False 
-- I 

"Even RW: False 01 o: 
SMC: False 

I 
·S/W Only: 
:False 
DB: False 

. BP: False 
,UB: False 

· o-i 
' 

oi_ 

"IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO" We are dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, customer service and continuous imrovement in partnership with the 
community. 

Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement 
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• JIME-0023 

.INDIANAST 

:19TH ST 

:19TH ST 

, MARIPOSA ST 

• MARIPOSA ST 

: MARIPOSA ST 

!END-: . 
i 

. . i Intersection 

l 
l 
! 

·, 
:Intersection 

i Intersection 

Intersection 

19TH ST-

.... .. • ... ··. 

:19TH ST-

Banners are allowed on this 
street 

: Blocks with Bicycle Route 
'designations require special 
; attention. For details see 
• Section 10 of DPT's Blue Book 
\and Section 6.3 of DPW's Order 
; No. 171.442. 

; Please refer to Figure 12 of 
• Section 9.4(A) of the DPW 
i Order No. 171,442 for special 
:conditions for excavation in the . 
:vicinity of AWSS. 

Blocks with Bicycie Route 
:designations require special 
i attention. For details see 
• Section 10 of DPT's Blue Book 
:and Section 6.3 of DPW's Order 
·No. 171.442. 

:Please refer to Figure 12 of 
~Section 9.4(A) of the DPW 
:_Order No. 171,4~;~pecial , 

. -- ·~fc~~i~o~f 1~~Xtni~ th~ -

:Banners are~~~~; 
, street .r r-.. \'\\"V _ . 

. :Bloc~- ~-~-~"&'f~ ·----· . 
desig _a i n r ~~ ~pecial 

:a . o tails see 

N..: •. 2. 

. ~ DPT's Blue Book 
~-"f.- . ; S 1 , -:3 of DPW's_ Order 

: '/;' G?>J!Eir::P,[tf~f::,: . 
j ~~ , ~ltonditions for excavation in the ' 

___ _ __ ,d~·'- _ __ j:~i~inity_o~AWS_S._ _ _ .. __ . 

'MARI:OSA ~\\\(\\~~,. ~- .. : ~;~~\f. with existing Street Use 14CN-0087 ~:~:~ ~~ ~~:~~ - : 

· MARIPOSA~~ -. '~~;~:~with existing Street Use 14IE-0978 . ,;:~:~ ~~-~~~;~- : 

, MARIPO~T ~"'f'19TH ST- . Conflict with existing Street Use 14MSE-0281 ;415-333-8080-
/\. • ~ · Permit. 415-333-8080 

t _ ~~~~ .. :19~H-ST- :~~;~:~withexistingStreetUse 14V-0067 ___ ;;;:~~~~~:~t_: 
:: /\. ?~:~\O~T . I 19TH ST- ~~~~:~with existing Street Use 15MSE-0030 :i;~~~~~~~~~-
')~~ ~~~bsAST. -· :19TH ST-

~ '\~~-------· --··' . -----·- ··-

\:). 

, Conflict with existing Street Use 15MSE-0618 Refer to Agent - • 
Permit. Refer to Agent · 

·--· --·~- -·· .. ___ ,. _____ -~-·----- . -- . ·····------ ·-----------------·-·. 

"IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN' SAN FRANCISCO" We are dedicated individuals committed to teamwork, customer service and continuous imrovement in partnership with the 
community. 

Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement 
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< 

: MARIPOSA ST 

r". . -
,19TH ST
! 

\19TH ST-

' 

:Conflict with existing Street Use· 17TC-0437 
! Permit. ' 

i Conflict with existing Street Use • 18E-0967 
:Permit. 

. ! C;nflict~i-th";~i;tl~g Street Use ·19E-00034 
:Permit. : 

; Ryan Nagle: 
: 510-780-9181 -
: Ryan Nagle: 510 
i -780-9181 

415-824-4224- May 10 2018-Mar 15 2019 
: 415-824-4224 

; ~i~~:i~~~~~- lJan 7 2019"Jan 18 2019 

; 510-414-2929- :Jan 16 2019-Jan 31 2019 
'510-414-2929 ; . 

--·--- ····-· -··-·--·-·-·· ------··---- ·-------------·-· -·-----------------·-···-·-·· ··-···-------- ····-··-· -··---· ----------··---·--·- ·---- ------· . - --···--·- --·- -- ·-· 

A 

No Diagram submitted 

"IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO" We are dedicated Individuals committed to teamwork, customer service and continuous imrovement in partnership with the 
community. 

Customer Service Teamwork Continuous Improvement 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director 

San Francisco Public Works 
Office of the Deputy Director & City Engineer, Fuad Sweiss 

Bureau of Street-Use & Mapping 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 

San Francisco Ca 94103 

(415) 554-5810 Q www.sfdpw.org 

Jerry Sanguinetti, Bureau Manager 

DPW Order No: 184185 

PUBLIC HEARING TO CONSIDER AN APPLICATION FROM BUILD, INC (14ME-
0023) TO OCCUPY AND MAINTAIN A PORTION OF THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY 
WITH A PUBLIC ART PLAZA ON 19TH STREET BETWEEN INDIANA TO HIGHWAY 
280. . 

The Department of Public Works will consider the application for Major Encroachment at 
the above location. Any interested person may attend the Department of Public Works 
hearing on this matter at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 400 at 9:00 
AM, Wednesday, November 4, 2015. 

Persons unable to attend the public hearing may submit written comments regarding the 
subject matter to the Bureau of Street-Use & Mapping, 1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor, 
San Francisco, CA 94103, Attention: Brent Cohen. These comments will be brought to 
the attention of the hearing officer and made a part of the official public record. 

Information on this matter may be obtained prior to the hearing at 1155 Market 
Street, 3rct Floor, or by contacting Bureau of Street-Use & Mapping by phone at 
(415) 554-5810 or via e-mail at BSMpermitdivision@sfdpw.org. 

San Francisco Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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City and County of San Francisco San Francisco Public Works 
Office of the Deputy Director & City Engineer, Fuad Sweiss 

Bureau of Street-Use & Mapping 
1155 Market Street, 3rd Floor 

San Francisco Ca 94103 

(415) 554-5810 P www.sfdpw.org 

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director 

DPW Order No: 184286 

Jerry Sanguinetti, Bureau Manager 

APPROVAL OF MAJOR ENCROACHMENT PERMIT NO. 14ME-0023 FOR BUILD, INC 
TO OCCUPY AND MAINTAIN A PORTION OF THE PUBLIC RIGHT -OF-WAY WITH A 
PUBLIC PLAZA FRONTING 660-680 INDIANA STREET ON 191

H STREET BETWEEN . 
INDIANA STREET AND HIGHWAY 280 

APPLICANT: Build Group, Inc. 
Attn: Katie 0 'Brian 
315 Linden Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION: 660-680 Indiana Street 
. (19th Street frontage) 

San Francisco, CA 94107 

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST: Major Encroachment Permit 14ME-0023 

BACKGROUND: 
1. On December 3, 2014, the applicant filed a request with Public Works to consider 

approval of a Major Encroachment Permit to construct and maintain a new public plaza 
on 191

h Street, west oflndiana Street in the Dogpatch neighborhood. 
2. The Planning Commission Motion No. 19150, dated May 15, 2014, determined that the 

subject encroachment is in conformity with the General Plan. 
3. The Transportation Advisory Staff Committee (TASC) had no objections from the 

meeting on August 27, 2015. 
4. Upon reviewing and receiving positive recommendation from other City Departments, 

San Francisco Public Works scheduled a public hearing on November 4, 2015 to consider 
the proposed encroachment. 

5. On October 22, 2015 a copy of the Notice of Public Hearing was mailed to all property 
owners within a 300-foot radius of the subject property. 

6. No objections or queries were received by the Department. 
7. On November 4, 2015, Hearing Officer Rinaldi Wibowo conducted a hearing to consider 

the proposed encroachment. 
8. No public testimony was presented at the public hearing in favor of or in opposition to 

the proposed encroachment. 

San Francisco Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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9. Upon hearing the above testimony and reviewing the application, reports, plans, and 
other documents contained in the Public Works files, the Hearing Officer informed the 
attendees that he will make his recommendation to the Department following the hearing. 

RECOMMENDATION: CONDITIONAL APPROVAL of the request for the Major 
Encroachment Pen:irit with transmittal to the Board of Supervisors for approval based on the 
following conditions and fmdings: 

CONDITION OF APPROVAL: The Applicant shall fulfill all permit requirements of the 
Major Encroachment Pen:irit. 

FINDING 1. The Planning Department determined that the subject encroachment is in 
confon:irity with the General Plan · 

FINDING 2. All required City Agencies· provided review and no further comment to the overall 
encroachment 

Sanquinetti, Jerry 

Bureau Manaqer 

Siqned by: Sanquinetti, Jerry 

X Mohammed Nuru 

Nuru, Mohammed 

Director, DPW 

Signed by: Nuru, Mohammed 

12/10/2015 12/11/2015 

X 
Sweiss, Fuad 

Deputy Director and City Engineer 

12/11/2015 

San Francisco Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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. City and County of San Francisco 

London N. Breed, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director 

San Francisco Public Works 

GENERAL - DIRECTOR'S OFFICE 
City Hall, Room 348 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, S.F ., CA 94102 

(415) 554-6920 !!> www.SFPublicWo~ks.org 

Public Works Order No: 200455 

RECOMMENDATION OF APPROVAL TO THE SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
FOR FINAL APPROVAL OF MAJOR ENCROACHMENT PERMIT NO. 14ME-0023 FOR BUILD, 
INC TO OCCUPY AND MAINTAIN A PORTION OF THE PUBLIC RIGHT-OF-WAY WITH A 
PUBLIC PLAZA FRONTING 660-680 INDIANA STREET ON 19TH STREET BETWEEN INDIANA 
STREET AND HIGHWAY 280 (DOG PATCH ARTS PLAZA). 

APPLICANT: Build Group, Inc. 
Attn: Katie 0 'Brian 
315 Linden Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

PROPERTY IDENTIFICATION: 660-680 Indiana Street 
(19th Street frontage) 
San Francisco, CA 94107 

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST: Major Encroachment Permit 14ME-0023 

BACKGROUND: 
1. On December 3, 2014, the applicant filed a request with Public Works to consider approval of a 

Major Encroachment Permit to construct and maintain a new public plaza on 19th Street, west of · 
Indiana Street in the Dogpatch neighborhood. 

2. The Planning Commission Motion No. 19150, dated May 15, 2014, determined that the subject 
encroachment is in conformity with the General Plan. 

3. The Transportation Advisory Staff Corninittee (TASC) had no objections from the meeting on 
August 27, 2015. 

4. Upon reviewing and receiving positive recommendation from other City Departments, San 
Francisco Public Works scheduled a public hearing on November 4, 2015 to consider the 
proposed encroachment. 

5. On October 22,2015 a copy of the Notice ofPuhlic Hearing was mailed to all property owners 
within a 300-foot radius ofthe subject property. 

6. No objections or queries were received by the Department. 
7. On November 4, 2015, Hearing Officer Rinaldi Wibowo conducted a hearing to consider the 

proposed encroachment. . 
8. No public testimony was presented at the public hearing in favor of·or in opposition to the 

proposed encroachment. 

San Francisco Public Works 
Making San Francisco a beautiful, livable, vibrant, and sustainable city. 
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9. Upon hearing the above testimony and reviewing the application, reports, plans, and other 
documents contained in the Public Works files, the Hearing Officer informed the attendees that 
he would make his recommendation to the Department following the hearing. 

10. Public Works Order No. 184,286, dated December 11,2015, approved the Major Encroachment 
Permit to be transmitted to the Board of Supervisors for approval. 

11. Public Works issued a conditional Notice to Proceed on September 27, 2016 for the construction 
of Dogpatch Arts Plaza. 

12. By late fall2017, the permittee completed the plaza construction and Public Works found the 
work in general conformance with the plans dated June 23, 2016 on file with Public Works. 

RECOMMENDATION: CONDITIONALLY RECOMMEND TO THE BOARD OF THE 
SUPERVISORS to APPROVE the subject Major Encroachment Permit and associated Encroachment 
Agreement with consideration of the following condition and findings, and waive the public right-of
way occupancy assessment fee pursuant to Public Works Code Section 786.7(f)(4). 

The Applicant shall submit and fulfill all Major Encroachment Permit requirements to the Department, 
including but not limited to the following condition: · 

CONDITION 1: The Applicant shall sign encroachment agreements accepting responsibility for the 
construction, maintenance, and liability of the constructed and conditionally approved encroachinent. 

FINDING 1. The Planiring Department determined that the subject encroachment is in conformity with 
the General Plan: 

FINDING 2. All required City Agencies provided review and no further comment to the overall 
encroachment. 

FINDING 3: Pursuant to Public Works Code Section 786.7(f)(4) "no public right-of-way occupancy 
assessment fee shall be charged against the permittee for elements installed .. .for improvements 
associated with a Planning Commission approved in-kind agreement in accordance with the Planning 
Code". · 

X 
DocuSigned by: · 

OwV'~A- Wsk 
Lutske, §332FDEE221447c ... 

Deputy Bureau Manager Dep Dir IV 
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Nuru, Mohammed 

Director 
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1. PARTIES 

ENCROACHMENT PERMIT . . 
AND MAINTENANCE AGREEMENT 

(for Fronting Property) 

PermitNo.: 14ME-0023 

The City and County of San, Francisco .Public Works (the "Department") enters into. this 
Encroachment and Maintenance Agreement ("Agreement") with 650 Indiana Street, LLC (the 
"P.ermittee"), on this date, 20_. The Major Encroachment Permit or Permit 
collectively refers to the Encroachment Permit as shoWn. on the Department approved plan(s), any 
a~sociated Street Improvement, and this Agreement, including its Attachments and accompanying 
docunients (the "Permit"). In this Agreement, "the City" refers ·to the City and County ·of San 
Francisco and all affiliated City agencies. including, but n~t limited to, the Department, the San 
Francisco Public. Utilities Commission ("SFPUC") and i;he San Francisco Municipal 
.Transportation Agency ("SFMTA"). For purposes of the Permit, "Fronting· PropertY Owner" 
shall mean the property owner(s) who frorit,'abut, or are adjacent to the public right-of-way on 

· which the Improvements and any other elements of the Permit are located. . 

2. PERMIT INFORMATION 

2.1 Encroachment Permit No. ("Permit"): 14IviE-0023 under Public Works Code 
Section 786(b ). · 

Public Works allowed construction prior to Board of Supervisors approval of the Encroachment 
Permit: 14ME-0023 with a conditional notice to proceed, dated September 27; 2016. · 

2.2 Description/Location of Fronting Property (See Attachment 1): 660-680 
Indiana Street, Assessor's Block and Lot#: Block #4041, Lot #009. 

2.3 Description/Location ofPermitArea (See Attachment 2): Approximately 8~000 
square feet on the western terminus of the 19th Street right of way east oflnterstate Highway 280. 

2.4 ·General Description of Proposed Improvements (Se~ Attachment 2): 
Dogpatch Arts Plaza's site improvements consists of bleacher seats, landscaping improvements, 
movable planters, drainage system, art· pieces/sculptures, and lighting. 

. . 

The.term "Improvements"·shall mean those improvements in the public right-of-way as 
described in the attachments listed in Section 2. 8 and on the Construction Plans. 

. . 
2.5 Permit Type: Major Encroachment Permit and Street Improvement Permit (Permit 

No. 14IE-0978) for Dogpatch Arts Plaza. · 

2.6 Developer/Builder/Owner of the Fronting Property: 650 Indiana· Street, LLC, a 
Delaware limited liability qompany is the Fronting Property owner of the property described in . 
.Schedule 1. · · · 

1 
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PermitNo.: 14ME-0023 

2. 7 Contact Informatiop.. The Permittee shall provide to Public Works, Bureau of 
Street Use and Mapping ("BSM"), SFMTA, 311 Service Division, and SFPUCthe information· 
below regarding a minimum of two (2) contact persons with direct relation to· or association with, 
or is in charge of or responsible for, the Permit. Permittee shall notify both Public Works' Bureau 
of Street Use and Mapping and SFMTA within thirty (30) calendar days of any relevant changes 
in the Permi~ee's personnel structure, and submit the required contact information of the current 
and responsible contacts. If and when the City's 311 Service Division (or successor public 
complaint system program) allows direct communications with the contact perso_n(s) for the 
Permit, the Permittee shali participate in this program. 

Contact Person Number 1 
Last Name, First Name: Davidson, Rob 
Title/Relationship to Owner: Owner 
Phone Numbers: 415.250.7247 
Email Addresses: RDavidson@mfamerica.com 
Mailing Address: MFA Inc. 100 First Street, Suite 23 50, San Francisco,. CA 94105 
Office Address: MFA Inc. 100 First Street, Suite 2350, San Francisco, CA 94105 

Contact Person Number 2 
Last Name, First Name: V a.Squez, Lou . 
Title/Relationship to Owner: Member of ownership entity I BillLD Principal 
Phone Numbers: 415.551.7613 
Email Addresses: lou@bldsf.com 

. Mailing Address: 315 Linden Street, San Francisco, CA 94102 
Office Address: 315 Linden Street, San Francis.co, CA 94102 

2.8 List of Attachments. The. following additional documents are attached to or 
accompany this Permit. All attachments shall be on sheets sizing 8.5 by 11 inches so they can be 
easily inserted into this agreement as an attachment: 

• Attachment 1: Property -Information. Written description of the fronting property and 
location map identifying the property. 

• Attachment 2: "Permit Area," which shall refer to areas that include Improvements and 
·any. real property subject to maintenance responsibilities that are Permittee's responsibility. 

o. Written description ofthe area where the encroachment(s) exist and the boundaries, 
o Diagram showing the boundary limits of the Permit Area and identifying all 

Improvements in the Permit Area ("Precise Diagram"). The Preci~e Diagram shall 
be a separate document from the engineered construction plans for ·the· 
encroachments submitted · to Public Works for review and · approval. 
("Construction Plans"). 

o Table listing all Improvements in the Permit Area and identifying the maintenance 
responsibility for them ("Maintenance Table"). The table shall include · all 
physical treatments, facilities, and elements, whether standard or non-standard, to 
clarify responsibility. . 

• Attachment 3: Maintenance Plan. A written document that contains a detailed description 
of the means and methods to maintain the Improvements within the Permit Area (the 

2 
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PermitNo.: 14ME-0023 

"Maintenance Plan").The Maintenance Plan shall identify the daily, weekly, monthly, and 
annual routine maintenance, repair and replacement tasks, as applicable ("Permitted 
Act~vities") .. For each category of the Permitted Activities, Perhiittee s4all provide the 

· regular (e.g. daily, weekly, etc.) estimated expenses, including labor hours, cost per ·hour, 
and materials needed for maintenance. In addition, Permittee shall provide a total 
estimated annual operating expense ·and include: regular maintenance expenses, 

. replacement costs, costs for any specialized equipment (in the event that the Improvements 
incorporate such specialized equipment) necessary for contiriued .operation ·of ·the 
Improvements, and the expected lifespan of any non-standard materials subject to regular 
use. ·The Maintenance Plan also shall identify whether a Community Benefit District, 
Business Improvement .District, Community .Facilities District or similar Special Tax
Based Entity (a "Special Tax Entity") wilt expend monetary or staff resources on the 
Permit Area for maintenance or. other activities, and docuillentation, to the Director's 
satisfaction, that the monetary and/or staff· resources are available and co:r:i:unitted to 
perform the maintenance obligation. · . 

• Attachment 4: Operations Manual.. Permittee shall submit a document or manual 
· describing how to operate anY specialized equipment necessary for continued operation of 

the Improvements along with manufacturer's instructions for operation and maintenance 
('·'O&M Manuals") . and . other pertinent information about the equipment. These 
documents are for Public Works file purposes and·not attached to this Agreement. The 
City Engineer, in his or her discretion, may allow the Permittee to defer submission of tlie 
Operations Manual· until completion of the Improvements in accordance with the 
Construction Plans. · 

The City Engineer shall review and certify the description of the Permit Area (Attachment . . 

2), Maintenance Plan (Attachment 3), and O&M Manuals (Attachment 4). The Department shall 
not issue the permit until the City Engineer has completed his or her r~view and certified the 
required attachments. · 

3. EFFECTIVE DATE; REVOCABLE, NON-EXCLUSIVE PERMIT; 
RECORDATION 

(a) Following Board of Supervisors approval and confirmation· the Department has· 
received all required permit documents and fees, the Department shall issue the approved Permit. 
The.date the Permit is issued shall be the "Effective Date." . · · 

. . 
(b) The privilege given to Permittee under this Agreement is revocable, personal, non-

exclusive, non-possessory, and effective only insofar as the rights of City ill the PROW are 
·concerned. · 

This Permit does not grant any rights to construct or. install Improvements in the Permit 
Area until.the Public Works Director issues written authorization for such work. 

. . 
(c) Upon Board of Supervisors' approval of this Permit, Permittee shall record this Permit against 
the Fronting Property. 

3 
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PermitNo.: 14ME-0023 

· 4. MONITORING AND MAINTENANCE RESPONSIBILITIES 

Permittee acknowledges its responsibility to monitor the Permit Area and its Improvements 
and document performance of the maintenance activities as described herein, and retain such 
docUm.ents for a minimum of three (3) years. Within three (3) ten (I 0) days from the date of the 
Director's written request for maintenance information, the Permittee shall provide proof that the 
maintenance activities have been performed. 

The Permittee shall: 1) on a regular quarterly semiannual basis, document the general 
condition of the entire Permit Area and all elements with date stamped digital images in JPEG 
format, or other video or picture imaging acceptable to the Director, and 2) maintain a written and 
image log of all maintenance issues, including, but not limited to: defects, damages, defacing, 
complaints, and repairs performed on Permit elements and the Permit Area. The regular 
monitoring images and/or video shs.ll be taken from all angles necessary to show the entirety of 

' the Permit Area and all Imp;rovements. The images for the logged maintenance issues and repairs 
. shall clearly show the location and detail of the damaged or defaced element or area, and its repair 
and restoration.· Pennittee shall maintain all files and provide them in a, format and media 

. consistent With current standards for data retention and transfer, ~uch as a USB flash drive with 
connective capability to a commonly available personal computer. 

The maintenance log, at a minimum, shall include the following information: date and time 
of maintenance; description and type of encroachment element requiring repair, resolution, or 
restoration and method used to repair, resolve, or restore it; ti.ffie and duration to repair, resolve, or 
restore such element; company (and contact information for the company) that performed. the 
repair, resolution, or restoration.· 

· Ifthe Permit does not include any surface level or above grade elements, the Director shall 
not require the maintenance monitoring set forth in this Section. 

5. CONDITIONS OF ENTRY AND USE 

By entering into this Agreement, Permittee acknowledges its responsibility to comply with 
all requirements for maintenance of the Improvements as specified in this Agreement, Public 
Works Code Section 786, Article 2.4 ofthe Public Works Code ("E~cavation in the Public Right
of-Way"), and as directed by the Director. Permittee shall comply and cause its agents to comply, 

· with each of the following requirements in its performance of the Permitted Activities. 

5.1 Permits and Approvals 

5.1A Requirement to Obtain all Regulatory Permits and Approvals. 
Permittee shall obtain any permits, licenses, or approvals of any regulatory agencies ("Regulatory 
Permits") required to commence and complete construction of the Improvements and any of the 
Permitted Activities. Promptly upon receipt of any such Regulatory Permits, ·Permittee shall 
deliver copies to the Department. Permittee recognizes and agrees that City's approval of the 

4 
1779 



PermitNo.: 14ME-0023 

Permit and this Agreement for purposes of construction of the Improyements and the Permitted 
Activities shall not be deemed to constitute the grant of any or all other Regulatory Permits needed 
for the Permitted Activities, and nothing herein shall limit Permittee's obligation to obtain all such 
Regulatory Permits, at Permittee's sole cost. 

. 5.1B Subsequent Excavation within Permit Area. When maintenance of the 
Improvements requires . excavation as described in Article 2.4 of the Public. W or~cs Code, or 
prevents public access through the Permit Area, or obstructs the move:t;nent of vehicles or bicycles 

. where allowed by law, Permittee shall apply for applicable permits from the Department and any 
other affected City agencies. Peimit;tee or agent of Permittee shall comply with all excavation 
permit bonding and security requirements that the Department deems necessary when performing 
or causing to be performed any excavations or .occupancies within ·the Permit Area. . 

5.1C Additional Approv~ls. Further permissi~~ from the Department·may be 
required prior to Permittee's performance of work within the Permit Areaincluding;butnot limited 

. to, the restoration of a temporarily restored trench, removal and replacement of a tree or' other 
landscaping, or repair of damaged or upllfted sidewalk or other pavi..."lg material. This i~Agreement 
does not limit, prevent, or restrict the Department from approving and issuing permits for the 
Permit Area including, but not limited to, occupancy, encroachment, and excavation permits. The 
Department shall include as a condition in all subsequent permits issued in the Permit Area that 
any subsequent pe:rinittee notify and coordinate with the Permittee prior to occupying, 
encroaching, or excavating within the Permit Area. 

5.2 Exercise of Due Care 

During a:ri.y entry on the Permit Area to perform any of the Permitted Activities, Permittee 
shall, at all times and at its sole cost, perform the Permitted Activities in a manner that maintains 
the Permit Area in a good, clean, safe, secure, sanitary, mid attractive condition1 Permittee shall. 
use due care at all times to avoid any damage or harm to the Permit Area or any Improvements or 
property located thereon or adjacent to, and to take such soil and resource conservation and 
protection measures within the Permit Area as are required by applicable laws and as City may . 
reasonably request in writing. Permittee shall not perform any excavation work without City's 
prior written approvai. Under no circumstances shall Permittee knowingly or intentionally damage, 
harm, or take any rare, threatened, or endangered species on or about the Permit Area. While on 
the Permit Area to perform the Permitted Activities, Permittee shall use commercially reasonably 
efforts to prevent and suppress fires on and adjacent to the Permit Area attributable to such entry. 

5.3· Cooperation with City Personnel and Agencies 

Permittee shall work closely with City personnel to avoid unreasonable disruption (even if 
tempor?!Y) of access to the Improvements and property in, under, on or about the Pertr?it Area and 
City and public uses of the Permit Area. Perillittee shall perform work in accordance with the 
Permit and this Agreement. Permittee also. shall perform work pursuant to one or more Street 
Improvement Permits or General.Excavation Permits and in accordance with Pu.blic Improvement 
Agreements if eit}:l.er or both are applicable. 
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Permit No.: 14 ME-0023 

5.4 Permittee's Maintenance and Liability Respo:nsibilities 

5.4A Permittee's Maintenance and Liability. (a) Permittee acknowledges its 
maintenance and liability responsibility for the Improvements (including, but not limited to, 
materials, elements, fixtures, etc.) in accordance with the Permit and this Agreement, and all other 
applicable City permits, ordinary wear and tear excepted. Permittee agrees to maintain said 
Improvements as described in the Permit, as determined by the Director, and in accordance with · 
any .other applicable City permits. Permittee shall reimburse the Department for any work 
performed by the Department as a result of the Permittee's failure to comply with the maintenance 
and restoration terms as specified in this Agreement under Section 8. Permittee is wholly 
responsible for any facilities installed in the Permit Area that are subject to this Permit's terms and 
for: the quality of the work performed in the Permit Area under tbis Agreement. Permittee is liable 
for all claims related to the installed facilities and any condition caused by Permittee's performed 
work. Neither the issuance of any permit nor the inspeCtion, nor the repair, nor the suggestion, nor 
the approval, nor the acquiescence of any person affiliated with the City shall excuse the Permittee 
from such responsibility ot liability. 

(b) Notwithstanding the foregoing, the City acknowledges that while the Permittee retains 
the primary responsibility for all construction, installation, maintenance and repair activities, 
certain limited or supplemental maintenance and repair activities may be performed by a Special 
Tax Entity (such activities shall be denoted on the Maintenance Plan) rather than the Permittee. 
Nevertheless, the Department shall hold the Permittee responsible for compliance with all 
provisions of the Permit and this Agreement without regard to whether the violation occurred 
through an act, omission, negligence, or willful misconduct of the Permittee or the Special Tax 
Entity. Only if Permittee can demonstrate to the satisfaction oftlie Director that the SpeCial Tax. 
Entity is solely responsible for the act, omission; negligence, or willful misconduct and the · 
Director makes a written fmding to this effect, shall the Director take action directly against the 
Special Tax Entity. Under such circumstances, the Permittee shall not be responsible and liable. 
hereunder for the act, omission, negligence, or willful misconduct that the. Director identifies in 
writing, and no Uncured Default (as hereinafter defmed) shall be deemed to have occurred by the 
Permittee, as a result of the Special Tax Entity's acts, omissions, negligence or willful misconduct. 
In the event that the Special Tax Entity should cease to exist or that the Special Tax Entity's 
maintenance and repair responsibilities are changed, then Permittee shall be responsible or assume 
responsibility for all activities that are no longer the responsibility of or being performed by the 
Special Tax Entity. 

. . 

(c) In the event that the Director agrees to maintain one or more of the Improvements 
plirs'uant to Section 5.9B of this Agreement, Permittee shall not be responsible for the quality of. 
mailltenance or restoration work performed, nor liable for the resulting consequences of City work. 

5.4B Abatement of Unsafe, Hazardous, Damaged, or Blighted Conditions. 
Permittee acknowledges its maintenance responsibility to abate any ·unsafe, hazardous, damaged, 
or blighted conditions. Following receipt of a notice by the Department of an unsafe, damaged, or 
blighted condition 'of the Permit, Permittee shall promptly respond to the notice and restore the site 
to the condition specified on the Construction Plans within thirty (30) calendar days, unless the 
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Department specifies a shorter· or longer compliance period based on the nature of the condition 
or the problems associated with it; provided, however, to the extent that such restoration cannot be 
completed using commercially reasonable efforts within such thirty (30) calendf!! day period or 
other period specified by the. Department, then such period shall be extended provided that the 
Permittee has commenced and is diligently pursuing such restoration. In addition, Permittee 
admowledges its responsibility to abate any hazardous conditions as a direct or indirect result of 
the Improvem~nt (e.g., slip; trip, and fall hazards), promptly upon receipt of notice from the 
Department. For unsafe or hazardous conditions, the Permittee shall immediately place or cause 
to be piaced temporary measures to protect the public. ·Failure to promptly respond to an unsafe 
or hazardous condition or to restore the site within. the specified time may result in the 
Department's performing the temporary repair or restoration in order to protect the public health, 
safety, and welfare. Permittee shall reimburse the Department .for any such temporary repair or 
restoration. Failure to abate the problem also may result in the Department's issuance of a : 
Correction Notice or Notice of'Violation citation and/or request for reimbursement fees to the 
Department for departmental and other City services necessary· to abate the condition in 
accordance with Section 8.· · · 

5.4C Permittee Contact Information, Signage. Upon the Depa.."i:m.ent's 
determination that the Permittee has completed the ·Improvements in accordance with the 
Construction. Plans, Permittee shall post a sign(s) within the Permit Area, in conformity with any 
applicable signage program for the Permittee's property and in a location approved by the 
Department, 'thl:l,t provides a telephone number and other Peimittee contact information so that 
members of the public can contact the Permittee to report maintenance issues,. problems, or any 
other complaints about the.Permit. 

5.4D Non-standard Materials and Features. If the Permittee elects to install 
materials, facilities, fixtures, or features ("N on.,standard Elements") that do not m:eet ~e City's 
. criteria for standard operation, maintenance, and repair, and the City approves such Non-standard 
Elements, the Permittee shall (i) acknowledge its responsibility for the operation, maintenance, 
repair, and replacement of the Non-standard'Elemerits as constructed per the Construction Plans, 
(ii) separately meter any service utility required to operate the Non-standard Elements, and (iii) be 
responsible for providing such utility service at Permittee's own cost. As an exception, if the Non
standard Elements are facilities such as street lights, and they are installed in: locations identified 
by the City as standard streetlight locations, the City inay. elect to power the str~etlights and not 
require a separate meter. Permittee shall indemnify and hold City harmless against any claims 
related to Permittee's operation, maintenance, repair, and replacement ofNon-standard Elements. 

. . 

5.5 ·Permittee's Maintenance, Liability, and Notice Responsibilities .. 

The Permittee's maint~nance responsibility shiill be limited to the portion of the Permit 
Area, as described and shown in the attachments and as determined by the Director, and its 
immediate vicinity, including any sidewalk damage directly related to the Improvement or 
Permitted Activities. If it i$ unclear whether sidewalk maintenance is the responsibility of 
Permittee or a Fronting Property Oymer who is not the Permittee under Public Works Code Section 
706, the Department shall determine which party or parties are responsible. If the situation so 
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warrants, the Department may assign responsibility for sidewalk maintenance to one or more 
parties, including a Fronting Property Owner who is not the Permittee. 

If Permittee is the Fronting Property Owner, Permittee must notify any successor owner(s) 
of the existence ofthe Permit and the successor owner's obligations at the time of closing on the 
subject property. In addition, prior to the time of closing on the subject property, Pe!1Ilittee shall 
record a Notice of Assignment that provides constructive notice to any successor owner(s) of the 
Permit and the Permittee's responsibilities thereunder. 

5.6 Annual Certification of Insurance 

Upon receipt of a written request by the Department, but no more than annually, Permittee 
shall submit· written evidence to the Department indicating that the requirements of Section 7 
(Insurance) and, if applicable, Section 8 (Security), have been satisfied. 

5.1 Damage to and Cleanliness and Restoration of Permit Area and City Owned 
or Controlled Property 

Permittee, at all times, shall maintain the Permit Area in a clean and orderly manner to the · 
satisfaction of the Director. Following any constr11ction activities or other activities orr the Permit 
Area, Permittee shall remove all debris and any excess dirt from the Permit Area and 
Improvements. 

If any portion of the Permit_Area, ;my City-owned or controlled property located adjacent 
to the Permit Aiea, including other publicly dedicated PROW, or private property in the vicinity 
of the Permit area is damaged by any of the activities conducted by Permittee hereunder, Permittee 
shall promptly, at its sole cost, .repair any and all such damage and restore the Permit Area or 
affected property to its previous condition to the satisfaction of the Director. 

5.8 Excavation or Temporary En~roachment within the Permit Area 

Permittee acknowledges its maintenance responsibility following any. excavation or 
temporary encroachment of any portion or portions of the Permit Area as described below. 

5.8A Excavation by City or UCP Holders. After providing public notice 
according to Article 2A of the Public Works Code, any City Agency or Public Utility may excavate 
within the PROW, which may include portions of the Permit Area. A "City Agency" shall include, 
but not be limited to, the SFPUC, SFMTA, and any City authorized contractor or agent, or their 
sub-contractor. "Public Utility" shall include any company or entity currently holding a valid 
Utility Conditions Permit ("UCP") or a valid franchise with the City or the California Public 
Utilities Commission .. Permittee acknowledges that it will provide and not obstruct access to any 
utilities and facilities owned and operated by any City Agency or a Public UtilitY at any time within 
the Permit Area for maintenance, repair, and/or replacement. 

Emergency work. In the case of an emergency, a City Agency. or Public Utility need not 
· notify the Permittee of the work until after the emergency situation has been abated at which point 
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the Department will strive to cooperate with affected City department to provide written notice to 
the Per:mj_ttee concerning the emergency work. . · · 

In the performance of any excavation in the PermitAreil by a City Agen<1y.or Public 
Utility, it shall be the responsibility of the Permittee to coordinate with the City Agency or J;>ublic 
Utility and restore the site to the· condition specified on the Construction Plans, provided, however, 
the excavator shall implement coillmercially reasonable precautions to protect the Permit Area and . 
any Improvements located within the Permit Area from injUry- or damage during the excavation or 
future work. Following excavation by a City Agency or _Public Utility, (a) in the case where there 
are non-standard materials the excavator shall only be obligated to back-fill and patch the site to a 
safe condition; (b) ill the case there are only City Standard materials the excavator shall be 
obligated to backfill the site to a safe condition, and where feasible restore the site to City 
Standards. The ~ity Agency or Public Utility shall not replace non-City Standard materials or 
Improvements that the City may remove or damage iri connection \\lith such excavation or site 
access. Permittee shall be responsible for and bear all costs for the restoration of all disturbed 
Improvements to the- condition as specified on the Construction Plans.. · 

In the cqse vvhere the exca·vated portion Of the Permit .~.AJea c~nSists of only City 
Standard· materials, the City Agency or Public Utility shall complete its restoration work within 
thirty (30) calendar days following the completion of the excavation or temporary encroachment; 
provided, however,' to the extent that such restoration cannot be completed within such thirty (30) 
calendar day period· due to weather or ·unforeseen circumstaiJ.ces, · then such period shall· be 
extended provided that the excavator has co:nnnenced and is diligently pursuing such restoration. 

In the case where the excavated portion of the Permit Area consists partially or fully 
of non-standard materials, the Permittee shall restore or cause to be restored the Improvemep.ts in 
the excavated portions of the Permit Are.a. to the condition specified on the design for the 
Improvements within thirty (30) calendar days; provided, how~ver, to the ·extent that such . 
res_toratiob. cannot be completed using commercially reasonable efforts within such thirty (30) 
calendar day period, then the Department shall extend such period provided that the Permittee has 
commenced and is diligently pursuing such restoration. 

The Permittee shall not seek or pursue compensation froni a City Agency or a 
Public Utility for Permittee's coordination of work or the inability to.use of the Permit Area for 
the duration Qf excavation or occupancy. 

5.8B Excavation by Private Parties. Following any excavation of any portion 
or portions of the Permit Area by a private partjr (e.g., contractor, property owner, or resident), it 
shall be the responsibility of the private party and the Permittee to coordinate the restoration qf the 

·site and the private party shall bear all the cost of restoration; provided, however, that in all events 
the private party shall be required to restore the excavated portion qr portions ot'the Permit Area 
to the condition specified on the· design fotthe.Improvements within thirty (30) calend.ar days after 

. completion of the excavation or temporary encroaclnuent, provided, however, to the ·extent that 
such restorati_on cannot be completed using commercially reasonable efforts within such thirty (30) 
calendar day period, then the Department shall extend such period provided that the private party 
has commenced and is diligently· pursuing such restoration. 
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If the private party fails to perform such restoration, then the Permittee should 
notify the Department of such failure in "Writing and allow any Departmental corrective procedures . 

. to conclude prior to pur,suing any and all claims against such private party related thereto should 
the permittee have such third-party rights. The City, through its separate permit process with that 
private party, shall require that private party to bear all the costs of restoration and cooperate with 
the Permittee on how the restoration js performed and how any costs that the Permittee assumes 
for work performed (time and materials) are reimbursed. 

The Perniittee shall only seek or pursue compensation for work performed (time 
and materials) and shall not seek or request compensation for coordination or the inability to use 
of the Permit Area for the duration of excavation or occupancy; provided that Permittee is provided 
with access to Permittee's property. 

5.8C Temporary Encroachments for Entities Other Than Permittee. In the 
case of temporary encroachments, which may include the temporary occupancy of portions of the 
Permit Area or the temporary relocation of Improvements (elements or fixtures) from the Permit 
Area, Permittee shall work collaboratively with the entity that will be temporarily encroaching the 
Perrait ATea ("Temporary Encroacher") to coordinate the temporarj removal and storage of the 
Improvements from the affected portion of.the Permit Area, when necessary. It shall be the 
responsibility of the Te:tnporary Encroach~! to protect in-place any undisturbed· portion of the 
Permit Area .. 

Where the Temporary Encroacher is a private party, the private party shall be 
responsible for any costs for removal, storage, and maintenance of the Improvements, and 
restoration associated with restoration of the Permit Areas. The obligation to coordinate and restore 
under this section shall be a condition of the City permit issued to the Temporary Encroacher. If 
the Temporary Encroacher fails to coordinate with Permittee and compensate the Permittee or 
restore the Permit Area, then the Permittee should notify the Department of such failure in writing. 

The Permittee may only seek or pursue compensation for costs incurred (time and 
materials) to temporarily relocate and replace Improvements, and shall not seek or request 
compensation for coordination or the inability to use of the Permit Area for the duration of the 
Temporary Encroacher's occupa;ncy. 

Where the Temporary Encroacher is a City Agency or a Public Utility, Permittee 
shall be responsible for any costs for removal, storage, maintenance, and restoration associated 
with the Improvements and any associated areas within the Permit Area, and the City Agency or 
Public Utility, as applicable, shall be responsible for restoration of any standard City features or 
improvements. The City Agency or the Public Utility or its contractors shall not be responsible 
for Permittee's temporary removal and storage costs. 

The Permittee shall be responsible for ensuring the ·Permit Area has been restored 
within thirty (30) calendar days following the completion of the temporary encroachment; 
provided, however, to the extent that such restoration cannot be completed using commercially 
reasonable efforts within such thirty (30) calendar day period, then such period shall.be extended 
provided that the Permittee has commenced, and is diligently pursuing such restoration. 
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· 5.8D Additional Time to Complete Site Restoration Where Future Work Is 
Anticipated~ Prior to the Permittee's undertaking of any restoration of the applicable portion of 
the Permit Area to the conditions specified in the Con~truction Plans, the Permittee and the. City 
shall co:¢'er as to whether any party (e.g., any City Agency, Public UtiJ.tty," or private party) :intends 
to p.erform any future work ( e;g., any excavation or temporary encroachment) that would be likely 
to damage, disrupt, disturb or interfere with any restoration of the Permit Area. 

If such future work is anticipated within six (6) months-following completion of any then 
proposed excavation or temporary encroachment, then the Permittee's deadline for restoring the. 
site shall be automatically extended. The Permittee may submit to the Department a written request 
for an eXtension to the restoration deadline if future- work is anticipated to commence more than . · · 
six ( 6) months from the completion of the prio~ excavation· and temporary encroachment. If the 
restoration deadline is extended as set forth above, then the Permittee shall be obligated to 
complet~ the restoration within the timeframes specified in this _Agreement. ·. . 

5.9 Perinit Revocation; Termination; Modification of Agreement 

5.9A Permit Revocation or Termination. 

Permittee acknowledges arid agrees that :the obligations of the Permittee, successor. 
owner(s), or Permitte~'s successor(s) in :interest to perform the Permitted Activities shall continue . 

. for the term of the Permit-The City reserves the right to revoke the Permit under the procedures 
set for:fu, in the Public Works Code Sections 786 'et ·seq: and, if applicable, as specified in the Board 
of Supervisors or Public Works Director's approval of this permit. .. 

. If the Permit is terminated by Permittee or revoked or terminated by City·( each an "J\1EP 
Termination Eyent") with respect to a portion or portions of the Permit Area, Permittee shall 
convert the Improvements therein to a condition specified by City for a standard PROW or as the 
Director of Public Works deems appropriate under the ciicumstances, at Pennittee's sole cost 
(the "Right-of-Way Conversion") by (i) applying for, and providing the materials necessary to · · 
obtain, a street improyement permit or other authorization from City for the performance of such 
conversio_n work; (ii) performing such conversion work pursuant to the ·terms and conditions of · 

· such street improvement permit :or other City authorization; and (iii) warrantying that the 
conversion work that meets the standards required by a Public Works street improvement permit 

. with a duration not less than one (1) year from the date Public Works confirms thatthe work is 
c9mplete~ · · 

A termination or revocation of the Permit under the procedures set forth in Public. Works 
Code Sections 786 et seq. shall result in an automatic tern:iination of this Agreement as to the 

.affected portion of the Permit Area, and all of Permittee's responsibilities and obligations 
hereunder shall terminate, unless otherwise provided for in this Agreement. The City may 
partially terminate or revoke the Permit as to those portions of the Permit Area subject to defauJ.t 
and the City may elect to allow the Permit to remain effective as to all portions ofthe Permit 
Aiea that are not subject to default. 
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The obligation of Permittee, successor owner,. or. Permittee's successor in interest to 
remove the Improvements and restore the PROW to a condition satisfactory to Director of Public 
Works shall survive the revocation, expiration, or termination of this Permit. Upon completion of 
the Right-of-Way Conversion, and subject to Section 5.9B, Permittee shall have no further 
obligations under the Permit for the portion of the rermit area subject to the Right-of-Way 
Conversion and to the extent the Director has agreed to terminate the Permittee's obligations in 
regard to all or a portion of the Right-of-Way Conversion, except as to any applicable warranty. 

The City and any . and all City subdivisions or agencies shall be released from the 
responsibility to maintain the existence ofthe Improvements and shall not be required to·preserve 
or maintain the Improvements in .any capacity following the termination or. revocation of the 
Permit unless the Department, in its discretion and in accordance with this Agreement, agrees to 
an. alternative procedure. . 

5.9B · Modification or Termination of the Agreement. 

(a) This Agreement shall continue and remain in full force and effect at all times in 
.pe111etuit"j, except if Cit:y elects to terminateiPermittee's mah"1.te:rrance obligatio11S pUrsuant to tl:is 
Section 5.9B and provides written notice to the a9.dress provided in Section 2.7. Under such 
circumstances, this Agreement shall terminate at the time specified in such written notice with 
exception to those terms as specified in this Agreement that apply to the any remailling Permit 
obligations. City shall record evidence of any such termination in the Official Records. 

(b) At any time during the term of the Permit, Permittee may r~quest to amend the scope 
of such Permitted Activities through a written amendment to this Agreement. The Director, in 
Ills or her sole discretion, may approve, approve with conditions, or deny the requested 
amendment. If the Director approves an amendment, both parties shall execute and record the 
approved amendment. Further, Permittee and Director may, but are not required to, execute a 
written modification of this Agreement to provide for the Department's maintenance of a portion 
or all of the Improvements as described in the Permit Area (Attachment 2). In the event of such 
modification of this Agreement, Department may require Permittee to pay the Department for the 
cost of maintaining specified Improvements as described in the Maintenance Plan ( defmed in 
Section 2.8) and Attachment 3. The Director's written modification shall, among other relevant 
terms; identify the specific portion of the Improvements that the Department shall maintain and 
the terms ofPermittee's payments. 

, (c) In addition, Permittee and City may mutually elect to modify Permittee's obligation to 
perform the Right-of-Way Conversion described in Section 5.9.A including any modification 
necessary to address any Improvements that cannot be modified or replaced with a PROW 
improvement built according to the City's standard specifications. Any such. modification may 
include, but not be limited to, Permittee's agreement to convert; at its sole cost, specified 
Improvements to a PRo·w built according to the City's standard specifications while leaving othe-.c 
specified Improvements in their as-is condition, with Permittee assuming a continuing obligation 
to pay for City's costs to maintain and replace such· remaining Improvements. In addition, any 
such modificatiOn may address any applicable City requirements for maintenance security 
payment obligations and City's acquisition of specialized equipment needed to perform the · 
maintenance work, however, no such specialized equipment shall be required for Improvements 
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built to City standards. If City and the Perinittee mutually agree to any modification to the Right
of-Way Conversion. that results in Permittee assuming such a maintenance payment obligation, 
Permittee shall execute and acknowledge, and City shall have the right to record in the Official 
Records of San. Francisco. County, an amendment to this Agreement that details such payment 
obligation. 

5.10 Green Maintenance Requirements··. 

In performing any Permitted Activities that require cleaning materials or tools, Peru:llttee, 
. to the extent commercialLy reasonable, ·shall use cleaning materials or tools selected from the 
Approved Alternatives List created by.City under Sari Francisco Environmental Code, Chapter 2, 
or any other material or tool approved by the Director. Permittee shall properly dispose of such 
cleaning materials .or tools .. 

6. USE RESTRICTIONS 

Permittee· agrees that the following uses of the PROW by Permittee or any other person 
. cl~g by or through Permittee are inconsistent with the limited purpose of tills Agreement and 
are strictly prohibited as provided below. The list of prohibited uses includes, but is not limited 
to, the following uses. · 

6:1 Imp~ovements · 

Permittee shall not make; construct; or place any temporary or permanent alterations, 
installations, .additions, qr improvements on the PROW, structural. or otherwise, nor alter any 
existing structures or improvements on the PROW (each, a "Proposed. Alteration"), without the 
Director's prior written consent in each instance. The in-kind replacement or repair of' existing 
Improvements shall not be deemed a Proposed Alteration. 

P~rmittee may request approval of a Proposed Alteration. The Director shall have a period 
of twenty (20) business days from receipt of request for approval of a Proposed Alteration to 
review and approve or deny such request for approval. Should the Director fail to respond to such 
request within said twenty (20) business· day period, Permittee's Proposed Alteration shall be 
deemed disapproved. In requesting the Drrector's approval of a Proposed Alteration, Pemilttee 
acknowledges that :the Director's app:i;oval of such Proposed Alteration may be conditioned on 
Permittee's compliance with specific installation requirements and Permittee's performance of 
specific on-going maintenance thereof or other. affected PROW: If Permittee does not agree:with 
the Director's installation or maintenance requirements for any Proposed Alteration, Permittee 
shaH not perform the Proposed Alteration. If Permittee· agrees with the Director's installation or 
maintenance requirements for any Proposed Alteration, prior to Permittee's commencement of 
_such Proposed Alteration, Permittee and the Director shall enter into a written amendment to this 
Agreement that modifies the Permitted Activities to include such requirements. Prior approval 
from the Director shall not be required for any repairs made pursuant to and in accordance with 
the Permitted Activities. 
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If Permittee performs any City-approved Proposed Alteration, Permittee shall comply with 
all of the applicable terms and conditio.ns of this Agreement, including, but not limited to, any and 
all conditions of approval of the Proposed Alteration( s). · 

Permittee shall obtain all necessary permits and authorizations from the Department and 
other regulatory agencies prior to commencing work for the Proposed Alteration. The Director's 
decision regarding a Proposed Alteration shall be final and not appealable. 

6.2 Dumping 

Permittee shall not dump or dispose of refuse or other unsightly materials on, in, under, or 
about the PROW . 

. 6.3 Hazardous Material 

Permittee shall not cause, nor shall Permittee allow any of its agents to cause, any 
Hazardous Material (as defmed below) to be brought upon, kept, used, stored, generated, or 
disposed of in, on, or about the PROW, or transported lo or from the PROW. Permittee shall 
immediately notify City if Permittee learns or has reason to believe that a release of Hazardous 
Material has occurred in, on, or about the PROW. In the event Permittee or its agents cause a 
release of Hazardous Material in, on, or about the PROW, Permittee shall, without cost to City and 
in accordance with all laws and regulations, (i) comply with all laws requiring notice of such 
releases or threatened releases to governmental agencies, and shall take all action necessary to 
mitigate the release or minimize the spread of contamination, and (ii) return the PROW to a 
condition which complies with applicable law. In connection therewith, Permittee shall afford· 

. City a full opportunity to participate in any discussion with governmental agencies regarding any 
settlement agreement, cleanup or abatement agreement, consent decree or other compromise 
proceeding involving Hazardous Material·. For purposes hereof, "Hazardous Material" means 
material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or physical or chemical characteristics, is at 
any time now or hereafter deemed by any federal, state, or local governmental authority to pose a 
present or potential hazard. to public health, welfare, or the environment. Hazardsms Material 
includes, without limitation, any material or substance defmed as a "hazardous substance, pollutant 
or contaminant" pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S. C. Sections 9601 et seq., or pursuant to Section 25316 
of the Califoffiia Health & Safety Code; a "hazardous waste'' listed pursuant to Section 25140 of 
the California Health & Safety Code; any asbestos and asbestos containing materials whether or 
not such materials are part of the PROW or are naturally occurring substances in the PROW, and 
any petroleum, including, without limitation,· crude oil or any fraction thereof, natural gas or 
natural gas liquids. The term "release" or "threatened release" when used with respect to Hazardous 

. Material shall include any actual or . imminent spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting, 
emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping, leaching, dumping, or disposing in, on, under, or about 
the PROW. 

Notwithstanding anything herein to the contrary, if the Director determines that neither 
Permittee nor its agents caused the release or threatened release of the Hazardous Material, 
Permittee shall have no liability whatsoever (including, without limitation, the costs of any 
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inv(<stigation, any required or necessary repair, replacement, remediation, cleanup or 
detoxification, or preparation and implementation of any closure, monitoring, or other required 
plans) with respect to any release or threatened release of any Hazardous Material on, in, under-or 
about the PROW. If the Director fmds that neither Permittee nor its agents was the source and did 
not cause the releas~ of such Hazardous Material, Permittee shall not be listed or identified as the 
generator or responsible party of any waste required to be remoye.d from the PROW, and will not 
sign any manifests or similar environmental documentation, with resp.eci to any Environmental 
Condition (as hereinafter defmed). . "Environmental Condition" shall mean any adverse condition 

· relating to the release or discharge of any Hazardous Materials on, in, under, or. about the PROW 
by any party other than Permittee or its. agents: 

· 6.4 Nuisances 

Permittee shall not conduct any activi~es on or about the PROW that constitute waste, 
·nuisance, or unreasonable annoyance (including, without limitation, emission of objectionable· 
odors, noises, or lights) to City, to the owners or occupants of neighboring property, or to the 
public: ·The parties· hereby acknowledge that custm:p.ary· use of landscaping and similar equipment 
(such as lawn rn.owers, clippers~ hedge triulillers, leaf blowers, etc.) that "vVOUld 't<jpically be LtSed 
to perform the Permitted Activities shall not be considered a'nW,sance under this Section 6.4 if 
such equipment is used in compliance with all applicable laws. 

6.5 Damage 

Permittee ·Shall use due care 1:J,t all tilnes to avoid causing daniage to any of the PROW or 
any of City's prope;rty, fixtures, or encroachments thereon. If any of the permitted Activities or 
Permittee's other activities at the PROW causes such damage, Permittee shall notify City, and, if 
directed by City, restore such damaged property or PROW to the condition it was in prior to the 
commencement of such Permittee aCtivity to the Director's satisfactioni or, if the City .chooses to 
restore the damaged property, Permittee shall reimburse City for its costs of restoration. 

7. . INSURANCE 

· 7.1 As described below, Permittee shall procure and keep insurance in effect at all times 
during the term of this Agreement, at Permittee's own expense, and ·cause its contractors and 
SD;bcontractors to maintain insurance at all times, during Permittee's or its contractors performance 
of any of the Permitted Activities on the PROW. If Permittee fails to maintain the insurance in. 
active status, such failure shall be a Permit default subject to the Department's to enforcement 
remedies. The insurance policy shall be maintained and updated annually to comply with the 
,Department's appl.icable requirements: The following Sections represent the minimum insurance 

·standard as ofthe E~fective Date of this Permit. · · · · 

7.1A An insurance policy or insurance policies issued·by insurers with ratings 
comparable to A-VIII, or higher that are authC?rized to do business in the State of California, and 
that are satisfactory to the City. Approval of the insurance by City shall not relieve or decrease 
Permittee's liability hereunder; · · · 
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7.1B Commercial General Liability Insurance written on an Insurance Services 
Office (ISO) Coverage form CG 00 01 or another form providing equivalent coverage with limits 
not less than One Million Dollars ($1,00.0,000) each occurrence and Two Million Dollars 
.($2,000,000) in the aggregate for bodily injury and property damage, including coverages for 
contractu81 liability, personal injury, products and completed operations, independentpermittees, 

· an~ broad form property damage; 

7.1C Commercial Automobile Liability Insurance with limits not less than One. 
Million Dollars ($1, 000, 000) each occurrence, combined single limit for bodily injury and propertY 
damage, including coverages for owned, non-owned, and hired automobiles, a~ applicable for.any 
vehicles brought onto PROW; and 

7.1D ·Workers' Compensation Insurance, in statutory amounts, with Employer's 
Liability Coverage with limits of not less than One Million Dollars ($1,000,000) each accident, 
injury, or illness. 

7.2 All liability policies required hereUn.der shall provide for the following: (i) name as 
additional insured the City and County of San Francisco, its officers, agents, and employees, 
jointly and severally; (ii) specify that such policies are primary insurance to ·any other insurance 
available to the additional insureds, with respect to any claims arising out of this Agreement; and 
(iii) stipulate that no. other insurance policy of the City and County of San Francisco will be called 
on to contribute to a loss covered hereunder. 

7.3 Limits may' be provided through a combination of primary and excess insurance 
policies .. Such policies shall also provide for severability of interests and that an act or omission 
of one of the named insureds which would void or otherwise reduce coverage shall not reduce or 
void the coverage as to any insured, and shall afford coverage for all claims based on acts, 
omissions, injury, or damage which occurred or arose (or the onset ofwhich occurred or arose) in 
whole or in part during the policy period. . 

7.4 Allmsurance policies shall be endorsed to provide for thirty (30) days' prior W.ritten 
notice of cancellation for any reason, non-renewal or material reduction in coverage, or depletion 
of insurance limits, except for ten (10) days' notice for cancellation due to non-payment of 

· 'premium, to both Permittee aild City .. Permittee shall provide a copy of any notice of intent to 
cancel or materially reduce, or cancellation, material reduction, or depletion of, its required 
coverage to Department within one business day of Permittee's receipt. Permittee also shall take 
prompt action to prevent cancellation, material reduction, or depletion of coverage, reinstate or 
replenish the cancelled, reduced or depleted coverage, 'Or obtain the full coverage required by this 
Section from a different insurer meeting the qualifications of this Section. Notices shall be sent to 
the Department of Public Works, Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, 1155 Market Street, 3rd 
Floor, San Francisco, CA,' 94103, or any future address for the Bureau. The permission granted by 
the Permit shall be suspended upon the termination of such insurance. Upon such suspension, the 
Department and Permittee shall meet and confer to determine the most appropriate way to address 
the Permit. If the Department and Permittee cannot resolve the matter, the Permittee shall restore 
the PROW to a condition acceptable to the Department without expense to the Department. As · 
used in this Section,, "Pe;rsonal Injuries" shall include wrongful death. 
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7.5 Prior to the Effective Date~. Permittee shall deliver to the Department certificates of 
insurance and additional insured policy yndorsements from insurers in a form reasonably 
satisfaCtory to Department, evidencing the coverages required hereunder. Permittee shall furnish 
complete copies of the policies upon written request from· City's Risk Manager. In the event 
Permittee shall fail to procure such insurance, or to deliver such certificates or policies (following 
written request), Department shall provide notice to Permittee of such failure and if Permittee has 
not procured such insurance or delivered such certificates within five ( 5) days following such 
notice, City niay initiate proceedings to revoke the permit ~d require restoration of the PROW to 
a condition :that the Director deems appropriate. . 

7.6 Should any of .the· required insurance be provided under a fo~ of coverage that 
includes a general annual aggregate lii.nit or provides that claims investigq.tion or legal defense 
costs ·be included in such general·annual aggregate limit, such general aggregate limit shall double 
the occurrence or claims limits specified above. · 

7.7 Should any of the required insurance be provided under a claims-made form, 
Permittee shall maintain Stich coverage contitJ.uously tf.uoughout tb.c term of this Agreement and, 

·without lapse, for a period of three (3) years beyond the expiration of this Agreement, to the effect 
that, should any occurrences during the term of this Agreement give rise to claims made .after 
expiration of this Agreem~nt? such claims shall be covered by such claims-made policies. 

7.8 Upon City's r~quest, Permittee· and City shall periodically review the limits arid 
types of insurance carried pursuant to thi.s Section. If the general commeryial practice in the City 
and County of San Francisco is to cq.rry liability irisurance in an amount or coverage materially 
greater than the amount or coverage then being carried by Permittee for risks comparable to .tb.ose 
associated with the PROW, then City in its sole discretion may require Permittee to increase the 
.amounts or coverage carried by Permittee hereunder . to conform to such general commercial 
practice. 

· 7.9 Permittee's compliance with the provisions of this Section shall in no way relieve 
or decrease Permittee's indemnification obligations under this Agreement .or any of Permittee's 
other obligations hereunder. Permittee shall be responsible; at its expense, for separately insuring 
Permittee's personal property. · 

8. VH>LATION:S; CITY ENFORCEMENT OF PERMIT AND AGREEMENT; 
. SECURITY DEPOSIT. ·Permittee acknowledges that the Departn:ient may pursue the remedies 
described in this Section in order to add.i-ess a default by Permittee o~ any obligation under this 
Permit with respect to any Permit Area for which Permittee is resp~nsible pursuant to the relevant 
Notice· of Assignment, if applicable .. In addition to the procedures below and as set forth in Section · 
·5 AB, if Permittee fails to promptly respond to an unsafe or hazardous condition or to restore the 
site w1thin the time the Department. specifies, the Department may perform the temporary repair 
or restoration in order to protect the public health, safety, and welfare. Permittee shall reimburse 
the Department, for any such temporary repair or restoration. 

(a) Correction Notice (CN). The Department may issue a ·written notice informing 
Permittee that there is an unsafe, hazardous, damaged, o;r blighted condition within the Permit 
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Area, or stating that the Permittee has otherwise failed to maintain the Permit Area as required by 
this Permit or stating that the Permittee has otherivise failed to comply with a term or terms of this 
Agreement ("Correction Notice"). The Correction Notice shall identify the issue, deficiency, or 
maihtenance obligation that is the subject of the notice with reasonable particularity and specify 
the time for correction, which· shall be no less than thirty (30) days; provided, however, to the 
extent that such correction cannot be completed using reasonable efforts within the initially 
specified timeframe, then such period shall be extended provided that the Permittee has 
commenced and is diligently pursuing such correction. In the event of an emergency or other 
situation presenting a thr.eat to public health, safety, or welfare, the DireQtor may require correction 
in less than thirty (30) days. 

(b) Notice ofViolation (NOV). 
. . 

(i) The Department may issue a written notice of violation to the Permittee for failure 
to maintain the Permit Area and creating an unsafe, hazardous, damaged, or blighted condition 
within the Permit Area, failure to comply with the terms of this agreement, or failure to 
respond to the Correction Notice by abating the identified condition(s) within the time 
specified therein. The NOV shall identif; each violation and any fines Lmposed per applicable 
code(s) or Agreement sections and specify the timeframe in which to cure the violation and 
pay the referenced :fin.es ("Notice of Violation"), thirty .(30) days if not specified. 

(ii) Permittee shall have ten (1 0) days to submit to the Department, addressed tq the 
Directo;r via BSM Inspection Manager· at 1155 Market St, 3rd Floor, San Francisco, CA 
94103, or future Bureau address, a written appeal to the NOV or a written request for 
administrative review of specific items. If Permittee submits said appeal or request for review, 
the Director shall hold a public hearing on the dispute in front of an administrative hearing 
officer. The Director shall then issue a fmal written decision on his or her determination to 
approve, conditionally approve, modify, or deny the appeal based on the recommendation of 
the hearing officer and the information presented at the time of the hearing .. 

(c) Uncured Default. If the violation described .in the Notice of Violation is not cured 
within ten (1 0) days after the latter of (1) the expiration of the Notice of Violation appeal 
.Period or (2) the written decision by the Director following the hearing to uphold the Notice 
of Violation or sections thereof, said violation shall be deemed an "Uncured Default." In the 
event of an Uncured Default, the Director may undertake either or both of the following: 

(i) Cure the Uncured Default and issue a written demand to Permittee to pay the 
Department's actual reasonable costs to remedy said default in addition to any fmes or 
penalties described in theN otice of Violation within ten (1 0) days (each such notice shall be 
referred to as a "Payment Demand"). 

(ii) Notify Permittee that it~ust submit a Security Deposit (as defmedin Section 8(d)) . 
for the maintenance obligation that is the subject of the Notice of Violation. Alternatively, 
the Director may initiate the procedures under Public Works Code Section 786 to revoke the 
Permit with respect to the particular portion of the Permit Area that is the subject of the Notice 
ofViolation and require a Right-of-Way Conversion (as defined in Section 5.9 .A) with respect 
to that area, in the Diiector' s .discretion. 
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(d) Security Deposit RequiTed for Uncured Default. 

If there is an Uncured Default as defined in Section 8( c) of this Agreement, then within 
thirty (30) business days· of the Director's request, Permittee shall deposit with the Depa.rifnent via 
the Permit Manager -of the Bureau of Street Use and Mapping (or successor Bureau) the sum of no 
less than twice the annual cost of maintenance as set forth in the Maintenance Plan on file with the 
Director (the "Security Dep,osit") with respectto the mainten~ce oblig~tion that is the subject of. 
the Uncured DefaUlt, to secure Permitte-e's faithful performance ofall t~rms and conditions of this 
Agreement, including~ without limitation, its obligation to. maintain the PROW in the condition 
that the Director deems acceptable. When Per.mlttee delivers the Security Deposit to the 
Department pursuant to the foregoing .senten:c~, the Department shall have the right to reqUire 
Permittee to proportionately increase the amount of the Security. Deposit by an amount that reflects 
the increase in the Consumer Price Index Urban Wage Earner$-and Clerical Workers (base years 
1982-1984 = 100) for San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose area published by the United· States 

. Depaitment of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics ("Index") published most immediately preceding 
the date the amount of the Security Deposit was established and the Index published most 
immediately preceding the date .the Department delivers written notice of the increase in the 
Securit<; Deposit. The .amount of the Security :Qeposit shall not limit Pewittee' s obligations under 
this Agieement. . 

Permittee agrees that the Department may, but shall not be required to, apply the Security 
Dep.osit in whole· or in part to remedy any damage to the PROW caused by Permittee, its agents, 
or the gener_al public using the Permit Area to the extent that the Director ofPublicW orks required 
Permittee to perform such remediation under this Agreement and Permittee failed to do so, or 
Permittee failed to per~orm any other terms, covenants, or conditions contained herein (including, 

· but not limited to; the payment of any sum due to the.Department hereup.der either before or after 
a default). Notwithstarrding the preceding, the Department does not waive any of the Department's 
other rights and remedies hereunder or at law or in equity against the Permittee should Department . 
use all or a portion cifthe Security Deposit. Upon terminatioJ?, of the Permitted Activities after an 
Jv.IEP Termination Event as described herein, the Department shall return any unapplied portion of 
the Security Deposit to Permittee, less any administrative processing cost. 

Should the Department use any portion of the Security Deposit to cure any Uncured 
Default, Permittee shall replenish the Security Deposit to the original amount within ten (1 0) days 
of the date of a written demand from the Department for reimbursement of the Security Deposit. 
Subject to the following sentence, the Permittee's obligation to 'replenish the Security Deposit shall 

· continue for two (2) years from tlie date of the initial payment of the Security Deposit unless the 
Director, in his or her sole discretion, agrees to a shorter period; provided, however, that if the 
Director does not issue a new Notice .of Violation related to the issues triggering the Jv.IEP 
Termination Event for a period of one year from the date of the irritial payment of the Security 
Deposit, then, upon. Permittee's written request, the Director shall submit a check request to City's 
Controller's Office to have any remaining Security Deposit, less any administrative proce;>sing 

· cost, delivered to Permittee. The Department's obligations with respect to the· Security Deposit 
are ~olely that of debtor and not trustee. The Department shall not be required to keep the Security 
Deposit sep.arate from its general funds, and Permittee shall not be entitled to· interest on the 
Security Deposit. The amount of the Security Deposit shall in no way limit the liabilities of 
Permittee under any provision of the Permit or this Agreement. Upon termination of the Permitted 
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Activities after an J'v:lEP Termination Event, the Departme:nt shall return any unapplied portion of 
the Security Deposit to Permittee, less a'ny administrative processing cost. · 

(e) Demand for Uncured Default Costs. Where the Permittee, or the owner of the 
Fronting Property associated with the Permit Area that is the subject ofthe Notice of Violation, 
has faikd to timely remit the funds described in a Payment Demand, the Security Deposit, or to · 
pay the City's costs associated with the City's performance of a Right-of-Way Conversion 

. (collectively, "Uncured Default Costs"), the Director may initiate lien proceedings against the 
Fronting Property Owner for the amount of the Uncured Default Costs pursuant to Public Works 
Code Sections 706.4 through 706.7, Public Works Code Section 706.9, Administrative Code 
Sectio:r;t 80. 8( d), or any other remedy in equity or at law. 

9. CO:M:PLIANCE WITH LAWS 

. Permittee shall, at its expense, conduct and cause to be conducted all activities under its 
control on the PROW allowed hereunder in a safe and prudent manner and in compliance with all 
laws, regulations, codes, ordinances, and orders of any governmental or other regulatory entity 
(including, without litritation, the .ti...m.ericans '.:vith Disabilities Aet and any other disability access 
laws), whether presently in effect or subsequently adopted and whether or not in the contemplation 
ofthe parties. Permittee shall, at its sole expense, procure and maintain in force at all times during 
its use of the PROW any and all business and other licenses or approvals necessary to conduct the 
Permitted Activities. Nothing herein shalllimitin imy way Permittee's obligation to obtain any 
required regulatory approvals from City departments, boards, or commissions or . other 
governmental regulatory authorities or limit in any way City's exercise of its police powers. At 
the Director's written request, Permittee shall deliver written evidence of any such regulatory 
approvals Permittee is required to obtain for any of the PermittedActiyities. · 

10. SIGNS 

Permittee shall not place, erect, or maintain any sign, advertisement, banner, or similar 
object on or about the PROW without the Director's written prior consent, which the Director may 
give or withhold in its sole discretion; provided, however, that Permittee may install any temporary 
sign that is reasonably necessary to protect public health or safety during the performance of a 
Permitted Activity. . · . 

11. UTILITIES 

The Permittee shall be responsible for locating and protecting in place all above and below 
grade utilities from damage, when Permittee, or its authorized agent, elects to perform any work 
in, on, or adjacent to the Permit Area. If necessary prior to or during the Permittee's execution of 
any work, including Permitted Activities, a utility requires temporary or permanent relocation, tlie 
Permittee shall obtain written approval from the utility owner and shall arrange and pay for all 
costs for relocation. If Permittee damages any utility during execution of its ·work, the Permittee 
shall notify the utility owner and arrange and pay for all costs for repair. Permittee shall be solely 
responsible for arranging and paying_ directly to the City or utility company for any utilities or 
services necessary for its activities hereunder. 
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·Permittee shall be responsible for installing, maintaining, and paying for utility services 
necessary to support any Improvements, such as light fixtures, water fountains, storm drains, etc. 
in the Permit Area that are included in the Permit. 

12. NO COSTS TO CITY; NO LIENS 

. Pen:llittee shall bear all costs or expenses of any kind or natur.e in connection with its use 
of the PROW pursuant to this Agreement, and shall keep the PROW free and clear of any liens or 
9laims of lien ·arising out of or in any way 9onnected with its (and not others') use of the PROW 
pursuant to this Agreement. 

13. "AS IS, WHERE IS, WITH ALL FAULTS;, CONDITION OF PROW; DISABILITY 
ACCESS; DISCLAIMER OF REPRESENTATIONS. 

Permittee acknowledges and agrees that Permittee shall install the Improvements 
contemplated in the permit application for the Iritprovements and has full knowledge of the 
·condition of the Improvements and the physical condition of the PROW. Permittee agrees to use 
the PROV/ in its "AS IS, WI-JERE IS, WITH ALL FAULTS" conditiqn, without representation or. 
_warranty of any kind by City, its officers, agents, or employees, including, without limitation, ·the 
~uitability, safety~ or .duration of availability of the PROW or ariy facilities oil the ·PROW for 
Permittee's perfm;niance of the Permitted Activities: Without limitfug .the foregoing, this 

. Agreement is made subject to all applicable laws, rules, and ordinances governi:p.g the use of the 
PROW, and to any and all covenants, conditions, restrictions, ~ncro~chments, occupancy, permits, 
and other matters affecting the PROW, whether foreseen or uDforeseen, and whether such matters 
are of record or would be disclosed by an accurate inspection or survey. It is Permittee's sole 
obligation to conduct an iridepend~nt investigation of the PROW and all matters relating to its use 
of the PROW hereunder, including, without limitation, the suitabilitY of the PROW for such uses. 
Permittee, at its. own expense, sh~l obtain such permission or other approvals from any third 
parties with existing rights as may be necessary for Permittee to make· use of the PROW in the 
manner contemplated hereby. 

Under California Civil Code Section l938, to· th~ extent applicable to this Agreement, 
Permittee is hereby advised that the PROW has not undergone i:pspection by a Certified Access 
~pecialist ("CAS") to determine whether it meets all applicable construction-related accessibility 
requirements. 

. . 

14. TERMS OF ASSIGNMENT;·. PERMIT BINDING· UPON SUCCESSORS AND 
. , I 

ASSIGNEES; NOTICE OF ASSIGNMENT 

(a) This Agreement shail be the obligation of Permittee and each future fee OWner of all 
or any ofthe Permittee's Property, and may not be assigned, conveyed, or otherwise transferred to 
any other party, including a homeowners' association or commercial owners' association 
established for the benefit of the Permittee, unless approved in writing by the Director. This 
Agreement shall bind Permittee,_ its successors and assignees, including all future fee owners of ali 
or any portion of the Fronting Property, with each successor or assignee being deemed to have 
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assumed the obligations under this Agreement at the time of acquisition of fee ownership or 
assignment; provided, however, that if any or all of the Fronting Property is converted into 
condominiums, the obligations of ·Permittee under this Agreement shall be those of the 
homeowners' association or commercial owners' association established for such condominiums, 
except the individual owners of such condominiums shall assume the Permittee's obligations in 
the event the homeowners association ceases to exist or fails to remit the Uncured Default Costs 
in the time that the Director specifies in the Payment Demand. 

It is intended that this Agreement binds the Permittee and all future fee owners of all or 
any of the Fronting Property only during their respective successive periods of ownership; and 
therefore, the rights and obligations of any Permittee or its respective successors and assignees 
under this Agreement shall terminate upon transfer, expiration, or termination. of its .interest in the 
Fronting Property, except that its liability for any violations of the requirements or restrictions of 
this Agreement, or any acts or omissions during ·such ownership, shall survive any transfer, 
expiration, or termination of its interest in the Fronting Property. 

Subject to 'the approval of the Director, which shall :not unreasonably be withheld, 
Permittee niay assign thls permit to a homeowners' association (for residential or rnixcd-usc 
properties), a commercial owners' association (for commercial properties) or a master as~ociation 
with jurisdiction over the Fronting Property by submitting a "Notice of Assignment" to\the 
Department. 

The Notice of Assignment shall include: 

(1) Identification of the Assignee and written acknowledgment of the Assignee's 
acceptance of the responsibilities under this permit; 

(2) The contact person for the Assignee and the contact information as required 
under Section 2. 7; 

(3) If the Assignee is a homeowners' association or commercial owners' association, 
a copy of recorded CC&Rs, if there are such CC&Rs evidencing (a) the homeowners 
association's or commercial owners association's obligation to accept maintenance 
responsibility for the subject Improvements consistent with this Agreement upon 
assignment; and (b) City's right to enforce maintenan~e obligations as a third-party 
beneficiary under such CC&Rs and the San Francisco Municipal Code; and 

( 4) A statement identi:fyip.g whether a Community Facilities District or other Special 
Tax Entity will expend monetary. or staff resources on the Permit area for maintenance or 
other activities; · · 

(5) A copy of the Assignee's general liability insurance that satisfies Section 7 and 
security :mder Section 8 if applicable; 

( 6) For encroachments with a construction cost of $1 million or greater, Assignee · 
must provide security in the form of a bond, other form of security acceptable to the 
Department, or payment into the Maintenance Endowment Fund in an amount required to 
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restore the public right-of-:way to a .condition satisfactory to the Public Works Director based 
on a cost that the City Engineer deterinines; and · · · · 

. . (7) Any other considerations necessary to promote the health, safety, welfare, 
including demonstration to the Dil;ector's satisfaction.that the Assignee has the mo:q.etary 
and/or staff resources are available and committed to perform the maintenance· obligation. 

Permittee shall submit to Public Works a Notice ofAssignment in a form acceptable to . 
Public Works. · Prior to approvitl from the Director, the Departi:nent shall provide a written 
Q.etermination that the proposed assignee satisfies Section 7 (Insurance) and Section 8 (Security). 
Following such assii?;nment, the oblig~tions of the assiglling Permittee shall be deemed rele.ased 
and the assigning Permittee shall have no obligations under this Agreement. 

(b). Lender. A "Lender" means the beneficiary named in any deed of trust that encumbers: 
all or a portion of the. Fronting PropertY and is. recorded in the Official Records of San Francisco . 
County (the "Deed of Trust"). All tights in the Fronting Property acquired by any party pursuant · 
to a Deed of Trust shall be subject to each and all ofthe requirements and obligations of the Permit 
and th1s Agreement and to all rights of City hereunder. Any Lender that takes possession m; 
acquires fee ownership of all or a portion of the Fronting Property shall automatically assume the 
Owner's obiigations'urider the Per'mit and this this Agreement for the. period that Lender holds 
possession or.fee ownership in the Fronting Property. None of such req~irements and obligations 
is or shall be waived by City by reason of the giving of such Deed of Trust, except as specifically 
waived by City in writing. · · · 

15. . TRANSFER AND ACCEPTANCE PROCEDURES 

This Permit, and the accompanying benefits and obligations are automatically transferred 
to any successor property owner(s). I{the Permittee is selling the property, the successor owner(s) 
shall submit contact information to the Department immediately upon closing on the property sale 
along with an aclaiowledgement that the successor owner(s) shall accept and assume all Permit 
responsibilities. The Depa:rtJ;nent may require that such a transfer be evidenced by a new written 
Agreem~nt with the Direptor and require evidence of msurance to be submitted within a specified 
period of time. 

16. POSSESSORY INTEREST TAXES 

. Permittee recognizes and understands that i:bJ.s Agreement may create a posses~ciry interest 
subject to property taxation with respeCt to p:dvately-owned or ·occupied property in the PROW, 
and that Permittee may be subject to the payme:p.t of property taxes· levied on such interest under 
applicable law. Permittee agrees to pay taxes of any kind, including any possessory interest tax, 
if any, that may be lawfully assessed on Permittee's mterest under this 'Agreement or use of the 
PROW pursuant hereto ·and to pay any other taxes, excises, licenses, permit charges, or 
assessments based on Permittee's usage of the PROW that may be imposed upon .Permittee by 
applicable law (collectively, a "Possessory Interest Tax"). Permittee shall pay all of such charges 
when they become due and payable and before delinquency. The parties hereto hereby 
acknowledge that the PROW will be a public open space during the term of this Agreement and 
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Permittee's use of the PROW pursuant to this Agreement is intended to be n6n~exclusive and non
possessory. 

17. PESTICIDE PROHIBITION 

Permittee shall comply with the. provisions of Section 3 08 of Chapter 3 of the San Francisco 
Environment Code (the 11Pesticide Ordinance11

) which (a) prohibit the use of certain pesticides on 
PROW, (b) require the posting of certain notices and the maintenance of certain records regarding 
pesticide usage and (c) require Permittee to submit to the Director an integrated pest management 
("IPM11

) plan that (i) lists, to the extent reasonably possible, the types and estimated quantities of 
pesticides that Permittee may need to apply to the PROW during the term of this Agreement, (ii) 
describes the steps Permittee will take to meet the City's IPMPolicy.described in Section 300 of 
the J:>esticide Ordinance, and (iii) identifies, by name, title, address and telephone number, an 
individual to act as the Permittee's primary IPM contact person with the City. In addition, 
Permittee shall comply with the requirements of Sections 303(a) and 303(b) of the Pesticide 
Ordinance. Nothing herein shall prevent Permittee, through the Director, from seeking a 
determination from the Commission on the Environment that it is exempt from complying with 
certait1 portions of the Pesticide Ordinance as provided ln Section 303 thereof. 

18. PROHIBITION OF TOBACCO SALES AND ADVERTISING 

Permittee acknowledges and agrees that no sale or advertising. of cigarettes or tobacco 
products is allowed on the PROW. This advertising prohibition includes the placement of the 
name of a comp<Uly producing, selling or distributing cigarettes or tobacco products or the name 
of any cigarette or tobacco product in any promotion of any event or product. This advertising 
prohibition does not apply to any advertisement sponsored by a state, local, nonprofit; or other 
entity designed to (a) communicate the health hazards of cigarettes and tobacco products, or (b) 
encourage people not to smoke or to stop smoking. 

19. PROHIBITION OF ALCOHOLIC BEVERA~E ADVERTISING 

Permittee acknowledges and agrees that no advertising of alcoholic beverages is allowed 
on the PROW. For purposes of this Section, 11alcoholic beverage11 shall be defmed as set forth in. 
California Business and Professions Code Section 23004, and shall not include cleaning solutions, 
medical supplies, and other products and substances not intended for drinking. This advertising 
prohibition includes the placement of the name of a company producing, selling, or distributing 
alcoholic ·beverages or the name of anY alcoholic beverage in any promotion of any event or 
product. This advertising prohibition does not apply to any advertisement sponsored by a state, 
local, nonprofit, or other entity designed to (a) communicate the health haiards of alcoholic 
beverages, (b) encourage people not to drink alcohol or to stop d.rinkjng alcohol, or (c) provide or 
publicize drug or alcohol treatment or rehabilitation services. 

20. CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

Through its execution of this Agreement, Permittee acknowledges that it is familiar with 
the provisions of Section i5.103 of the San Francisco Charter, Article III, Chapter 2 of City's 
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Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, and Sections 87100 et seq. and Sections 1090 et seq. 
of the Government Code of the State of California, and certifies that it does not know 9f any facts 
which would constitute a violation of said provisions;-and agrees that if Permittee becomes aware 
of any su~h fact durmg the term of this Agreement,' Permittee shall immediately notify the City. 

21.. FOOD SERVICE WASTE RED.UCTION 

If there is· a City permit or authorization for the Permit Area that will allow food service, 
Permittee agrees to comply fully with and be bound by all· of the provi.sions of the Food Service 
Waste Reduction Ordinance, as set .forth in the San Francisco Environment Code, Chapter 16, 
includfug the remedies provided therein, and implementing guidelines and rules. The provisions · 
of Chapter 16 are incorporated herein by reference and niade a part of this Agreement as though 
fully set ·forth herein aiJ,d the Permittee will be treated as a lessee for purposes of compliance with 
Chapter 16. This provision is a material term of this Agreement. By entering into this Agreement, 
Penhittee agrees· that if it breaches this provision, City v-jll suffer actual damages that will be 
impractical or extremely difficult to· determine. Without limiting ·city's other rig:P,ts and remedies, . 
Permittee agrees that the' sum of One Hundred Dollars ($100.00) liquidated daniages for the frrst 
breach, Two Hundred Dollars ($200.00) liqui~ated damages for the second breach in tht: si"lle 
year, and Five Hundred Dollars ($500.00) liquidated damages for subsequent breaches in the same 
year is a reasonable estimate of the damage that City will incur based on the violation, established 
in light·of the circumstances existing at the time this Agreement was made. Such amounts shall 
not be considered a penalty, but rather as mutually agreed upon monetary damages. sustained by 
City because of Permittee's failure to comply with this provision. 

22. GENER.AI,; PROVISIONS 

. Unless this Agreement provides otherwise: (a) This Agreement may· be amended or 
modified only in writing and signed by both the Directo,r and Permittee;· provide~ that.the Director 
shall have the right to terminate or revoke the Permit in accordance· with this Agreement. (b) No 
waiver by any party of any of the provisions of this Agreement shall be effective unless in writing 
and signed by an officer or other authorized representative, and orily to the· extent expressly 
provided in such written waiver. (c) All approvals and determinations of City requested, Tequired, 
or permitted hereunder may be made in the sole and absolute discretion of the Director or other 
authorized City official. (d) This Agreement (including its Attachments and associated documents 
hereto), the Permit, the .Board of Supervisors legislation approving the Permit, and any 

· authorization to proceed, discussions, understandings, and agreements are merged herein .. (e) The 
section and other headings of this Agreement are for convenience of reference only and shall be 
disregarded in the interpretation of this Agreement. Director shall have the sole discretion to 
interpret and make ·decisions regarding any and all. discrepancies, conflicting statements, and 

. omissions found in the Permit; Agreement,· the Agreement's Attachments and· associated 
documents, and Construction Plans, if applicable. (f) Time is of the essence in each and evei:y 
provision hereof. (g) This Agreement shall be governed by California law and the City's Chaiter. 
(h) If either party· co:rnrriences an action against the other or a dispute arises under this Agreement, 
the prevailing party shall be entitled to rec.over from the. other re.asonable attorneys' fees and costs. 
For purposes hereof, reasonable attorneys' fees of City shall be based on the fees reg\]].arly charged 
by private attorneys in San Francisco with comparable experience, notwithstanding the City's use · 
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of its own attorneys. (i) If Permittee consists of more than one person, then the obligations of each 
person shall be joint and severaL· (j) This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit 
of the parties and their respective heirs, representatives, successors, and assigns. (k) City is the 
.sole beneficiary of Permittee's obligations under this Agreement. Nothing contained herein shall 
be deemed to be a gift or dedication to the general public or for any public purposes whatsoever, 
nor shall it give rights to the parties expressly set forth above. Without lll:niting the foregoing, 
nothing herein creates a private right of action by any person or entity other than the City. (1) This 
Agreement does not create a partnership or joint venture between the City and Permittee as to any 
activity conducted by Permittee in its performance of its obligations under this Agreement. 
Permittee shall not be dee;med a state actor with respect to any activity conducted by Permittee on, 
in, around, or under the Improvements pursuant to this Agreement 

23. INDE:MNIFICATION 

Permittee, on behalf of itself and its successors and assigns ("Indemnitors"), shall 
·indemnify, defend, and hold harmless ("Indemnify") the City including, but not limited to, all of 
its boards, commissions, departments, agencies, and other subdivisions, including, . without 
"'I. ,;. ' • • ,; ..... .. ll £ •1 1 • , 1 . -1 • rl . unmanon, me veparlrnent; and. a 0.1 tile nerrs, 1ega1 representatives, successors, anu. assigns 
(individually and collectively, the "Indemnified Parties"), and each of them, for any damages the 
Indemnified Parties may be required to pay as satisfaction of any judgment or settlement of any 
claim( collectively, "Claims"), mcurred in connection with or arising in whole or in part from: (a) 
any accident, injlJ!:y to or death of a person, or loss of or damage to property, howsoever or by 
whomsoever caused, occurring ill or about the Permit Area arising from the Permitted Activities, 
with the exception of Claims arising from the City's failure to maintain one or more Improvements 
after agreeing to perform such maintenance and accepting funding from Permittee for that purpose;· 
(b) any default by such Indemnitors in the observation or performance of any of the terms, 
covenants, or conditions ofthis Permitto be observed or performed on such Indemnitors' part; and 
(c) any release or discharge, or threatened release or discharge, of any Hazardous Material caused 
or allowed by Indemnitors in, under, on, or about the Permit Area arising from the Permitted 
Activities. Permittee on behalf of the Indemnitors specifically acknowledges and agrees that the 
Indemnitors have an immediate-and independent obligation to defend the City from any claim 
which actually or potentially falls within this Indemnity even if such allegation is· or may be 
groundless, fraudulent, or false, which obligation arises at the time such Claim is tendered to such 
Indemnitors by the City and continues at all times thereafter. Permittee agrees that the 
indemnification obligations assumed· under this Permit shall survive expiration of the Permit or 
completion of work. It is expressly understood and agreed that the applicable Indemnitor shall 
only be responsible for claims arising or. accruing during its period of ownership of the Fronting 
Property. · · 

24. SEVERABTI.,ITY 

If any provision of this Agreement or. the application thereof to any person, entity or 
circumstance shall be invalid or unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement, or the application 
of such provision to persons, entities, or circumstances other than those as to which it is invalid or 
unenforceable, shall not be affected thereby, and each other provision of this Agreement shall be 
valid and enforceable to the fullest extent permitted by law, except to the extent that enforcement 
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of tbis Agreement without the invalidated provision would be unreasonable or inequitable under 
all the circumstances or would frustrate a fundamental purpose of tbis Agreement. 

25. FORCE MAJEURE 

If Permittee is delayed, interrupted, or. prevented· from performing any of its obligations 
under tbis Agreement, excluding all obligations. that may be satisfied by the payment of money or 
provision of materials within the control.ofPermittee, and such delay, interruption, or prevention. 
is due to frre, natural disaster, act of God, civil insurrection, federal or state governmental act or 
failure to act, labor dispute, unavailability of materials, or any cause outside such Party's 
reasonable control, then, provided .written notice of such event and the effect on the Party's 
performance is given to the other Party.within.tbirty (30) days of the occurrence of the event, the 
tinie . for performance of the affected obligations of that Party shall be extended for a period 
equivalent to the period of such delay, interruption, or prevention. 

[Signature Page to Follow] 
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In witness whereof the undersigned Permittee(s) have executed this agreement this 
_____ day of , 20_. 

PERMITTEE: 

650 INDIANA STREET, LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company 

Fronting Property Owner or.Official 
authorized to bind Permittee 

(Rob Davidson, 650 Indiana Street; LLC 
Owner) 

(Lou Vasquez, BUILD Principal) 

IA;;o\~I'Y pu. blic or ~!ii;;;Qm~;;;,,;;;,i;;tl~g this certifitate.~n\ity~~fti;;r 
lnrJIVIOU~I who signed the document to which this certificate is attached and not the 
[!;l~lfl•lnosJ~~va!idily of that document. ' 

Stat~ofC~Iiforn!a Ccunt:;of_ti~dic.O . ·}ss. ' 
On..ll}1j_a_beio:ama,~4U--l.e,/ ,Nora~•Pub!~~. ! 
pr.l'$01\hlly ar~sared _ __/~rct;rlvt,l V4~+vt..:z-_, i 
who pr·'lvoclto me on .the baSTs of s~isfac Ofy evidence to be the person(S} whose : 
nmne{s) is!are subscnbed io the within lns!rument and acknowledged Ia me that ! 
h~lfhc:lthey .:::eculed the same in his,1mr.'their authorized capacity(ies), and that by J 
h.s;h~r,1h~li S1gna~ur~(s) on the lnstrJment t~e person(s), or lhe· entity upw behalf oi I 
Whtdl t~!3 psrsonts) acted, executed the insttvmenl I certify u;;der PEW1tTY OF 1 
PEI~JURYund~r LIJe lsws Oi the Stats of California lhat the foregoing paraarapllls trua : 
undcormct. WlYNESSmyhandandofficialseal. ... ... 1 

. 1 

J ....... _. ""' ........ """ ....... A- .... 1 
ALAN LEONG • ~ Notary Public- California~ 

~ · San Francisco County ~ 
Commission# 2239177 "" 

My Comm. Expires May 19, 2022. 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, a 
municipal corporation. 

City Engineer of San Francisco 

Director ofPublic Works 
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In witness whereof the undersigned Permittee(s) have executed this agreement this 
lif nr day of .JiwiA~ , 20£j_. . 

PERMITTEE: 

650 INDIANA STREET, LLC, a Delaware 
limited liability company 

Fronting Property Owner or Official 
authorized to bind Permittee 

(Rob Davidson, 650 Indiana Street, LLC 
Owner) 

Secondary Official authorized to bind 
Permittee · 

(Lou Vasquez, BUILD Principal) 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS, a 
municipal corporation 

City Engineer of San Francisco 

Director ofPublic Works 
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ACKNOWLEDGMENT 

A notary public or other officer completing this 
certificate verifies only the identity of the individual 
who signed the document to which this certificate is 
attached, and riot the truthfulness, accu~acy, or 
validity of that document. 

State of California 
County of Sot" fc"'"c;sc;o ) 

before me,Th..k C?/pt ,A-10ll\t\. ~r~ .Pvb\: C. 
(insert name and title bf the offic r) 

personally appeared Rober+ fL.esor txA l);d~t\ 0r 
whoproved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are 
subscribed to t[1e within instrument and acknowledged to me that he/she/they executed the same in 
his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the 
person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the person(s) acted, executed the instrument. 

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing 
paragraph is true and correct. 

WITNESS my hand and official seal. · 

Signature-~:.____~-------.,------ (Seal) 
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ATTAC:IIMENT 1 
DESCRIPTION/LOCATION OF PERMITTEE'S .PROPERTY 

The Land referred to is situated in the County of San Francisco, City of San Francisco, 
State of California, and is de~cribed as follows: 

Assessor's Block and Lot#: Block #4041, Lot #009. 

The residential development is located at block 4041, lot 009. The address of the 
~evelopment is 660-680 Indiana Street. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

DESCRIPTION/LOCATION OF PERMIT AREA AND THE IMPROVEMENTS 

The Right-Of-Way Improvements, or Dogpatch. Arts Plaza (Permit Area), is located on 
dead-end portion of 19th Street, west oflndiana Street, on 8,000 SF of Public Right-Of-Way. The 
Improvements consist of an 8,000 sq. ft. arts-focused public plaza on full width of 19th Street, 
consisting of bleacher seats, landscaping improvements, movable planters, drainage system, 
temporary/removable art pieces/sculptures, and lighting, as more particularly described in Concept 
Plans attached to the Planning. Commission staff report for the hearing on May 15, 2014 (Case No. 
2014.0092U) (the "Dogpatch Arts Plaza Improvements"). 

i 
i 
I 
I 
I 

' l <;; 
lPE~liNE~-~---

700 JNDIANA STREET 
BLOCK #4062, LOT #007 
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Maintenance Plan. 

ATTACHMENT 3 

MAINTENANCE PLAN 
. . 

PermitNo.: 14ME-0023 

(LIST OF TASKS/SERVICES AND COSTS) 

The folloWing scope of work is. intended to define, describe, state, ~d outline the 
· Pe!mittee's maintenance, repair, and replacement obligations.witbiri. the Permit Area and the . 

Public Right-of-Way. 

I. DAILY SERVICES. (General laborer at 0.5 hours per day, 7 days per week, at a 
rate of $20 per hour) · · · · 

The Encroachment Permit area and its perimeter is to be kept deem. and neat, free 
from trash, debris, fallen leafs and waste. ·Each day Owner is expected. to perform. 
the following minimum cleaning operations: .. 

A. General Maintenance 

1. Wipe and clean all fixed plaza elements. including seating; planters, benches, 
lamps, ;railings,· drinking fountain, signs and.' other surfaces. 

2. Remove foreign matter from sidewalks and tree ·containers surroUnding trees 
·before 8:00am. 

3. Sweep or blow clean all walkways, curbs and gutters within and around Public 
Right-of-Way.· 

4. Inspect for graffiti daily and remove graffiti within the earlier to occur of the 
following: (1) forty-eight hours of discovery by Owner or (2) upon receiving any 
written City request for such removal; "Gra:f:5.ti" means any inscription, word, 
figure, marking or design that is affixed, marked, etched, scratched, drawn or 
painted on any building, structure, fixture or other improvement on the Public 
Right,.of-J1 ay' whether permanent or temporary, including by way of example 
only and without limitation, signs, banners, billboards or fencing, without the · 
consent of the City or its authorized agent. "Graffiti" shall not include: (1) any 
sign or banner that is authorized by, and in compliance with, the applicable 
requirements of the San Francisco Public Works Code, the San Francisco 
Planning Code or the San Francisco Building Code; (2) any mural or other 
painting authorized to be in the Public Right-of-Way, either permanent or 
temporary; or (3) any sign or banner that is authorized by the City's Director of · 
Public Works. 

B. Trash 

. 1. Keep trash areas clean and swept and maintain adequate bins for i;rash< or as 
otherwise directed in writmg by City's Director ofPublic Works. 
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2. Empty trash, causing deposited items to be thrown away as appropriate and re
line bins. 

II. WEEKLY SERVICES (General laborer at 0.5 hours per qay, 7 days per week, at 
a rate of $20 per hour) · 

A. Landscaping 

1. Tree maintenance, as needed. 
2. Prune back shrubs. 
3. Water all plants as necessary to keep green a:lld in good condition. 
4. Collect all dead leaves. · 
5. Prooe all groundcover overhanging onto. walkways and grass areas. 
6. Remove litter and leaves from plants; planters and tree wells. 

· 7. Remove any broken or fallen branches from trees; remove sucker growth from 
tree trunks. 

8. . Remove any weeds larger than 2 inches (5 em) high or wide (at the designated 
time for performing the weekly services) from planters. Weeds 2 inches (5 em) 
and larger must be removed, not just killed. 

9. Replace bark mulch or rocks that have been knocked or washed out of planters or 
planting areas. Smooth mulch,or rock layer if it has been disturbed. 

10. Check plants for signs of stress or disease. Replace any plants that meet 
conqitions for replacement (such as dying or dead plants). 

11. Hand water any plants thatare dry and stressed. 
12. Treat for any signs of disease or pest infestation. Report to City any treatments 

for disease or pest control. . 
13. Check the irrigation system. Make emergency and routine repairs. as needed. 

· 14. Adjust the irrigation controllers for current water needs of plants. 

B. Drain covers to be checkedand debris cleared away as needed. 

C. Power wash all sidewalks and paved areas two. (2) times a week and as needed 
during any rainy season. · 

I). Wash trash bins weekly. 

E. Clean, wipe and polish all lamps (high to low areas) and signs; 

IV. YEARLY (Maintenance & Repairs at" 60 hours per year at a rate of $20 per hour). 
No permanent city artwork or additional annual maintenance activities. 

A. Trim trees annually unless needed on a more regular basis or as required on a 
case-by -case basis. · 

B. Every two years, apply anti-graffiti' coating to all surfaces except for the City 
artwork, if any is included in the design. 
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C. Every three years apply concrete reveal. 

V. GENERAL 
All repairs ap_d replacements made by Owner ·or its employees, 

contractors, subcontr~ctors, .agents or representatives within the Public Right-of
Way as part of the Maintenance Work shall be performed: (a) at no cost to the 
City; (b) wi:th materials and techniques that are equal or better in quality, value 
at;ld utility to the original material or installation, if related to repair or 
replacement of existing improvements; (c) in a manner and using equipment and 
materials that will not unreasonably interfere with.or impair the operations,' use or 
occupation of the Public Right-of-Way; and (d) in accordance with all applicable 
laws, rules and regulations. 

If any Maintenance W orlc performed by or fm; Owrier in the Public Right
of-Way does not meet the quality standards set forth herein, as determined by the 
Director of Public Works or the Director of the City's Depari:Jnent of the. 

· ?nvironment, such work shall be re-done by Ovvner at its sole cost .. 
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EVENTS EXPENSES 
Roh;tirig scuipt~re .Ai-t_ist fees (annual lease) 
Promotional supplies 
Event Utilities** 
TOTAL EVENT EXPENSES 

~LN,f~:_~A~!=E E><~Ns.~s . · 
LANDSCAPE 
Monthly Contract Maintenance 
.Annual Plant Replacements Allowance/Irrigation 
GENERAl MAINTENANCE· 
Labor Allocation for Plaza deaning/Portering Services 
Bi-Annual Po\liler Wash (spot sand blasting) 
Touch Ups (paint, metal & wood refinish) 
Plumbing I Eiectricai Alloeatlon 
Mise Supply I Materials Allocation 
TOTAL MAINTENANCE EXPENSE 

.OPERATIONS ExPENSES· 
rr~~a 'lns~r~nce.(li~'biiit¥, pi-opertvl 
TOTAL OPERATIONS EXPENSE 

TOTAL PLAZA EXPENSES 

$ 
$ 
$ 
$ 

$ 
$ 

·$ 
$ 
$ 
(: .,.. 
$ 
$ 

·s 
$ 

$ 

200 $ 
50.00 $ 

$ 
250 $ 

..... : ... 't: .. 

200 $ 
50 $ 

1,260 $ 
21 $ 

333 $ 
50 $ 
68 $ 

1,983 $. 

300 $ 
300 $ 

2,533 $ 

*Additional revenue from events will be used for-plaza-specific programming. 
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•:-.-

2,400 
600 Estimate by Place Lab 

3,000 

-: ::·~ .-.,' 

2,400 
600 

•15,120 2017-2018 Yr 1 Actual expense 
250 

4,000 
600 
820 1 

23,790 

... <·~ .. ~~;;~~~ .... ,. ___ ... :, '1_: . 

3,600 2017-2018 Yr 1 actual expense 
3,600 

30,390 

**All vendors using the plaza for an event will be charged for any water and electricity that they use. 
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PermitNo.: 14ME-0023 

ATTACHMENT 4 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE MANUALS 
(IF APPLICABLE) 

37 
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PARTNERS 
DAP is the product of numerous partnerships and collaborations. From the outset, Build Public has worked 
closely with multiple City agencies, members of the Dogpatch com111unity, and countless design and 
engineering consultants. Build Public has also engaged· the· art community to help curate the plaza and 
establish a framework for ongoing management 
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TYPICAL DAY SITE PLAN 

....... 
00 
N 
....... 

SITE LIGHTING 

@ MastLight 

® TreeLight 

@ StepLight 

@ Bleacher Security Light 

SITE ELEMENTS 

0 

0 

Caltrans Embankment 
Landscape improvem_ents- tree planting 
(within Caltrans R.O.W.) 

-Urban Bleacher 
Concrete bleacher with corten facing, wood seats 
and single specimen tree 

0 ADA Accessible Seating Locations 
4 Spaces total 

0 Security Fence and Gate 

(D Custom Moveable Seating & Planters 

0 Designated Area for Cafe Tables and Chairs 
Furnishings not in project scope, to be provided by 
cafe owner 

Q) 

® 

® 

® 

-® 

Plaza Floor & Designated Area for Large Scale 
Art Installations -
High quality cast in place concrete with ground 
finish 

Loading Zone 
Painted loading zone 

Metal Planters at Cafe 
Provided by cafe owner 

Curb Cut- Vehicle Access (10'-0"Wide) 
Limited access for Cresco Equipment Rental and 
plaza programs. 

Bike Racks 
SF city standard bike racks 

@ Removable Bollards 
Plaza bolfards deployed during business hours to 
limit pedestrian access. Removed nights/weekends 
and during events. 

@ Tree Planting 
Specimen tree and planting area 

@ Gravel Apron 

@) Gallery Wall at Cresco Building 

@ Guardrail and Handrail 
Wire mesh inti// and wood top rail 

@ Permeable Paving/Tree Drainage Zone 

~1llti111# !PM M M !MP\&11 

Cresco Neavv 
Equipment·Ji:ental 
(Existing) 

: 
; ) 

0 
: ~ -; 

: ) : 

~(!) ' 

~; 

,.-

660-680 Indi<:ma 
(Proposed M\llti- Family 
Housing Project) 
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EVENT DAY/WEEKEND SITE. PLAN 

SITE LIGHTING 

0 MastLight 

® TreeLight 

@ StepLight 

® Bleacher Security Light 

SITE ELEMENTS 

0 

0 

0 

Caltrans Embankment 
Landscape improvements- tree planting 
(within Caltrans R.O.W.) 

Urban Bleacher 
Concrete bleacher with corten facing, wood seats 
and single specimen tree 

ADA Accessible Seating Locations· 
4 Spaces total 

0 Security Fence and Gate 

® 
0 

0 

® 

® 

·® 

® 

@. 

® 

® 
@ 

® 

® 

Custom Moveable Seating & Planters 

Designated Area for Cafe Tables and Chairs 
Furnishings not in project scope, to be provided by 
cafe owner 

Plaza Floor & Designated Area for Large Scale 
Art Installations . 
High quality cast in place concrete with ground 
finish 

Loading Zone 
Painted loading zone 

Metal Planters at Cafe 
Provided by cafe owner 

Curb Cut- Vehicle Access (1 0'-0" Wide) 
Limited access for Cresco Equipment Rental and 
plaza programs. 

Bike Racks 
SF city standard bike racks 

Removable Bollards 
Plaza bo/lards deployed during business hours to 
limit pedestrian access. Removed nights/weekends 
and during events. 

Tree Planting 
Specimen tree and planting area 

Gravel Apron 

Gallery Wall at Cresco Building 

Guardrail and Handrail 
Wire mesh infi/1 and wood toprail 

Permeable Paving/Tree Drainage Zone 

Cresco Heavy · 
Equipment Rental 
(J;xisting) 
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~ @ ;l r ___ -g:·r 

.... . ' ..:.. : 

·~···!· 

... -~- --:;- ·: . 

0 .... 1''&'-· 
~ - ~.. ;.: -
.@. I 

·'-·-· -1--

't<!> I 
I 

: 
! 

' 

660-680 Indiana 
(Proposed Multi- Family 
Housing Project) 
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STEWARDSHIP 
Dog patch & NVV ·Potrero Hill Green Benefit District 

• Formed in 2015 

• Property assessment district similar to 
· CBDs or BIDs, but geared towards 
residential districts 

• First of it's kind in California 

• Governed by nonprofit board 

Annual assessment revenue: $590K 

;;;. Funding categories: 
N 
(A) 

• Maintenance (31 °/o) 

• Capital Improvements (32o/o) 

Accountability, Transparency, & 
Citizen Services (23°/o) 

• Operations & Contingency (14o/o) · 

• Rates: 

• Res:·$0.0951/sf bldg area 

• Industrial: $0.0475 

• Greenspace: $0.0238 
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• Vacant/Parking Lots: $0.0951 . For more info: g.reenbenefit.org r-1--l. l 
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SF PLAZA PROGRAM 
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The SF Plaza Program is an exciting new urban plaza stewardship program 
designed to empower local efforts in creating more innovative, sustainable and 
livable solutions that support San Francisco's many vibrant. communities. San 
Francisco's plazas are vital to the livability of the City because they create a sense of 
place and-community for residents and visiitors to enjoy the local neighborhoods. 

Program Benefits 
• Streamlined permitting for special events 
• Enhanced interagency coordination 
• Community programming & activation 
•. Connecting communities with open spaces 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

TO: 
FROM: 

r~: . ' ·. ·-' ,. .. , ( \, ' 
'. 

...... '--' -· -

LONDON N. BREED 
MAYOR 

RE: 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Kanishka Karunaratne Cheng r XP / 
Street Encroachment Permit.,.- bogp'atch Arts Plaza on a Portion of 19th 
Street 

DATE: 1/15/2019 

Resolution granting revocable permission to 650 Indiana Street LLC, the property 
owner of 650 Indiana Street {Assessor's Parcel Block No. 4041, Lot No. 009), to 
occupy and maintain a portion of the 19th Street public right-of-way between . 
Indiana Street and Interstate Highway 280 with an.arts-focused public pedestrian 
olaza. acceotim:t an offer of public improvements and dedicating the 
• ~ • - ' 00 A -

improvements to public use, adopting environmental findings under the 
California Environmental Quality Act, and making findings of consistency with 
the General Plan and priority policies of Planning Code, Section 1 01.1. 

Please note that Supervisor Walton is a co-sponsor of this legislation. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Kanishka Karunaratne Cheng at 415-
554-6696. 

1 DR. CARL TON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONEi ij~ 554-6141 
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