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FILE NO. 190027 MOTION NO. 

1 [Final Map 9530 - 595 Mariposa Street]· · 

2 

3 Motion approving Final Map 9530, a 20 residential unit new condominium project, 

4 located at 595 Mariposa Street, being a subdivision ·of Assessor's Parcel Block 

5 No. 3995, Lot No. 022; and adopting findings pursuant to the General Plan, and the 

6 eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 1 01.1. 

7 

8 MOVED, That the certain map entitled "FINAL MAP 9530", a 20 residential unit new 

9 condominium project, located at 595 Mariposa Street, being a subdivision of Assessor's 

10 Parcel B"lock No. 3995, Lot No. 022, comprising two sheets, approved November 29, 2018, by 

11 Department of Public Works Order No. 200255. is hereby approved and said map is adopted 

12 as an Official Final Map 9530; and, be it 

13 · FURTHER MOVED, That the San Francisco Board of Supervisors adopts as its own 

14 and incorporates by reference herein as though fully set forth the findings made by the · 

15 Planning Department, by its letter dated January 18, 2018, that th~ proposed subdivision is 

16 consistent with the General Plan and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, ·. 

17 Section 101.1; and, be it 

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

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

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

21 Statement as set forth herein; and, be it 

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

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

24 amendments thereto. 

25 

Public Works 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1 
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Bruce R. Storrs, PLS 

City and County Surveyor · 

Public Works 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 60052296-BFAD-4637-B59F-600A2E1E2312 

City and County of San Francisco 

London N. Breed, Mayor 
Mohammed Nuru, Director 

San Francisco Public Works 

GENERAL ·DIRECTOR'S OJ;FICE 
City Hall, Room 348 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, S.F., CA 94102 

. (415) 554-6920 !ill wWw.SFPublicWorks.org 

Public Works Order No: 200255 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC WORKS 

APPROVING FINAL MAP 9530, 595 MARIPOSA STREET, A 20 UNIT RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM 
PROJECT, BEING A SUBDIVISION OF LOT 022 IN ASSESSORS BLOCK NO. 3995 (OR ASSESSORS 
PARCEL NUMBER 3995-022). [SEE MAP] 

A 20 UNIT RESIDENTIAL CONDOMINIUM PROJECT 

The City Planning Department in its letter dated JANUARY 18, 2018 stated that the subdivision is 
consistent with the General Plan and the· Priority Policies of City Planning Code Section 1 01.1. 

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

Transmitted herewith are the following: 

1. One (1) paper copy of the Motion approving said map- one (1) copy in electronic format. 
2. One (1) mylar signature sheet and one (1) paper set of the "Final Map 9530", comprising 2 sheets. 
3. One (1) copy of the Tax Certificate from the Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector certifying that there are 

no liens against the property for taxes or special assessments collected as taxes. 
4. One (1) copy of the letter dated January 18, 2018, from the City Planning Department stating the subdivision 

is consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies set forth in City Planning Code Section 1 01.1. 

It is recommended that the Board of Supervisors adopt this legislation. 

RECOMMENDED: APPROVED: 

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

1670 



DocuSign Envelope ID: 60052296-BFAD-4637-B59F-600A2E1E2312 
' 

X 
Nuru, Moha ~1j4SAB17F474FA .. , 

County su·rveyor Director 

1 6 71 



City and County of San Francisco 
San Francisco Public Works· .Bureau of Street-Use and Mapping 

1155 M<~rket Street, 3rd Floor· S~n Fr<~ndsco, CA. 94103 
sfpublicworks.org · tel415-554-5810 · fax 415-554-6161 

TENTATIVE MAP DECISION 
Date: November29, 2017 Project ID f:!Ei30 

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

Project Type ~0 Residential Units New Condominium Project 
~ddress# . ~treetName !Block p_ot 

595 1\'lARIPOSAST 13995 P22 
1 entative Map Referral 

Attention: Mr. Scott F. Sanchez 

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

Sincerely, 

ON: cn=ADRIAN VERHAGEN, o, ou=DPWw WD-RIAN--··---··-·· .. DlgH•IIY:;:;;;;;;;;w:;vE-,;~-;;~1' 
j BSM, ema\l=adrian.veltlagen@sfdpw.org, · 

~~f3.H~~EN_ ~Y.~2017:'':2917:10:2a:"•·~·· . _ 
for, Bruce R. Storrs, P L.S. 
City and County Surveyor 

r--7~1 The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable . 
provl's1ons of the Planning Code. On balance, the Tentative Map is consistent with the General Plan and the Priority Policies 
of Planning Code Section 101.1 based on the attached ftndings. The subject referral is exempt from California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) e:rwironmental review as 
categorically exempt Class§_~.:_--~], CEQA Determination Datefst.24i2i:i1~-~- ··-~·::·OJ, based on the attached checklist. 

[' .. _ -~ The subject Tentative Map has been reviewed by the Planning Department and does comply with applicable 
prov!s!ons of the Planning Code subject to the attached conditions. · 

[_~] The subject T~ntative Map has been revi~wed by the Planning Department an~ does not comply with applicable 
prov1s10ns of the Planmng Code due to the followmg reason(s): · · 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Dateft/18/-Ts --
..t . ~- ,. . ~ • -

f '.~..... ··- -· ' 

Planner's Name !jeffrey speirs 

for, Scott F. SmChe~, zolling Administrator 
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SAN FRANCiSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

Case No.: 
Project Address: 
Zoning: 

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

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

2014.1!?79E 
595 Mariposa Street 
UMU (Urban Mixe4 Use) Zoning District 
58-X Height and Bulk District 

Life Science and Medical ~pedal Use District 
3995/022 
3,800 square feet 
Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (C~tralWaterfront) 

Riyad Ghannam, RG Architecture.~ (415) 699-3640 
Don Lewis- (415) 575-9168 
don.lewis@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.556.6377 

The pro}ect site is located on the southeast corner of Tennessee and Mariposa streets on the block 
bounded by Mariposa Street to the north, Third Street to the east, 18th Street. to the south, and Tennessee · 

Street to the west in, the Central Waterfront neighborhood. The project site is currently vacant with no 
structures. The proposed project involves the construction of a 58-foot-tall (73-foot-tall with elevator 

penthouse), five-story, 20-Unit, residential building approximately 16,760 square feet in size with no off­
street parking. The proposed mix of units would be eleven one-bedroom units and nine two-bedroom 
units. The proposed building would include 21 Class I bicycle spaces at the ground-floor level and 1 Class 
II bicycle space located on Tennessee Street. During the 14-month construction period, the proposed 

project woul.d require excavation of up to approximately six feet below ground surface and 140 cubic 

(Continue on next page.) 

EXEMPT STATUS 

Exempt per Section 15183 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and California 

Public Resources Code Section 21083.3 

DETERMINATION 

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

Environmental Review Officer 

cc: Riyad Ghannarn, Project Sponsor 
Supervisor Malia Cohen, District 10 
Doug Vu, Current Planning Division 
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· Certificate of Exemption 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION {continued) 

595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

yards of soil would be ren:toved from the project site. ·The proposed project would include an 
approximately 1,450-square-foot coiiUIJ,on roof deck. The proposed project would remove the existing 
curb cut on Tennessee Street and :would plant eight new street trees. Pedestrian and bicycle access would 
be from Tennessee Street. The project site is located within the Central Waterfront area of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan Area. 

PROJECT APPROVAL 

The proposed project at 595 Mariposa Street would require the following approvals: 

Actions by City Departments 

• Approval of a Site Mitigation Plan from the San Francisco Department of Pubiic Health prior to 
the commencement of any excavation·work. 

• Approval of a Building Permit from the Department of Building Inspections (DBI) .for new 

construction. 

The issuan~e of a build:illg.permit by OBI is the Approval Action. The Approval Action date establishes· 

the start of the 30-day <\ppeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) 

of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

COMMUNITY PLAN EXEMPTION OVERVIEW 

California Pub.lic Resources Code Section 21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183 provide an 
exemption fro~ environmental review for. projects that are consistent with the development density 
established by existing zoning, community plan or general pl~n policies for which an EnvD;onmental 
Impact Report (EIR) was certified, except as might be necessary to examine whether there are project­
specific significant effects which are pecUliar to the project or its .site .. Section 15183 specifies that 
examination of environmental effects shall be limited to those effects that: a) ·are 'peeuliar to the project or 
parcel on which the project would be located; b) were not analyzed as significant effects i~ a prior EIR on 

· the zoning action, general plan or community plan with which the project is consistent; c) are potentially 
significant off-site and cumulative· impacts that were ·not dis<;Ussed in the underlying Bill.; or d) are 
previously identified in the Bill., but which, as .a result of substantial new information that was not kno~ 
at the time that the EIR was certified, are determined to have a more severe adverse impact than that . . . 
discussed in the underlying EIR. Section 15183( c) specifies that if an imp !let is not peculiar to the parcelpr 
to the proposed project, then an EIR need not be prepared for the project solely on the basis of that 
.impact. 

This determination evaluates the potential project-specific environmental effects of the 595 Mariposa . 
· Street project described above, and incorporates by reference in~ormation contained in the Programmatic 
EIR for the Eastern Neigh~orhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (PEIR)1. Project-specific studies were 
prepared for the proposed project to determine if the project would result in any significant 
environmental impacts that.were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEill. . 

. ·1 Plann:ing Department Case No. 2004.0160E and State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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'• 
Certificate of Exemption 595 Mariposa Street 

2014.1579E 

After several years of analysis, community outreach, and public review, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
was adopted in December 2008. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was adopted in part to support 
housing development in some areas previously zoned to allow industrial uses, while preserving an· 
adequate supply of space for existing and future production, distribution/ and repair (PDR) 'employment 
and businesses. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR also included changes to existing height and bulk 
districts in some areas, including the project site at 595 Mariposa Street. 

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

In December 2008; after further publjc. hearings, the Board of Supervisors approved and the Mayor 
signed the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezolli.llg and Planning Code amendments. Ne:w zoning districts 
include districts that would permit PDR uses in combination with commercial uses; . districts mixing 
residential atld commercial uses and residential and PDR uses; and new residential-~:mly districts. The 
districts replaced existing industrial, commercial, residential single-use, and mixed-use districts . 

...,...,., """":" • ...... •. 
4

.. .. ... ,......,.....,.,.D • ._ • · •• 1 - • •'f • 1 • i_he eastern f..Je~gtdJorrtoous Yt:.l~' 1s a comprenen.s1ve programmanc avt.""Uinciu: rnat prese.nts an an . .:Hys1s 

of the environmenta~ effects of implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, 
as well as the potential impacts under several proposed aiternative scenarios. The Eastern Neighborhoods 
Draft EIR evaluated three rezoning alternatives, two community-proposed alternatives which foclised 
largely on the Mission District, and a ~'No Project" alternative. The alternative selected, or the Preferred 
Project, represents a combination of Options B and C. The Planning Commission adopted the Preferred 
Project after fully considering the environmental effects of the Preferred Project and the various scenarios 
discussed in the PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR estimated that implementation of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan could result in approximately 7,400 to 9,900 net dwelling units and 3,200;000 to 
.6,600,0000 square feet of net non-resi.dential space (excluding PDR loss) 'built in the Plan Area throughout 
the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025) .. 

A major issue of discussion in the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process was the degree to which 
existing industrially-zoned' land would be rezoned to primarily residential and mixed-use districts, thus 
reducing the availability of land traditionally used for PDR employment and businesses. Among other 
topics~ the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR asse~s~s 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'~ General Plan. 

As a result of the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning process, the project site. has been rezoned from M-2 
(Heavy Industrial) to UMU (Urban Mixed Use). The UMU District is intended to promote a vibrant mix 
of uses and serve · as a buffer between reside_n_tial districts and PDR districts in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods. The proposed. project and its relation to PDR land supply and cumulative land use 
effects is discussed further in the Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist, under Land Use. The 595 
Mariposa Street project· site, which is located in the Central Waterfront area of the Eastern 
Neighborhoods, was designated as a site with building up to 58 feet in height. 

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

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

SAN FRIINGISCO 
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Certificate of Exemption - 595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

Individual projects that could occur in the future under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area 
Plans will undergo project-level environmental evaluation to determine if they would result in further 
impacts specific to the development proposal, the site, and the time of development and to assess 
whether additional environmental review would be required. This determination concludes that the 
proposed project at 595 Mariposa Street is consistent with and was encompassed within the analysis in 
the E~stern Neighborhoods PEIR, including the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR develqpment projections. 
This determination also finds that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR adequately anticipated and described 
the impacts of the proposed 595 Mariposa Street project, and identified the mitigation-'measures 
applicable to the 595 Mariposa Street project. The proposed proje~t is . also consistent with the zoning 
controls and the provisions of the Planning Code applicable to the project site.4.s Therefore, no further 
CEQA evaluation for the 595 Mariposa Stref!t project is required. In sum, the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR and this Certificate of Exemption for the proposed project comprise the full and complete CEQA 
evaluation necessary for the proposed project;. 

PROJECT SETTING 

The project site is located on the southeast comer o~ Tennessee and Mariposa streets on the block 
bounded by Mariposa Street to the north, Third Street to the east, 18th Street to the south, and Tennessee 
Street to the west in the Central Waterfront neighborhood. Immediately adjacent to the project site along 
Tennessee. Street is a two-story industrial building (constructed in 1907), a five-story live/workbuilding 
with 16 units (constructed in 1998), a five-story live/work build~g with four units (constructed In 1997), 
and a two-story warehouse structure (constructed in 1980). Across Tennessee Street to the west of the 
project site from Mariposa to 18th streets is a one-story auto. repair building"(constructed in 1976), a two­
story industrial warehouse building (constructed in 1946), a two-story two-unit residential building 
(constructed in 1900), a two-story four-unit residential building (constructed in 1900), and a two-story 
single-family residential building (constructed in 1950). Across Mariposa Street to the north of the project 
site is the recently constructed six-story medical center building (UCSF Benioff Children's ·Hospital). 
Immediately adjacent to the east (rear) of the_ p~oject site is a four-story live/work building with 38 units 
(constructed in 2002). 

Approximately 1,000 feet to the north of the project site is the proposed Golden State Warriors' project 
(Case No. 2014.1441E) that is located on Assessor's Block 8722, Lots 001 and 008. The proposed Warriors' 
project would construct a multi-purpose event center and a variety of mixed uses, including office, retail, 
open space an9. structured parking on an approximately 11-acre site .. The proposed event center would 
host the Golden State Warriors basketball team during the NBA season, as well as provide a year-round 
venue fo~ a variety of other uses, including concerts, family shows, other sporting events, cultural events, 
conferences and conventions. 

::the surrounding area around the project site is characterized by a mix of residential, industrhil, medical, 
and commercial uses in buildings ranging in height from one to six stories. Mariposa Park is located two 
blocks west of the project site, and the nearest boundary of the Dogpatch Historic District is 
approximately 250 feet south of the project site. All of the stirrounding parcels are within the 45~X, 58-X, 

4 Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, ComiD.unity Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Citywide Planning and 
Policy Analysis, 595 Maripo~a Street, June 10, 2015. 'This document, and other cited documents, are available for review at the 
San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2014.1579E. . 

5 Joslin, Jeff, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Detenrrination, Current Planning Analysis, 
595 Mariposa Street, September 15, 2015. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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1676 



.. Certificate of Exemption 595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

and 68-X height and bulk district. Zoning districts in the vicinity of the project site are DMU, and parcels 
north of Mariposa Street are in the Mission Bay South Redevelopment Plan. 

POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR included analyses of environmental issues including: land use; plans 
and poli~es; visual quality and urban design; population, housing, business activity, and employment 
(growth inducement); transportation; noise; air quality; parks, recreation and open space; shadow; 
archeol~gical r~sources; historic architectural resources; hazards; and other issues not addressed in the 
previously issued initial study for the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans. The proposed 
595 Mariposa Street project is in conformance With the height, use and density for the site described in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and would represent. a small part of the growth that was forecast for the 
Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. Thus, the plan analyzed in the Eastern Neighborho9ds PEIR 
considered the incremental impacts of the proposed 595 Mariposa Street project. As a result, the proposed 
project would not resuit in any new or substantially more severe impacts than were identified in the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Si~ul~CaiLt ·and unavoidable impacts v;crc ider1tified ll1 the Easter.rt 1'~eigl1borl-:.ood.s PEIR for the 

following topics: land use, historic architectural resources, transportation and circulation, and shadow. 
The approximately 3,800-square-foot project site at 595 Mariposa Street is currently vacant with no· · 
structures. The proposed project involves the construction of a five-story, 20-unit, residential building 
which would preclude an opportunity for PDR uses. Due to the relatively small size of the project site, 
. the proposed project would not contribute considerably to any impact related to loss of PDR uses that 
was identified in the Central Waterfront Area Plan of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. The proposed 
project does not involve demolition of a structure and the project site is not located within a historic 
district. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to the significant historic resource impact 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. Traffic and transit ridership generated by the project 
would nor considerably contribute to the traffic and transit impacts identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR. Based on the shadow fim analysis, the proposed building is not expected to shade 
any Planning Code Section 295 or non-Section 295 open spaces. The proposed project would shade 
nearby private property. at levels commonly expected in urban areas. 

The Eastern NeighborhQods PEIR identified feasible rnitigatlon measures to address s1gnificant impacts 
related to. noise, ;m. quality, archeological resources, historical resources, hazardous materials, and 
'transportation. Table 1 below lists the mitigation measures identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
and states whether each measure would apply to the proposed project. 

Table 1-Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measures 

Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance 

·F. Noise 
' 

F-1: Construction Noise (Pile Not Applicable: pile driving not N/A 
Driving) proposed 

F-2: Construction Noise Applicable: temporary construction ·The project sponsor has agreed 
noise from use of heavj equipment to develop and implement a set 

of noise attenuation measures · 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 5 
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Mitigation .Measure 

F-3: Interior Noise Levels 

F-4: Siting of Noise-Sensitive 
Uses 

F-5: Siting ·of Noise-Generating 

Uses 

F-6: Open Space in Noisy 
Environments 

•. 

G. Air Quality 

G-1: Construction Air Quality 

G-2: Air Quality for Sensitive 
Land Uses 

'G-3: Siting of Uses that Emit 
DPM 

G-4: Siting of .Uses that Emit 
otherTACs 

J. Archeological Resources 

J-1: Properties with Previous 

Studies 

J -2.: Properties with no Previous 
Studies 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl-ANNING PJEPARTMEIIIT 

Applicability 

Applicable: noise-:-sensitive uses 
where street noise exceeds 60 dB A 

Applicable: noise-sensitive uses 
where street noise exceeds 60 dBA 

Not Applicable: no noise-
generating uses proposed 
(residential use only) 

Applicable: new noise sensitive 
uses (dwelling units) proposed 

Not Applicable: project would 
comply witl:J. the San Francisco 
Dust Control Ordinance 

Not Applicable: project site is not 

in the Air Pollutant Exposure Zone 

Not Applicable: proposed 
residential uses are not uses that 

would emit substantial levels of 
DPM 

Not Applicable: propt;>sed 

residential land uses are not uSeS 
that would emit substantial levels 
of other TACs 

Not Applicable: project site does 

not contain any previous 
archaeoloi"ical studies 

Applicable: projed site is ioca,ted in 
an area with no previous 

167 8 

595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

Compliance 

during construction. 

The project sponsor has 
conducted and submitted a 
detailed analysis of noise 
reduction requirements. 

The project sponsor has 
conducted and submitted a 

detailed analysis of noise 
reduction requirements. 

N/A 

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

. existing ambient noise levels. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

The P!oject sponsor has agreed 
to implement the Planning 
Department's Standard 

6 



'· Certificate of Exemption 

Mitigation Measure 

J-3: Mission Dolores 

Archeological District 

K. Historical Resources 

K-1: Jnterim Procedures for 

Permit Review in the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan area 

K-2: Amendments to Article 10 

of the Planning Code Pertaining 

to · Vertical Additions m the 

South End Historic District (East 
I r'l ... <I \. 

;:,OlVl&) 

K-3: Amendments to Article 10 

of the Planning Code Pertaining 

to Alterations and In fill 

Development in the Dogpatch 

Historic District (Central 

Waterfront) 

L. Ha.Zardous Materials 

L-1: Hazardous. Building 

Materials 

E. Transportation 

E-1: Traffic Signal Installation 

E-2: Intelligent Traffic 

Management 

E-3: Enhanced Funding 

E-4: Intelligent Traffic 

Management 

E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding 

E-6: Transit Corridor 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PL..I'J'o.!N~NO DI<PAI'rrMS.:T 

Applicability 

archaeological studies 

Not Applicable: project site is not 
located within the Mission Dolores 

Archaeological District 

Not Applicable: plan-level 

mitigation completed by Planning 

Department 

Not Applicable: plan-level 

mitigation completed by Planning 

Commission 

Not Applicable: plan-level 

mitigation completed by Planning 

Commission 

Not Applicable: project does not 

involve demolition of an existing 

building .. 

Not Applicable: plan level 

mitigation by SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level 

mitigation by SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level 

mitigation by SFMTA & SFTA 

Not Applicable: plan level 

mitigation by SFMTA & Planning 

Department 

Not Applicable: plan level 

mitigation by SFMTA 

Not Applicable: plan level 
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Compliance 

Mitigation Measure #1 

(Accidental Discovery). 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

7 



Certificate of Exemption 595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

Mitigation Measure Applicability Compliance 

hnprovements mitigation by SFMTA 

E-7: Transit Accessibility Not Applicable: plan level N/A 
mitigation by SFMTA . 

E-8: Muni Storage and Not Applicable: plan level N/A 
.Maintenance mitigation by SFMTA 

. E-9: Rider Improvements Not Applicable: plan level N/A 
mitigation by SFMTA 

E-10: TranSit Enhancement Not Applicable: plan level N/A 
mitigation by SFMTA 

E-11: Transportation Demand Not Applica?le: plan level N/A 
.Management mitigation by SFMTA 

Please see the attached Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Ivi:Ivil'zy) for the complete text of 
the applicable.mitigation. measures. With 4nplementation of these. mitigation measures the proposed 
project would not result in significant impacts beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods 

PEIR. 

PUBLIC NOTICE AND COMMENT 

A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review" was mailed on April22, 2015 to adjacent 
occupants and owners of properties within 300 feet of the project site. Overall, concerns and issues raised· 
by the public . in response to the notice were taken into coruideration and incorporated in the 
environmental review as appropriate for CEQA analysis. Responses included the concerns shown in the 

bulleted list below. Text in italics indicates how the .identified concerns have been addressed in this 
environmental document. 

• One commente:r .states that the proposed project would increase traffic. The transportation 
impacts of the propos.ed. project are discussed in the Transportation cind Circulation section of the attached 
CPE Checklist. The amount of new vehicle trips would not substantially increase traffic volumes in the 
project" vicinity such t~at hazardous conditions or significant delays would be created. The proposed project 
is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods, and there would be no additional 
project-level or cumulative impacts beyond those mialyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

• One co~inentj!r states that proposed prolect woulf:l have an impact on pedestrian safety. As 

discussed in the Transportation and Circulation section ~f the. attached CPE Checklist, implementation of 
the proposed project would improve pedestrian circulation by renwving the existing curb citt on Tennessee 
Street and not providing off-street parking spaces at the project site. Furthermore, the ne1J.! pedestrian trips 
that would be generated by the proposed project could be accommodated on existing sidewalks an~ 
cr.osswalks adjacent to the project site. Although the proposed project would result in an increase in the 

, number of vehicles in the vicinity of the project site, this increase would 1wt be substantial enot.~;gh to create 
potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrian or otherwise substantially interfere with pedestrian 
accessibility to the site and adjacent areas. In addition, the project site was 1wt identified as being in a 

SAN FRANCISCO 
· PLANNING DEP.AJ'ITMIENT 8 
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Certificate of Exemption 595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

high-injury corridor as defiited by Vision Zero, which is the City's adopted road safety policy that aims for 
zero traffic deaths in San Francisco by 2024. 

" Commenters state that the proposed project should. provide off-street parking because there is 
an extremely limited amount of on-street parking spaces. As discussed in the Aesthetics and 

. Parking Impacts for Transit Priority Infill Development section of the attached CPE Checklist, Public 
Resources· Code Section 21099(d) amended CEQA by stating that parking impacts of a residential project 
on an infill site lo~ated within a transit priority area, such as this project, shall not be considered a 
significant impact orz the environment. The project site is located in the UMU zoning district where under 
Section 151.1 of the Planning Code, the proposed project would not be required to provide any off-street 
parking spaces. In addition, the project site is well-served by transit lines (Muni lines 91-0wl, T-Third, 
22-Fillmore, 55-161h Street, and 14X-Mission Express) and bicycle facilities. The proposed project would 
not result in a substantial parking shortfall that would create hazardous conditions or significant delays 
affecting traffic, trimsit, bicycles, or pedestrians. 

Other non-environmental comments submitted include general project opposition and support, as well as 
requests to receive future project updates. These com~ents have been noted in the project record, but do 
not pertain to CEQA environmental review topics. The proposed project would not result in significant 
adverse environmental impacts associated with the issues identified by the public beyond those 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

CONCLUSION 

As summarized above and further discussed in the CPE Check1ist6: 

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

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

3. The proposed project would not result in potentially significant off-site or cumulative impacts 

that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR; 

4. The proposed project would not result in significant effects, which, as a result of substantial new 
information that was not known at the time the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, 

would be more severe .than were already analyzed and disclosed in the PEIR; and 

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

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

6 The CPE Checklist is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Case File 
No. 2014.1579E. . 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopted as Conditions of Approval} 

MITIGATION MEASURES Mitiigation 
Schedule 

File No . .2014.1579E 
595 Mariposa Street 

Motion No. __ ~_ 
August 19, 2015 

Page 1 of 4 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Project Mitigation Measure 1- Properties With No Previous Studies Project sponsor, Prior tc issuance Project Sponsor; ERO; . Considered complete 
(Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure J-2) contractor, Planning of any permit for archeologist. upon ERO's approval of 

This mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse effect on 
accidentally discovered buried or" submerged historical resources as defined 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(a)(c). 

The project sponsor shall distribute the Planning Department archeological 
resource "ALERT' sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project 
subcontractor (including demolition, excavation, grading, fou1;1dation, ·pile 
driving, etc. firms); and to utilities firms involved in soils-disturbing activities 
within the project site. Prior to any soils-disturbing activities being 
undertaken, each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the "ALERT" 
sheet is circulated to all field personnel, including machine operators, field 
crew, pile drivers, and supervisory personnel. The project sponsor shall 
provide the Environmental Review Officer (ERO) with a signed affidavit from 
the responsible parties (prime contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firms) 
to the ERO confirming that all field personnel have received copies·of the 
"ALERT' sheet. 

Should any indication of an archeological resource be €mcountered during 
any soils-disturbing activity of the project, the project head foreman and/or 
project sponsor shall immediately notify the ERO and shall immediately 
suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the discovery until the 
ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within 
the project site, the project sponsor shall retain the services of an 
archeological consultant from the pool of qualified archeological consultants 
maintained by the Planning Department archeologist. The archeological 
consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is an · 
archeological resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential 
scientific/historical/cultural significance. If an archeological resource is present, 
the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the archeological 
resource. The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation as to 
what action, if any, is warranted. Based on this information, the ERO may 
require, if warranted, specific additional measures to be implemented by the 
project sponsor. 

Measures miQht include preservation in situ of the archeoloQical resource, an 

Department's soil-disturbing FARR .. 
archeologist or activitiEls and 
qualified auring 
archaeological construction. 
consultant, and 
Planning 
Department's 
Environmental 
Review Officer 
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MITIGATION MONITORING· AND REPORTING !PROGRAM 
(Including the Text of the Mitigatiqn Measures Adopted as !Conditions of Approval) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

archeological monitoring program, or an archeological testing program. If an 
. archeological monitoring program or archeol.ogical testing program is required, 
it shaH be consistent with the Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines 
for such programs. The ERO may also require that the project sponsor 
immediately implement a site security program if.the archeological res·ource is 
at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. 

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeological 
Resources Report (FARR) to the ERO that evaluates the historical significanc~ 
of any discovered archeological resource and describes the archeological and 
historical research methods employed in the archeological monitoring/data 
recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any 
archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable insert within 
the-final report . 

Copies of the Draft FARR shall be sent to the ERO .for review and approval. 
Once approved by the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as 
follows: California Archaeological Site SuNey Northwest Information Center 
(NWIC) shall receive one copy and the ERO shall receive a copy of the· 
transmittal of the FARR to the NWI(;. The Environmental Planning Division of 
the Planning Department shall receive one. bound copy, one unbound copy, 
and one unlocked, searchable PDF copy on a CD of the FARR along with · 

,copies of any formal site recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or 
documentation for nomination to the National Register of Historic 
Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In instances of high public . 
interest or interpretive value, the ERO may require a different final report 
cont!'lnt, format, and distribution from that presented aboye. 

Project Mitigation Measure 2- Construction Noise (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure F-2) 

Where environmental review of a development project undertaken 
subsequent to the adoption of the proposed zoning controls determines that 
construction noise controls are necessary due to the nature of planned 
construction practices and the sensitivity of proximate uses, the Planning 
Director shall require that the sponsors of the subsequent development 
project develop a set of site-specific noise attenuation measures under the 
supeNision of a quatifi_ecl_acoustical consultant. Prior to commencing 

Project Sponsor 
along with Project 
Contractor of each · 
subsequent 
developmen.t project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area 
Plans Project. 

~~- ------~··--

Mitigation 
Schedule 

During 
construction 

Each Project Sponsor 
to provide Planning 
Department with 

. monthly reports during 
construction period. 

File No. 2014.1579E 
595 Mariposa Street 

Motion No. __ _ 
August 19, 20t5 

Page 2 of4 

Considered complete 
upon receipt of final 
monitoring report at 
completion of 
construction. 

' 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures. Adopted as Conditions of Approval) 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

construction, a plan for such.measures ·shall. be submitted to the Department 
of Building Inspection to ensure that maximum feasible noise attenuation will 
be achieved. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the 
following co.Qtrol strategies as feasible: . Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction site, 

particularly. where a site Ej.djoins noise-sensitive uses; 

' Utilize rioise control blankets on a building structure as the b.uilding is 
erected to reduce noise emission from the site; · . 

' Evaluate the f!?asi\Jility of noise contml at the receivers by temporarily 
improving the noise reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing 
sensitive uses; . Monitor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise 
measurements; and . Post signs on-site pertaining to permitted construction days and hours 
and complaint procedures and who to notify in th~ event of a problem, 
with telephone numbers listed. 

Project Mitigation Meflsare 3 -Interior Noise Levels (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Me<1sure F-3) 

' 
For new development including noise-sensitive uses located alo.ng streets 
with noise levels above 60 dBA (Ldn), as shown in EIR Figure 18, where 
such develop.ment is not ~I ready subject to the California Noise Insulation 
Standards in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the project 
sponsor shall conduct a detailed analysis of noise reduction requirements. 
Such analysis shall be conducted by person(s) qualified in acoustical 
analysis and/or engineering. Noise insulation features identified and 
recommended by. the analysis shall be included in the design, as specified in 
the San Fr<,lncisco General Plan Land Use_ Compatibility Guidelines for 
Community Noise to reduce potential interior noise levels to the maximum 
mctent feasible. 

Project Mftigatir;m Measure 4- Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses (Eastern 
Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure F-4) 

To reduce potential conflicts betweef) existing noise-generating uses and 
new sensitive receptors, for new qevelopment including· noise-sensitive uses, 

--····------------

MitiEJ<ation 
.... ·-···-· ··-··-·· , Sch1~dule 

Project Sponsor 
along with Project 
Contractor of each 
subsequent 
development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to the Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area 
Plans Project. 

Project Sponsor 
along with Project 
Contractor of each 
subsequent 
development project 
undertaken pursuant 

-
Design 
measun 
incorpor 
project' 
and eva 
environr 
building 
review, 1 
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occupar 

~s to be 
ated into 
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uated in 
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permit 
rior to 
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Design 
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s to be 
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San Francisco Planning 
Department and the 
Department of Building 
Inspection 

San Francisco Planning 
Department and the 
Department of Building 
Inspection 

File No. 2014.1579E . 
595 Mariposa Street 

Motion No. __ 
August 19,2015 

Page 3 of4 

Status/Date 
. Completed 

Considered complete 
upon approval of final 
construction drawing set. 

Considered .complete. 
upon approval of final 
con.struction drawing set. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 
(Including the Text of the Mitigation Measures Adopt.ed as Conditions of Appr.oval) 

MITIGATION MEA$URES 

the Planning Department shall require the preparation of an analysis that 
includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise-generating 
uses within 900 feet of, and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site, 
and including at least one 24-hournoise measurement' (with maximum noise 
level readings' taken at least every 15 minutes), prior to the first project 
approval action. The analysis shall be prepared by persons qualified in . 
acoustical analysis-and/or engineering .and shall demonstrate with 
reasonabl,e certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, 
and t/iat there are no particular' circumstances about the proposed project 
site that appear to warrant heightened concern a pout noise levels in the 

. vicinity. Should such concerns be present, the Department may require the 
completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in · 
acoustical analysis and/or engineering prior to the first project approval 
action, in order to demonstrate that acceptable interior noise levels · 
consistent with those in the Title 24 standards. can be attained. 

Project Mitigation Measure 5- Open Space in Noisy Environments 
(Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure F-6) 

To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, f9r new development 
including noise-sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall, thrqugh its 
building permit review process, in conjunction with noise analysis required 
pursuant to Mitigation Measure F-4, require that open space required under 
the Planning Code for such uses be pro_tected, to the m;>ximum 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, ari'10ng other things, site design that uses the building itself to shield 
on-site open space from the greatest noise sources, construction of noise 
barrfers between noise sources and open space, and appropriate use of both 
common and private open space in multi-family dwellings, and 
implementation would also be undertaken consistent with other principles of · 
urban design. · 

Responsibility for 
Implementation 

to the Eastern· 
Neighborhoods-

.. Rezoning and Area 
Plans Project 

Project Architect of 
each subsequent 
development project 
undertaken pursuant 
to. the Eastern 
Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area 
Plans Project 

-------------

Mitigati(>n 
Schedule 

· builcling permit 
review, prior to 
issuance of a· 
final building 
pen·~it and 
certificate of 
occupar1cy 

·-----

De1:.ign 
measures to be 
incorporated into 
project design 
and evaluated in 
environmental/ 
building permit 
review 

-~----

San Francisco Planning 
Department and the· 
Department of Building 
Inspection 

. File No. 2014.-1.579E 
595 Mariposa ~reet 
Motion No . 

. August 19, 2015 
·Page 4 df4 

Status/Date 
Completed 

Considered complete 
upon approval of final 
construction drawing set. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

Case No.: 
Project Ad{iress: 
Zoning: 

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

PROJECT 'DESCRIPTION 

2014.1579E 

595 M;triposa Street 

lTMU (""urban Mixed Use) Zoning District 

58-X Height and Bulk District 

Life Science and Medical Special Use District 

3995/022 

3,800 square feet 

Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (Cential Waterfront) 

Riyad Gharmam, RG ArchitectUre, (415) 699-3640 

Don Lewis- (415) 575-9168 . 

don.lewis@sfgov,org 

:1650 Mission St. 
Suite400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103·2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfonnat!on: 
415.558.5377 

The project site is located on the southeast comer of Tennessee and Mariposa streets on the block 

bounded by Mariposa Street to the north, Third Street to the east, 18th Street to the south, and Tennessee 

Street to the west in the Central Waterfront neighborhood. The project site is currently vacant with no 

structures. The proposed project involves the construction of a· 58-foot-tall (73-foot-tall with elevator 

penthouse), five-story; 20-unit, residential building approximately 16,760 square feet in size with no off­

. street parking. The proposed mix of units would be eleven one-bedroom units and nine two-bedroom 

units. The proposed building would include 21 Class I bicycle spaces at the ground-floor level and 1 Class 

II bicycle space located on Tenilessee Street. During the 14-month construction period, the proposed 

project would require excavation of up to approximately six feet below ground surface and 140 cubic 

yards of soil would be removed from the project site. ·Th~ proposed project would :include an 

approximately 1,450-square-foot common roof deck. The proposed project would remove the existing 

curb cut on Tennessee Street and would plant eight new street trees. Pedestrian and bicycle access would 

be from Tennessee Street.' The project site is located within the Central Waterfront area of the Eastern 

Neighborhoods Plan Area. . · 

PROJECT APPROVAL 
The proposed project ~t 595 Mariposa Street would require the following approvals: 

Actions by City Departments 

'" Approval of a Site Mitigation Plan from the San Francisco Department of Public Health prior to 

the commencement of any excavation work 
" Approval of a Building Permit from the Department of Building Inspections (DBI) for new 

construction. 

The issuance of a build:ing permit by DBI is the Approval Action. The Approval Action date establishes 

the start of the 30-day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) 

of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

EVALUATION _OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

This Community Plan Exemption (CPE) Checklist evaluates whether the environmental impacts of the 
proposed project are addressed in the Programmatic ·Environmental Impact Report for the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans (Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR).l The CPE Checklist indicates 
whether the proposed project would result in significant impacts that: (1) are peculiar to the project or 
project site; (2) were not identified· as significant project-level, cumulative, or off-site effects in the PEIR; 
or (3) are previously identified significant effects, ·which as a result of substantial new information that 
was not known at the time that the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR was certified, are determined to have a 
inore severe adverse impact than discussed in the PEIR. Such impacts, if any, will be evaluated in a 
project-specific Mitigated Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report. If.no such impacts are 
identified, the proposed project is exempt from .further environmental review in accordance with Public 
Resources Code Section21083.3 and CEQA Guidelines Section 15183. 

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

The. Eastern :[\Jeighborhoods PEIR id~tified sigrJficant 'impacts related to 13.-L-.,.d use, transportation, 

cultural resourcestshadow, noise, air quality, and hazardous materials. Additionally, the PEIR identified 
significant c;:umulative impacts related to land use, transportation, and cultural resources. Mitigation 
measures were identified for the above impacts and reduced all impacts to less-than-significant except for 
those related .to land use (cumulative impacts on Production~ Distribution, and Repair (PDR) use), 
transportation (program-level and cumulative traffic impacts 'at nine intersections; program-level and 
cumulative transit impacts on seven Muni lines), cultural resources (cumulative impacts from demolitl.on 
of historical resources), and shadow (program-level impacts on parks). 

The proposed project involves the construction of a 58-foot-tall, five-story, 20-unit, residential building 
approximately 16,760 square feet in size with no off-street parking and 21 qass I bicycle spaces at the 
ground-floor level. As discussed below in this checklist, the proposed project would not result in new, 
significant environmental effect~, or effects of greater severity than were already analyzed and disclosed 
in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

1 San Francisco Planning De,Partment, Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report (PEIR), 
Planning Deparlment Case No. 2004.0160E, State Clearinghouse No. 2005032048, certified. August 7, 2008. Available online at 
http:/!www.sf-planning:.oriiindex.aspx?page=o1893, accessed February 24, 2015. 
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Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

CHANGES IN THE REGULATORY ENVIRONMENT 

595 Mariposa Street 
2014;1579E 

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 2008, several new policies, regulations, 
.statutes, and funding measures have been adopted, passed, or are underway" that affect the physical 
el'J-vironment and/or environmental review methodology for projects in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan 
area$. As discussed in each topic area referenced below, these policies, regulations,· statutes, and funding 
measures have or will implement mitigation measures or further reduce less-than-significant irripacts 
identified in the PEIR. these include: 

'State statute regulating Aesthetics and Parking Impacts for Transit Priority Infill, effective 
January 2014 (see associated heading below); 

San Francisco Bicycle Plan update adoption in June 2009, Better Streets Plan adoption in 2010, · 
Transit Effectiveness. Project (aka "Muni 'Forward") adoption in March 2014, Vision Zero 
adoption by. various City agencies in 20H,· Proposition A and B passage in November 2014, and 
the Transportation Sustainability Program process· (see Checklist section "Transportation"); 

San Francisco ordinance establishing Noise Regulations Related to Residential Uses Near Places 
of Entertainment effective Jun~ 2015 (see Checklist section "Noise"); . 

Sari Francisco ordinances establishing Construction Dust Control, . e~ective July 2008, and . 
Enhanced Ventilation Required for Urban Infill Sensitive Use Developments, effective December 
2014 (see O:l.ecklist section "Air Quality''); · 

San Francisco dean and Safe Parks Bond passage in November 2012 and San Francisco 
Recreation and Open Space Element of the General Plan adoption in April2014 (see O:l.ecklist 
section "Recreation"); 

Urban Water Management Plan adoption in 2011 and Sewer System Improvement Program 
· process (~ee O:l.ecklist section "Utilities and Service Systems"); and 

Ar.i;icle 22A of ·the Health Code amendments effective August 2013 (see O:l.ecklist section 
· "Hazardous Materials"). 

CHA~GES IN THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

Since the certification of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR in 20Q8, as evidenced by the volume of 
development applications submitted to the Planning Department since 2012, the pace of development · 

·activity has increased in the Eastern Neighborhoods plan areas. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR 
projected that implementation of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan could result in a substantial amount of 
growth within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area, resulting in an increase of approximately 7,400 to 
9,900 net dwelling units and 3,200,000 to 6,600,000 sqpare feet of net non-residential space (excluding 
PDR loss) through throughout the lifetime of the Plan (year 2025).2 The growth projected in the Eastern 

2 Tables 12 through 16 of the Eastern Neighborhoods Draft ErR ~d Table C&R-2 in the Co'mrnents and Responses sh9w projected 
net growth based on proposed rezoning scenarios. A baseline for existing conditions in the year 2000 was included to provide · 
context for the scenario figures for parcels affected by the rezoning, not projected growth totals from a baseline of the year 2000. 
Estimates of projected growth were based on parcels that were to be rezoned and did not include parcels that were recently 
developed (i.e., parcels with projects completed bem'een 2000 and March 2006) or have proposed projects in the pipeline (i.'e., 
projects under construction, projects approved or entitled by the Planning Department, or projects under review by the 
Planning Department or Department of Building Inspection). Deveiopment pipeline figures for each Plan Area were presented 

SAN F.RANCI$00 
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Neighborhoods PEIR was based on a soft site analysis (i.e., assumptions regarding the potential for a site 
to be developed through the year 2025i and not based upon the created capacity of the rezoning options 
(i.e., the total potential for development that would be created indefinitely).3 

As of July 31, 2015; projects containing 8,559 dwelling units and 2,231,595 square feet of non-residential 
space (excluding PDR loss) have completed or are proposed to complete environmental review4 within 
the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area. These est::irllates include projects that have completed 
environmental review (4,885 dwelling units and 1,472,688 square feet of non-residential space) and 
foreseeable projects, including the proposed project (3,674 dwelling units and 758,907 square feet of non­
residential space). Foreseeable projects are those projects for which environmental evaluation 
applications have been submitted to the San Francisco Planning Department. Of the 4,885 dwelling units 
that have completed environmental review, building permits have been issued for 3,710 dwelling units, 
or approximately 76 percent of those units (information is not available regarding building permit non­
residential square footage). An issued building permit means the buildings containing those dwelling 
units are currently under construction or open for. occupancy. 

Within the Central Waterfront subarea, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR projected that implementation 
of the Eastern Neigl1borhoods Plan could rCsw.ilt in an increase o£ 830 to 3,600 net dv·Jellin.g tinits an.d 
60,000 to 90,000 square feet of net non-residential space (excluding PDR gain) through the year 2025. As 
of July 31, 2015, projects containing 1,273 dwelling units and 66,514 square feet of non-residential space 
(excluding PDR loss) have completed or are proposed to complete environmental review within the list 
Central Waterfront subarea. These estimates include projects that have completed enviro:rlmental review 
(1,053 dwelling units and 62,636 square feet of non-residential space) and foreseeable projects, includirig 
the proposed project (220 dwelling units and 3,878 square feet of non-residential space). Of the 1,053 

dwelling units that have completed environmental"review, building permits have been issued for 684 
dwelling units, or approximately 65 percent of those units. 

Crowth that has occurred within the Plan area since adoption of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR has 
been planned for and the effects of that growth were anticipated and· considered in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR. Although the reasonably foreseeable growth in the residential land use category is 
approaching the projections within the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, the non-residential reasonably . 
foreseeable growth is between approximately 34 and 69 percent of the non-residential projections in the 
Eastern· Neighborhoods PEIR. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR utilized the growth projections to 
analyze the physical environmental impacts associated with .that growth for the following environmental 
impact topics: Land Use; Population, Housing, Business Activl.ty, ar:d Employment; Transportation; 
Noise; Air Quality; Parks, Recreation, and Open Space; Utilities/Public Services; and Water. The analysis 
took into account the overall growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods and did not necessarily analyze in 
isolation the impacts of growth in one land use c~tegory, although each land use category may have 
differing severities of effects. Therefore, given the growth from the reasonably foreseeable projects have 
not exceeded the overall growth that was projected in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR, information that 

separately in Tables 5, 7, 9, and 11 in the Draft EIR: Environmental impact assessments for these pipelin,e projects were 
considered separately from the Eastern Neighborhoods rezoning efforl 

3 San Francisco Planning D~pa:rtment, Community Planning in the Eastern Neighborhoods, Rezoning Options Workbook, Draft, 
February 2003. This document is available at http://www.sf-planning:.org/index.a:;px?page=1678#backwo~d. 

4 For this and the Population and Housing section, environmental review is defined as projects that have or are relying on the 
growth projections a:nd analysis in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR for environmental review (i.e., Community Plan 
Exemptions or Focused Mitigated Negative Declarations and Focused Environmental Impact Reports with an attached 
Community Plan Exemption Checklist). 
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was not known at the time of the PEIR has not resulted in new· significant environmental impacts pr 
substantially more severe adverse impacts than discussed in the PEIR. 

AESTHETICS AND PARKING IMPACTS FOR TRANSIT PRIORITY INFILL DEVELOPMENT 

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

a) The project is in a transit priority area; 

b) The project is on an infill site; and 

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employm~nt center. 

The proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, this checklist does not consider 
aesthetics or parkirig in determining the signHicance of project impacts u_nder CEQAS The Planning 
Department acknowledges that parking conditions may be of interest to t]:le public and the decision 
makers. Therefore, this determination presents a parking demand analysis for informational purposes, in 
the Transportation and Circulation Section. 

Topics: 

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

a) Physically divide an-established community? 

b) Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project {including, but not limited to the 
general plan, specific plan, local coasial 
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? 

Sfgnlficant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or . 
Project Site 

0 

0 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

ldll!ntified in PEIR 

0 

D 

0 

Significant 
111/pact due to 

Substantial New 
fnfonnation 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. determined that adoption of the Area Plans would result in an 
uilavoidable significant impact on land use due to the cumulative loss of PDR. The proposed project 
would not remove any existing PDR uses and would therefore not contribute to any impact related to loss 
of PDR uses that was identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. While the project site was zoned M-2 
prior to the rezoning of Eastern Neighborhoods, which is a use district that encouraged PDR uses, the 

s San Francisco Planning Department:. Transit-Oriented lnfill Project Eligibility Checklist for 595 Mariposa Street, May 6, 2015. This 
document is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File 
No. 2014.1579E. 
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project site never cpntained a PDR use. The project site was vacant from 1946 to 2000 and was occupied 
by an auto sales lot from 2000 to its close date of 2014. 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that implementation of the Area Plans would not create 
any new physical barriers in the Ea!)tem Neighborhoods because the rezoning and Area Plans do not 
provide for any new major roadways, such as freeways :that would disrupt or divide the project area o:i: 
individual neighborhoods or subareas. 

The Citywide Planning and Current Planning Divisions of the Planning Department have determined 
that the proposed project is permitted in the UMU District and is consistent with applicable bulk, density, 
and land uses as envisioned in the Central Waterfront Area Plan. The proposed project falls within the 
''Northern Portion of Central Waterfront" generalized zoning district, meant to encourage housing and 
mixed uses, with some bioscience and medical-related uses. The plan also calls for transportation 
improvements and parking policies which encourage non-automobile travel. As a residential 
development with no off-street parking, the proposed project is consistent with this designaticinP The 
proposed project would not conflict with any applicable land use plan or policy adopted for the purpose 
of avoiding or mitigating an env:lronmental effect 

Because the proposed project is consistent with the development density established in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoclng and area Plans, implementation of the proposed ·project would not result in 

significant impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR rel~ted to land use and 
land use plal:ming, and no mitigation measures are necessary. 

Topics: 

2. POPillATION AND HOUSING­
Would the project: 

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

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

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

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

0 

0 

0 

Significant 
Impact not 

/d911t/fied In PEIR 

0 

0 

0 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Sutistantfal New 
.Information 

0 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified In PEIR 

One of the objectives of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans is to identify appropriate locations for 
housing in the City's industrially zoned land i? meet the citywide demand for additional housing. The 
PEIR concluded that an increase in population in the Plan Areas is expected to occur as a secondary effect 

6 Adam Varat, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Dete~ation, Citywide Planning and 
Policy Analysis, 595 Mariposa Street, June 10, 2015, 

7 Joslin, Jeff, San Francisco Planning Department, Community Plan Exemption Eligibility Determination, Current Planning Analysis, 
595 Mariposa Street; September 15, 2015. · 
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of the proposed rezoning and that any population increase would not, iri itself, result in adverse physical 
effects, but would serve to advance key City policy objectives, sucQ. as providing housing in appropriate 
locations next to Downtown and other employment generators and furthering the City's Transit First 
policies. It was anticipated that the rezoning would result in an increase in b9th housing development 
and population in all of the Area Plan neighborhoods. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that 
the anticipated increase :i.n population and density would not result in significant adverse physical effects 
on the environment. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 

With implementation of the proposed project, 20 new dwelling units would be added to San Francisco's 
housing stock As stated in the "Changes in the Physical Environment" i'lection above, these direct effects 
of the proposed· project ~n population and housing are within the scope of the population and housing.· 
growth anticipated under the Central Waterfront Area Plan and evaluated in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Plan Area PEIR. 

For the above reasons, the proposed· project would. not result in either project-level or cumulative 
significant impacts o,n population and housing that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEJR. 

Topics: 

3. CULTURALAND 
PALEONTOLOGICAL 
RESOURCES-Would the project: 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resourc;e as defined in 
§15064.5, induding those resources listed in 
ArtiCle 1 0 or Article 11 of the San Francisco 
Planning Code? · 

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

· c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic featu[e? 

d) . Disturb any human remains, inCluding those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries? 

Historic Architectural Resources 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

0 

0 

0 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

D 

p 

D 

0 

Significant ' 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

0 

· No Significant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEIR 

Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064.5(a)(1) and 15064.5(a)(2), historical resources are buildings 
or structures that are listed, or are eligible for listing, in the California Register of Historical Resources or 
are identified in a l~cal register of historical resou~ces, such as Articles 10 and 11 of. the San Francisco 
Planning Code. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEJ,R determined that future development facilitated 
through the changes in use districts and height limits under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Pl?TIS could 
have substantial adverse changes on the significance of both individual historical resources and on 
historical districts within the Plan Areas. The PEJR determined that approximately 32 percent of the 
known or potential historical resources in the Plan Areas could potentially be affected under the 
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preferred alternative. The Eastem Neighborhoods PEIR found this :impact to be significant and 
unavoidable. This :impact was addressed ill a Statement of Overriding Considerations with findings and 
adopted as part of the E~stem Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans approval on January 19, 2009. 

The PEIR identified three mitigation measures that were tasked to the Planning Department that could 
reduce the severity of impacts to historic resources as a result of development enabled under the Plan 
Areas (1\llitigation K-1 to K-3). These mitigation measures were the respo:r~ibility of the Planning 
Department and do not apply to subsequent development projects. Demolition or substantial alteration of 
a hist6ric resource typically cannot be fully :OOtigated; therefore, the PEIR concluded that the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Area Plan would have a significant and unavoidable impact on historic resources. 

The subject propertY is currently a vacant lot with no structures. In addition, the project site is not located 
within a historic district.8 Immediately adjacent to the south of the project site is the 615 Tennessee Street 
building which was constructed in 1907. This building was evaluated in the Central Waterfront Historic 
Resource Survey in 2001 and was given a rating of "5S3," which designates the property as "appears to be 
individ,ually eligible for local listing or designation through surveyevaluation."9 A "substantial adverse 
change" on a historical resource is defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 as "physical demolition, 
.destruction ... relocation., or alteration c! fr:.e resource o:r its 1rrnrtciH~te s~trroundL't'lgs such that the 
significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired." While the proposed ·project would 
be constructed adjacent to a building that is considered a potential historic resource, project construction 
would involve conventional excavation and construction equipment and methods that would not be 
considered to exceed acceptable levels of vibration in an urban enVironment Construction adjacent to 
·historic resources is a coroffion occurrence in San Francisco, and the Department of Building Inspection. 
(DBI) permit procedures adequately address this situation. In light of the above, the proposed project 
would not materially impair the adjacent contributing resource and there would be no impacts to off-site 
historic resou~ces. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute .to the significant historic 
resource impact identified in the Eastem Neighborhoods PEJR, anq. no historic resource mitigation 
measures would apply to the proposed project. 

For these reasons,_the proposed project would not result in significant projeCt-level or cumulative impacts 
on historic architectural resources that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEJR. 

Archeological Resources 

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

s The nearest boundary of the Dogpatch Historic District is approximately 250 feet to the south of the project site. 
9 The evaluation of the 615 Tennessee Street building is available online at http://50.17.237.182/docs{DPRForms/3995015:pdf 

accessed Augilst 17, 2015. 
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The proposed project at 595 Mariposa Street would involve approximately six feet of below ground 
surface excavation at its deepest for the elevator pit and foundation and approximately 140 cubic yards of 
soil diSturbance in an area where no previous archaeological studies have been prepared. Therefore, the 
proposed project would be subject to Mitigation Measure J-2 (Project :Mitigation Measure 1). In 
accordance with Mitigation Measure J-2, a Preliminary Archaeological Review (PAR) was conducted by 
Planning Department staff archeologists, which determined that the Planning Pepartment' s first standard 
archeological mitigation measure (Accidental Discovery) would reduce the potential effect of the 
proposed project on archeological resources to a l~ss-than-signifi~t level.JO The· project .sponsor has 
agreed to impl~ment the Accidental Discovery mitigation measure as Pr~ject :Mitigation Measure 1 (full 
text provided in the "Mitigation Measures" section b.elow). . 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant project-level or cumulative 
impacts on archeological resources that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEffi. 

Topics: 

4. TRANSPORTATION AND 
<;:IRCUL~TION-Would the project: 

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

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

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

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

e) Result in inadequate emergency access? 

f) Conflict 'Nith adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or 
pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the 
performance or safety of such facilities? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Slgn/llcant 
Impact not 

Identified In PEIR 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Subsfa1J(iaf New 
lnfonnation 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Slgnilieant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified In PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PElR anticipated iliat growth resulting from the zoning changes would not 
result in s1gnificant impacts related to pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency access, or construction. 
As the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 

1° Randall Dean, San Francisco Planning Department Archeological Review Log. 
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and Area Plans, there would be no. additional impacts on pedestrians, bicyclists, loading, emergency 
access, or construction beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

However, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR anticipated that growth resulting from the zoning changes 
could result in significant impacts on traffic and transit ridership, and identified 11 transportation 

· mitigation measures, which are described further below in the Traffic and Transit sub-sections. Even with 
mitigation, however, it was anticipated that the significant adverse cumulative traffic impacts and the 
cumulative impacts on transit lines could not pe fully mitigated. Thus, these impacts were found to be 
significant a..11d unavoidable. 

The project site is not located within an airport land use plan area, or in the vicinity of a private airstrip. 
Therefore, the Community Plan Exemption Checklist topic 4c is not applicable. 

Trip Gene.ration 

The project site is currently vacant with no structures. The proposed project involves the construction of a 
58-foot-tall, fiye-story, 20-unit, residential building approximately 16,760 square feet in size with no off­
street parking. The proposed mix of units would be eleven one-bedroom units and nine two-bedroom 
uni:b. Tite proposed building would 1r!.clude 21 Class I bicycle sp2.ces at the ground-floor}eveL 

Trip generation of the proposed project was calculated using information in the 2002 Transportation 
Impacts Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review (SF Guidelines) developed by the San Francisco 
Planning Department.11 The proposed project would generate an estimated 173 person trips (inbound and 
outbound) on a weekday daily basis, cons~sting of 94 person trips by auto, 53 transit trips, 7 walk trips 
an4 18 trips by other modes. During the p.m. peak hour, the proposed . project would generate an 
estimated 15 vehicle trips (accounting for vehicle occupancy data for this Census Tract). 

Traffic 

Mitigation Measures E-1 through E-4 in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR were adopted as part of the · 
Plan with uncertain feasibility to address significant traffic impacts; These measures are not applicabl~ to 
the propos.ed project, as they are plan-level mitigations to be implemented by City and Comity agencies. 
Since certification of the PEIR, SFMTA has been engaged in. public outreach regarding some of the 
parking-related measures identified in Mitigation Measures E-2 and E-4: Intelligent Traffic Management, 
although they have not been implemented. Measures that have been implemented include trctffic signal 
installation at Rhode Island/16th streets as identified in Mitigation Measure E-1 and enhanced fundirig as 
identified· in Mitigation Measure E-3 through San Francisco propositions A and B passed in November 
2014. Proposition A author~ed the City to borrow $500 million through issuing general obligation bonds 
in order to meet some of the transportation infrastructure needs of the City. These funds are allocated for 
constructing transit-only lanes and separated bikeways, installing new boarding islands and escalators at 
Muni/BART stops, installing sidewalk curb bulb-outs, raised crosswalks, median isla!lds, and bicycle 
parking and upgrading Muni maintenance facilities, among various other improvements. Proposition B, 
which also passed in. November 2014, amends the City Charter to increase the amount the City provided 
to the SFMTA based on the Cit)r's population, with such funds to be used to improve Muni service and 
street safety. Some of this funding may be applied to transportation projects within the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan area. 

i1 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations for 595 Mariposa Street, May 6, 2015. 
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The proposed project's vehicle trips would travel through the intersections surrounding the project block. 
Inter~ection operating conditions are characterized by the concept of Level of Service (LOS), which ranges 
from. A to F and provides a description of an intersection's performance based on traffic volumes, 
intersection capacity, and vehicle delays. LOS A represents free flow conditions, with little or no delay, 
while LOS F represents congested conditions, with extremely long delays; LOS D (moderately high 
delays) is considered the lowest acceptable level in San Francisco. The intersections near the project site 
(within approximately 2,500 feet) that were analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PE:IR.mclude Tirird 

. Street/Mariposa Street, 161h Street/Third Street, Mariposa Street/l-280 NB off-ramp, and Mariposa Str.eet/I-
280 SB on-ramp intersections. Table 1 provides existing and cumulative LOS data gathered for these 
intersections, per the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Transportation Study.12 

T bl E .. a el: xtstingan dC ulti If UI]1 a ve n ersection LOS (W kd PMP kH ee ay ea our 

futersection Existing LOS (2007) Cumulative LOS (2025) 

Third St./Mariposa St. B c 
16th St.(Third St. D D 
Mariposa St./I-28.0 NB off-ramp c B 
~& .... -!- ........... ,... c.1. IT .,on 

,_ __ ,.... __ 
u u 

Source: Eastern Neighborhoods RezcmingandArea Plans Transportation Study (2007) 

More recent intersection turning movements were collected for the above four intersections as part of the 
enviroi:unental review for the proposed Golden· State Warriors Event Center and Mixed-Use 
Dev:elopment at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 project.13 Table 2 proVides intersection LOS under "current 

· conditions (2015) and existing plus the proposed Warriors development project conC!.itions. 
I 

T bl 2 E " . d Exi . PI Pr . In LOS (W kd PM P k H a e : xtstingan sting- us- 01ect tersection ee ay ea ouru 

Iritersectiori Existing LOS (2015) Existing Plus Warriors Proiect 

Third St./Mariposa St. D D 

16th St./Third St. c c 
Mariposa St./I-280 NB off-ramp c c 
Mariposa St./I-280 SB on-ramp B B 

Source: Golden State Warriors Evmt Center and Mixed-Use Dro~lopment at Mission Bay Blocks 29-32 DEIR (2015) 

The proposed project would generate an estimated 15 new p.m. pe~ hour vehicle trips that could travel 
through surrounding intersections. This amount of new p.m. peak hour vehicle trips would not 
substantially increase traffic volumes at these or other nearby intersections, would not substantially 
increase average delay th~t would cause intersections that currently operate at acceptable LOS to 
deteriorate to unacceptable LOS, or would not sUbstantially increase average delay at intersections that 
currently operate at unacceptable LOS. 

The proposed project would not contribute considerably to LOS delay conditions as its contribution of an 
estimated 15 new p.m. peak-hour vehicle trips would not be a substantial proportion of the overall traffic 
volume or the new vehicle trips generated by Eastern Neighborhoods' Plan projects. Tiie proposed 
project would also not contribute considerably to 2025 cumulative conditions and thus, the proposed 
project would not have any significant cumulative traffic impacts. · 

12 The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans Tr4nsporfation Study is available for review at i:he San Francisco Plarming 
. Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2004.0160E. 

"Planning Department Case Number 2014.1441E · 
H The LOS data d.oes not include whep there is San Francisco Giants game. 
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For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts on traffic that were 
not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PElR. 

Transit 

:Mitigation Measures E-5 through E-ll in the Eastern Neighborhoods PElR were adopted as part of the 
Plan with uncertain feasibility to address significant tral}Sit impacts. These measures are not applicable to 
the proposed project, as they are plan-level mitigations to be implemented by qty and County agencies. 
In compliance with a portion of :Mitigation Measure E-5: Enhanced Transit Funding, the City adopted 
impact fees for development in Eastern Neighborhoods that goes towards funding transit and complete 
streets. In addition, the City is currently conducting. outreach regarding Mitigation Measures E-5: 

. Enhanced Transit Funding and :Mitigation Measure E-11: Transportation Demand Management as part of 
the Transportation Sustainability Program.15 In compliance with all or portions of Mitigation Measure E-
6: Transit Corridor Improvements, Mitigation Measure E-7: Transit Accessibility, Mitigation Measure E-9: 
Rider Improvements, and Mitigation Measure E-10: Transit Enhancement, the SFMTA is implementing 
the Transit Effectiveness Project (TEP), which was approved by the SFMTA Board of Directors in March 
2014. The TEP (now called Muni . Forward) includes system-wide review, evaluation, and 
recomrn.endaiions to in1prove service artd increase transpOrtation efficiency. Exarr1ples of tr~rrlsit priority 
and pedestrian safety improvements within the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area as part of Muni · 
Forward mclude the 14 Mission Rapid Transit Project, the 22 Fillmore Extension along 16th Street to 
Mission Bay (expected construction between 2017 and 2020), and the Travel Time ·Reduction Project on . 
Route 9 San Bruno (initiation in 2015). In addition, Muni Forward includes service improvements to 
various routes with tli.e Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area; for instance the implemented new Route 55 on 
.161h Street 

Mitigation Measure E-7 also identifies implementing recommendations of the Bicycle Plan and Better 
Streets Plan. As part of the San Francisco Bicycle Plan, adopted in 2009, a series of minor, near-term, and 
long-term bicycle facility improvements are planned within the Eastern. Neighborhoods, including along 
2nd Street, 5th Street, 17th Street, Townsend Street, illinois Street, and Cesar Chavez Boulevard. The San 
Francisco Better Streets Plan, adopted in 2010, describes a vision for the future of San Francisco's 
pedestrian realm and calls for streets that work for all users: The Better Streets Plan requirements were 
codified in Section 138.1 of the Planning Code and new projects constructed ill the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan ar~a are subject to varying requirements, dependent on project size. Another effort 
which addresses transit accessibility, Vision Zero, was adopted by various City .agencies in 2014. Vision 
Zero focuses on building better and safer streets through education, evaluation, enforcement, and 
engineering. The goal is to eli.rrrinate all traffic fatalities by 2024. Vision Zero projects within the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan area include pedestrian intersection treatments along Mission Street from 18th to 
23rd streets, the Potrero Avenue Streetscape Project from Division to Cesar Chavez streets, and the 

.. Howard Street Pilot Project, which includes pedestrian intersection treatments frcim 4th to 6th streets. 

The project site is located within a quarter mile of several local transit lines including Muni lines 91-0wl, 
T-Thlrd, 22-Fillmore, 55-16th Street, and 14X-Mission Express: The proposed project would be expected to 
generate 53 daily transit trips, including nine during the p.m. peak hour. Given the availability of nearby 
transit, the addition of nine p.m. peak hour transit trips 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 on transit service could result. 

·15 http://tsp.sfplanning.org 
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Each of the rezoning options in f!:le Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified ~ignificant and unavoidable 
cumulative impacts relating to increases in transit ridership on Muni lines, with the Preferred Project 
having significant impacts cin seven lines: 9-San Bruno, 22-Fillmore, 2'6-Valencia, 27-Bryant, 33-Stanyan, 
48-Quintara/24ih Street, and 49-Van Ness/Mission. <?£ those lines, the project site is located within a 
quarter-mile of Muni line 22-Fillmore, 

The proposed project would not contribute considerably to these conditions as its minor contribution of 
nine p.m. peak hour transit trips would not be a substantial proportion of the overall additional transit 
volume generated by Eastern Neighborhood projects. Thus, the proposed proj~ct would not contribute 
considerably to 2025 cumulative transit c~nditions and would not result in any significant cumulative 
transit impacts. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant impacts that were not 
identified in the Easterrt Neighborhoods PEIR related to trapsit and wou}d not contribute considerably to 
cumulative transit impacts that were identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Pedestrians .· 

The PEIR stated that given the low to moderate levels of baseline pedestrian activity within most of the 
Eastem Neighborhoods, the anticipated increase in pedestrian traffic could be accommodated by existing 
sidewalks. The PEIR. acknowledged that pedestrian circulation in the Central Waterfrontis hampered by 
discontinuous sidew:alk networks' and/or pedestrian ways, a lack of crosswalks, and truck traffi~ While 
deficiencies in sidewalks are most pronounced in the Central Waterfront, the sidewalks surrounding the 
project site are adequate as the Mariposa sidewalk is approximately 12 feet wide and the Tennessee 
sidewalk is approximately 15 feet wide. In addition, there is a marked crosswalk in front of the pwject 
site at the Tennessee and Ma:iposa streets intersection, and there is a new traffic signal installed one 
block we~t of the project site on Mariposa Street at Minnesota Street. 

The proposed project would generate approximately 10 pedestrian trips (1 walking trip and 9 trips 
to/from nearby transit stops) during the typical p.m. peak hour. The new pedestrian trips could be 
accommodated on existing sidewalks and crosswalks adjacent to the project site and would not · 

. substantiiill.y overcrowd the sidewalks along either Mariposa Street or Tennessee Street. Implementation 
of the proposed project Would improve pedestrian circulation'by removmg the existing curb 'cut OJ;t 

Tennessee Street and by not providing off-street parking at the project site. Although the proposed 
project would result in an increase in the number of vehicles and pedestrians, this increase would not be 
substantial enough to create potentially hazardous conditions for pedestrian or otherwise substantially 
interfere with pedestrian accessibility to the site and adjacent' areas. In addition, the project site was not 
identified as being in a hl~-injury corridor as defined by Vision Zero, which is the City's adopted road· 
safety policy that aims for zero traffic deaths in San Francisco by 2024.16 Therefore, impacts. on 
pedestrians would be less than signifiCant. 

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant project-level or cumulative 
pedestrian impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods :PEIR. 

16 Vison Zero High Injury Network map, accessed on August 17, 2015, is available online at: 

http://sfgov.rnaps.arcgis.com/apps/OnePane/basicviewer/index.hlml?appid=335c508503374i5d94c95cb2a1f3f4f4. 

SAN F!lANCISCO 
PI.ANNINO 0~ 
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Topics: 

5. NOISE-Would the project: 

a) Result in exposure of persons to .or- generation of 
· noise levels in excess of standards established 
in the local general plan or noise ordinani:e, or 
applicable standards of other agencies? 

b) Result in exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive ground borne 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 rvvo mi:es of a public 

. airport or public use airport, would the project 
expose people residing or working in the area to 
excessive noise levels? 

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

g) Be substantially affected by existing noise 
levels? 

Significant 
Impact Pecu/lar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

0 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D 
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Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

0 

0 

D 

D 

0 

0 

No Slgn/tlcant 
. Impact not 

Previously 
Identified in PEIR 

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

Eastern Neighborhoods PElR lVfitigation Measures F-1 and F-2 relate to construction noise. lVfitigation 
Measure F-1 addresses individual project~ that include pile-driving, and Mitigation Measure F-2 
addresses individual projects that include particularly noisy construction procedures. The proposed 
project would utilitze a mat building fou.11.dation that does not necessitate the use of pile·driving. Since 
pile driving is not required lVfitigation Measure F-1 is nbt applicable: Since heavy equipment would be 
·required during excavation and construction of the proposed building, Mitigation Measures F-2 is 
applicable to the proposed project, The project sponsor has agreed to implement Eastern Neighborhoods 
PElR Mitigation Measure F-2 as Project Mitigation Measure 2 (full text provided in the "Mitigation· 
Measures" section below). 

In addition, all construction activities for the proposed project (approximately 14 months) would be 
subject to and would comply with the San Francisco Noise Ordinant;:e (Article 29 of the San Francisco 
Police Code) (Noise Ordinance). Construction noise is regulated by the Noise Ordinance. The Noise 
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Ordinance requires that construction work be conducted· :in the follow:ing ma:nner: (1) noise levels of 
construction equipment, other than :impact tools, must not exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from 
the source (the equipment generating the noise); (2) impact tools must have :intake and exhaust mufflers 
that are approved by th«;! Director 'of the Department of Public Works (DPW) or the Director of the 
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) to best accomplish maximum noise reduction; and (3) if the 
noise from the construction work would exceed the ainbient noise levels at the si~e property line by. 5 
dBA ·fue work must not be conducted between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. unless the Director of DPW 
authorizes a special permit for conducting the work during ~t period. 

DBI is responsible for ellforcing the Noise Ordinance for private construction projects during normal 
business hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.). The Police Department.is· responsible for enforcing the Noise 
Ordinance ~uring all other hours. Nonetheless, during the construction periqd for the proposed project of 
approximately 14 months, occupants of the nearby properties could be disturbed by construction noise. 
Times may occur when noi;e could interfere with indoor activities in nearby residences and other 
businesses ~ear the project site and ni.ay be. considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. 
The increase :in nol.se in the project area during project construction would not be considered a significant 
impact of the proposed project, because the consti:uction noise would be temporary, intermittent, and 
restricted in occurrence and level, as the contractor would ?e required to comply with the Noise 
Ordinance. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEill. Mitigation Measures F-3 and F--4 require that a detailed analysis of noise 
reduction requiiements be conducted for new development that includes noise~sensitive uses located 
along streets with noise levels above 60 dl3A (Ldn) or near existing n(Jise-generatjng uses. Since 
certification· of the PEIR, San Francisco adopted Noise Reguhitions Relating to Residential Uses Near 
Places of Entertainment (Ordinance 70-15, effective June 19, 2015). The intent of the regulation~ is to 
address noise conflicts between residential. ru;es and in noise critical areas, such as in proximity to · 
highways, country roads, city streets, railroads, rapid transit lines, airports, nighttime entertainment 
venues or industrial areas. Re~dential structures to be located where the day-night average sound level 
(Ldn) or commuiuty noise equivalent level (CNEL) exceeds 60 decibels shall require an acoustical 
analysis with .the application of a building permit showing that the proposed design will limit exterior 
noise to the . 45 decibels in any habitable room. Furthermore, the regulations require . the Planning 
Department and Plaiming Commission to consider the compatibility of uses when approving residential 
uses adjacent to or near existing permitted places of entertainment and take all reasonably available 
means through the City's design review and approval processes to ensu:re that the design of such new 
residential development projects take into account the needs and mterests of both the places of 
enterta:inrnent and the future resi~ents of the new development. 

The regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Noise Regulations Relating to Residential 
Uses Near Places of Entertainment are consistent with the provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure F-3 and 
F-4. fu accordance with PEJJ.<. Mitigation Measure F-3 and F-4, the. project sponsor has conducted an 
environmental noise study demonstrating that the proposed project can feasibly attain acceptable interior 
noise levelsF The study concluded that outdoor noise levels read). 72.8 dBA (Ldn) at the southeast comer 
of Tennessee and Mariposa streets. To meet the 45 dBA interior noise level, the noise study provided the 
following recommendationS: (1) the exterior wall system should provide an Outside-Inside Transmission 
Oass (OTIC) rating of 56 for level I and 40 for the upper floors; (2) the exterior windows to living spaces 
facing Mariposa and Tennessee Streets should have a minimum OTIC rating of 34 for all levels; and (3) 

l7 Shen Milson Wilke, Envirorunental Noise Report, 595 Mariposa Street, San Francisco, CA, May 29, 2015; 
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· supplemental mechanical ventilation should be provided for all residential units to allow the windows to 
be closed if desired. The noise study demonstrated that the proposed project can feasibly attam an 
acceptable interior noise level of 45 dBA in all dwelling units. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEill. :Mitigation Measure F-5 addresses impacts related to individual projects 
that include new noise-generating uses that would be expected to generate noise levels in excess of 
ambient noise in the proposed project site vicinity. The proposed residential project would introduce new 
i10ise sensitive uses, but is not expected to ·generate excessive noise levels. In addition, any noise 
generated by the project including mechanical equipment would be subject to noise control requirements 
pursuant to the Noise Ordinance. Thus, Mitigation Measure F-5 is not applicable. 

Mitigation Measure F-6 addresses impacts from existing ambient noise levels on open space required 
under the Planning Code for new development that includes noise sensitive uses. The proposed project 
includes a common roof deck Mitigation Measure F-6 is therefore applicable to the proposed project, 
and has been agreed to by the project sponsor as Project Mitigation Measure 5 (full text provided in the 
"Mitigation Measures" section below). The noise study p~epared in accordance with Mitigation Measure 
F-3 (Project Mitigation Measure 3) addressed noise levels at the proposed outdoor spaces, and concluded 
t~at due to the d.istarlce to t1te primarJ noise· source (Ivfaiiposa Street), the sl-J.eldin.g effect from_ th.e 
proposed building itself, and the proposed four-foot-tall rooftop parapet, ambient noise levels on the 
rooftop would below 60 dB A (Ldn) and would not limit the enjoyment of the open space.18 

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

For the above reasons, the proposed project would not result in significant project-level or cumulative 
noise impacts that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEill.. 

Topics: · 

6. AIR QUALITY-Would the project: 

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

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

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

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations? 

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

15Jbid. 
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Impact Peculiar 
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D 

D 

D 

D 

D 
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The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR identified potentially significant air quality impacts resulting from 
construction activities and impacts to sensitive land uses19 _as a result of exposure to elevated levels of 
diesel par~culate matter (DPM) and other toxic air contaminants (TACs). The Eastern Neighborhoods 
PEIR identified four mitigation measures that would reduce these air quality impacts to less-than­
significant levels and stated that with implementation of identified mitigation measures, the Area Plan 
would be consistent with the Bay Area 2005 Ozone Strategy, the applicable air quality plan· at that tiille: 
All other air quality impacts were found to be less than significant. 

Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 addresses air quality impacts during construction, 
PEIR Mitigation Measure G-2 addresses the siting of sensitive land uses near sources of TACs and PEIR· 
Mitigation Measures G-3 and G-4 address·proposed uses that would emit DPM and other TACs. 

Construction Dust Control 

·Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-t Construction Air Quality requires individual 
projects involving construction activities to include dust 'control measures and to maintain and operate 
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other pollutants. The San 
Francisco Board of Supervisors subsequently approved a series of amendments to the San Francisco 
Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Ordinance 
176-08, effective July 30, 2008). The intent of the Construction Du.st Control Ordinance is to reduce the 
quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and construction work in order to 
protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers, minimize public nuisance complaints, and 
to avoid orders to stop work by DBL Project-related construction act;ivities would result in construction 
dust, primarily from ground-disturbing activities. In compliance with the Construction Dust Control 
Ordinance, the project sponsor and contractor responsible for construction activities at the project site 
would be required to control construction dust on the site through a combination of watering disturbed.· 
areas, covering stockpiled materials, street and sidewalk sweeping and other measures. 

The regulations and pro~dures set forth by the San Francisco Dust .Control Ordinance would ensure that 
construction dust impacts would not be significant These requirements supersede the dust control 
provisions of PEIR Mitigation Measure G~l. Therefore, the portion of PEIR Mitigation Measure G-1 

Construction Air Quality that addresses dust control is no longer applicable to the proposed project. 

Criteria Air Pollutants 

While the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR deteni:lined that at a program-level the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans would not resUlt in significant regional air quality impacts, the PEIR states that 
"Individ~al development projects rindertaken in_ the future pursuant to the new zoning and area plans 
would be subject to a significance determination based on the BAAQMD' s quantitative thresholds for 
mdividual projects."2o The BAAQMD's CEQA Air QualitlJ Guidelines (Air Quality Guidelines) provide 
screening criteria21 for determining whethera project's criteria air pollutant emissions wouldviolate an 

t9 The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) considers sensitive receptors as: children, adults or seniors occupying 
. or residing ire 1) residential dwellings, including aparbnents, houses, condominiums; 2) schools, colleges, and universities, 3) 
daycares, 4) hospitals, and 5) senior care facilities. BAAQMD, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks 
and Hazards, May 2011, page 12. 

2° San Francisco Planning Deparbnent, Eastern Neighborhood's Rezoning anO. Area Plans Final Environmental Impact Report See 
page 346. Available online at: http:l/www.sf-plannin',l:.orgfModules/ShowDocument.a§px?documentid~003. Accessed June 4, 
2014. 

21 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, updated May 2011. See pp. 3-2 to 3-3. 
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air quality standard, contribute to an existing or projected air quality violation, or result in a rumulatively 
considerable net increase in criteria'air pollutants. Pursuant to the Air Quality Guidelines, projects that 
meet the screening criteria do not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants. Criteria air 
pollutant emissions during construction and operation .of the proposed project would meet the Air 
Quality Guidelines sc~eening criteria, as .the proposed project involves the construction of a fiv~-story, 20-
unit residential building which is well below the criteria air pollutant screening sizes. for an Apartment, 
Low-Rise Building (451 dwelling units for operational and 240 dwelling units for construction). 
Therefore, the project would not have a significant impact related to criteria air pollutants, and a detailed 
air quality assessment is not required. 

Health Risk 

Since certification of the PEIR, San'.Francisco Board of Supervisors approved a series of amendments to 
the San Francisco Building and Health Codes, generally referred to as the Enhanced Ventilation Required 
for Urban lnfill Sensitive Use Developments or Health Cod~, Article 38 (Ordinance 224-14, effective 
December 8, 2014)(Article 38). The purpose of Article 38 is to protect the public health and welfare by 
establishing an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone and imposing an enhanced ventilation requirement for all 
urban inJi11 sensitive use development within !:l>.e Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. The proposed project is 
not within the Air ~ollutant Exposure Zone. The Air Pollutant Exposure Zone as defined in Article 38 are . 
areas that, based on modeling of all known air pollutant sources, exceed health protective standards for 
cilmulative PM2.s concentration, cumulative excess cancer risk, and· incorporates health vulnerability. 
factors and proximity to freeways. 

Construction 

As discussed above, the 'project site. is not located within an identified Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. 
Therefore, the remainder of Mitigation Measure G-1 that requires the minimization of construction 

. exhaust errrissions is not applicable to the proposed project. 

Siting Sensitive Lmd Uses 

The proposed project would include development of 20 dwelling units which is considered a sensitive 
land use for purposes of air quality evaluation, As discussed·. above, the project is not within an Air 
Pollutant Exposure Zone and Article 38 is not applicable to the proposed project. Therefore, PEIR 
Mitigation Measure G-2 Air Quality for Sensitive Land Uses is not applicable to the proposed project, and 
impacts related to siting of new sensitive land uses would be less than significant. 

Siting New Sources· 

The proposed project would not be expected lo generate 100 trucks per day or 40 refrigerated trucks per 
day. Therefore, Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-3 is not applicable. In addition, the 
proposed projectwould not include any sources that would emit DPM or other TACs. Therefore, Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR Mitigation Measure G-4 is not applicable and impacts related to siting new sources 
of pollutants would be less than significant. 

Conclusion 

For the above reasons, none of the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR air quality mitigation measures are 
applicable to the proposed pr.oject and the project would not result in significant air quality impacts that 
were not identified in the PEIR. 
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Top/r;s: 

7. 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 of an agency adopted for the purpose 
of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? 

Slgn/ffcant 
Impact Peculiar 
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The· Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR assessed the GHG emi~sions that could result from rezoning of the 
Central Waterfront Area Plan under the three rezoning options~ The Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
OptionS A, B, and C are anticipated to result in GHG emissions on the order ot 4.2, 4.3 and 4.5 metric tons 
of COzE22 per service population,23 respectively. The Eastern Neighborhoods .PEIR concluded that i:he 

. resul~g GHG emissions from the three options analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plans 
'1-Yould be less than significant No !!litigation measmes were identified in the PEIR 

Regulations outlined in San Francisco's Strategies to Address Greenhouse Gas Emissions have proven 
effectiv~ as San Francisco'~ GHG emissions have measurably reduced when compared to 1990 emissions· 
levels, demonstrating ~at the City has met and exceeded EO S-3-05, AB 32, and the Bay Area 2010 Clean 
Air Plan GHG reduction goals for the year 2020. The proposed project was determined to be consistent 
with San Fr<)Ilcisco's ~HG Reduction Strategy.24 Of!:ter existing regulations, sU,ch as those implemented 
through AB 32, will continue to reduce a proposed project's contribution to c).imate change. Therefore, the . 
proposed project's GHG emissions would not conflict with state, regional, and local GHG reduction plans .. 
and regulations, and thus the· proposed project's contribution to GHG emissions w~uld not be 
cumulatively considerable or generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that would have a 

significant impact on the environment 

Because the proposed project is withi;n the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans, there wo?~d be no additional impacts on greenhouse gas emissions (including 
cumulative impacts) beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

22 C02E, defined as equivalent Carbon Dioxide, is a quantity that describes 6ther greenhouse gases in 'terms of the amount of Carbo;,_ 
Dio:>dde that would have an equal global warming potential. . 

23 Mem~randum from Jessica Range to Environmental Planning staff, Greenhouse Gas Analyses for Community Plan Exemptions in 
· Eastern Neighborhoods, April 20, 2010. This rnemorand~ pr~vides an overview of the GHG analysis conducted for the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR and provides an analysis of the emissions using a service population (equivalent of total number 
of residents and employees) metric. 

· 24 Greenhouse Gas Analysis: Compliance 01ecklist for 595 Mariposa Street, May 5, 2015. 
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Topics: 

8. WIND AND SHADOW-Would the 
project: 

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

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

Wind 

Significant Impact 
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Based upon experience of the Planning Department in reviewing wind analyses and expert opinion on 
other projects, it is generally (but not always) the case that projects under 80 feet in height do not have the 
potenti~l to generate significant wind impacts. Although the proposed 58-foot-tall building (up to 73 feet 
including the elevator penthouse) would be taller than the immediately adjacent two-story building to 
the south, it would be similar in height to existing three- to six-story buildings in the surrounding area. 
For the above reasons, the proposed project is not anticipated to cause significant impacts related to wind 
that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Shadow 

Planning Code Section 295 generally prohibits new structures above 40 feet in height that would cast 
additional shadows on open space that is under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Park 
Commission between one hour after sunrise and one hour before sunset, at any time of the year, unless 
that shadow would not result in a significant adverse effect on the use of the open space. Under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, sites surrounding parks could be redeveloped with 
taller buildings without triggering Section 295 of the Plarini.ng Code because certain parks are not subject 
to Section 295 of the Planning Code (i.e., under jurisdiction of departments other than the Recreation and 
Parks Department or privately owned). The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR could not conclude that the 

· rezoning and community plans would result in less-than~signifkant shadow impacts because the 
feasibility of complete mitigation for potential new shadow impacts of unknown proposed proposals 
could not be determined at that time. 'I11erefore, the .PEIR determined shadow impa~ts to be significant 
and unavoidable. No mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR. 

The proposed project would construct an approximately 58-foot-tall buildihg (up to .73 feet including the 
elevator penthouse). The Planning Department prepared a preliminary shadow fan analysis to determine 
whether the proposed project would have the potential to cast new shadow on nearby parks. The results 
of the shadow fan showed that the project had the potential to cast new shadow on Mariposa Park, a non­
Section 295 park that is located appro:xllnately 340 feet west of the project site. Therefore, a shadow study 
was conducted for the proposed project. In comparison to the shadow fan analysis, the shadow study 
captured existing shadow from intervening buildings ·and more ac;curately ~odeled the design and 
location of the proposed building's elevator penthouse. According to the shadow study, the .project as 
proposed would not result in any new shading on Mariposa Park, nor any other open space in the 

vicinity of the project $ite.25 

25 Prevision Design, Shadow Analysis Report for the Proposed Project at 595 Mariposa Sb'eet, August 5, 2015. 
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The proposed project would s~de portions of nearby streets and sidewalks and private property 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-than-significant effect under CEQA. Although 
occupants of nearby property may regard the increase in shadow as unde~irable, the lim,ited increase in 
shading of private properties as a result of the proposed project would not be. considered a significant 
impact under CEQ A. 

For the above reasons, th~ proposed project would not result in significant project-level and cumUlative 
impacts related to shadow that were not identified i:ri the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

9. RECREATION-Would the project 

a) Increase the use of existing neighborhood and 
regional parks or other recreational facilities such 
ihai ::;ub::;i.=mtial phy::;lcai deleliora!ion of ihe 
facilities would occur or be accelerated? 

b) Include recreational facilities or require the 
construction or expansion of recreational 

'• facilities that rnight have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment? · 

c) Physically degrade existing recreational 
resources? 

Significant 
. tmp<~ct Peculf<~r 

to Project or 
Praj<>ct Site 

0 

0 

0 

STgnff/cant 
Impact not 

Identified in PEIR 

0 

0 

0 

Significarrt 
lmp<~ct.due to 

Substantial New 
tntormatlan 

0 

0 

Na Significant ·. 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified in PEJR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the. Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans would not result in substantial or accelerate9. deterioration of existing 
recreational resources or require the construction 'or expansion of recre.ational facilities that may have an . 
adverse effect on the· environment. No. mitigation measures related to recreational resources were 
id~ntified :in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

As p~rt of the Eastern Neighborhoods adoption, the City adopted impact fees for development in Eastern 
Neighborhoods that goes towards funding recreation and open space, Since cettification of the PEIR, the 
voters of Sap. Francisco passed the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks Bond 
providing the Recreation .and Parks Department an additional $195 million to continue capital projects for 
the renovation anq. repafr of parks, recr~ation, and open space assets. Tiris funding is being utilized for 
~provements and expansion to Garfield Square, South Park, Potrero Hill Recreation Center, Warm 
Water Cove Park, and Pier 70 Parks Shoreline within ~e Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area. The impact 
fees and the 2012 San Francisco Clean and Safe Neighborhood Parks Bond are funding measlJ!es similar 
to that described in PEIR Improvement Measure H-1: Support for Upgrades to Existing Recreation 
Facilities. 

· An update of the Recreation and Open Space Element (ROSE) of the General Plan wa~ adopted in April 
2014. The. amended ROSE provides a :?.0-year vision for open spaces in the City. It includes information 
and policies about accessing, acquiring, funding, and managing open spaces in San Francisco. The 
amended ROSE identifies areas within the Eastern N eighborho9ds Plan area for acquisition and the 
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locations where proposed new open spaces and open space connections should be built; consistent with 
PEIR Improvement Measure H-2: Support for New Open Space. Two of these open spaces, Daggett Park 
and at 17th and Folsom, are set to open in 2015 and 2016, respectively. In. addition, the amended ROSE 
identifies the role of both the Better Streets Plari. (refer to "Transportation" section for description) and t;he 
Green Connections Network in open space .and· recreation. Green Connections are special streets and 
paths that connect people to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront, while enhancing the ecology of j:he 
street environment. Six routes identified. within the Green Connections Network cross the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan area: Mission to Peaks (Route 6); N oe Valley to Central Waterfront (Route 8), a 

portion of which has been conceptually . designed; Tenderloin to Potrero (Route 18); Downtown to 
Mission Bay (Route 19); Folsom, Mission Creek to McLaren (Route 20); and Shoreline (Route 24)~ 

As the proposed project would not degr:ade recreational facilities and is within the development 
projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional 
impacts on recreation beyond those ari.alyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

10. UTILITIES AND SERVICE 
SYSTEMS-Would the project 

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

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing f<tcilities, the construction 
of which ·could c<tuse 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. availabie to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or require new or· expanded water· 
supply resources or entitlements? 

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider that would serve th~ 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, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

Sfgn!flcant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not 

Identified In PEIR 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information· 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Slqnltlcant 
Impact not 
Previously 

Identified In PEIR 

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

SA~ FR~NCISCO 
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Since certification of the PEIR, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) adopted the 2010 
Urban.Water·Management Plan (UWMP) in June 2011. The UWMP update includes City-wide demand 
projections to the year 2035, compares available water supplies- to meet demand and .presents water 
demand management measm;es to reduce long-term water demand. Additionally, the UWMP update 
includes a discussion of the conservation requirement set forth in Senate Bill 7 passed in November 2009 
mandating a statewide 20.% reduction in per capita water use by. 2020. The UWMP includes a 
quantification of the SFPUC's water use reduction targets ari,d plan for meeting these objectives. The 
UWMP projects sufficient water supply in normal years and a supply shortfall during prolonged 

. droughts. Plans are in place to institUte varying degrees of water conservation and rationing as n~ded in 
r~spolliie to severe droughts. 

In addition, the SFPUC is. in the process of implementing the Sewer System Improvement Program, 
w.l:Uch is a 20-year, multi-billion. dollar citywide upgrade to the City's sewer and stormwater 
infrastructure to ensure a reliable and s~mically safe system. The program includes planned 
improvements that will serve development in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area including af the 
Southeast Treatment Plant, the Central Bayside System, and green infrastructure projects, such as the 
Mission and Valencia Green Gateway . 

. AB the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods Rezoning 
. . ~ 

and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on utilities and service systems beyond those 
analyzed ill fue Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topic$: 

11. PUBLIC SERVICES-Would the 
project: 

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

· Slgn/ffcant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

0 

Slgn/ffcant 
Impact not 

/dent/fled In PEIR 

0 

Signfflcant 
Impact due to 

Sub$tantial New. 
Information 

0 

No Signlffcant 
Jmpactnot · 
Previou$1y 

/dentlffed In PEIR 

12:1. 

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

Because the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional project-level or cumulative impacts on public 
·services beyond those analyzed 1n the Eastern Ne,i.ghborhoods PEIR: 
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Topics: 

12. BIOLOGICALRESOURCES-Would 
the project: 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, ·either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special­
status species in local or regional plans, policies, 

. or regulations, or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of 
Fish and Game or u.s; Fish and Wildlife 
Service? 

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
ihe Ciean WaierAct (including, but noi iimiied to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means? 

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

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinaJ]ces 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance? 

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

Significant 
·Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

0 

0 

0 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact not. 

Identified in PEIR 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

No Significant 
lmpar:;tnot 
Previously 

Identified In PEIR 

·lXI 

As discussed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PE1R, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area is in a developed 
urban environment that .does not provide native natural habitat for any rare or endangered plant or 
animal species. There are no riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes, or wetlands in the Plan Area that 
could be affected by the 9-evelopment anticipated under the Area Plan. In addition, development 
envisioned under the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan would not substantially interfere with the 
movement of any resident: or migratory wildlife species. For these reasons, the PEIR concluded that 
implementation of the Area Plan would not result in significant impacts on biological resources~ and no 
mitigation measures were identified. 

The project site is located within Central Waterfront Plan area of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan 
and therefore, does not support habitat for any candidate, sensitive or special status species. As such, 
implementation of the proposed project would not result :in significant impacts to biological resources not 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 
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Topics: . 

13 .. GEOLOGY AND SOILS-WoUld the 
project 

a) 

b) 

c) 

d) 

e) 

Ex.po.se people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
. delineated ori 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? 

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

Be located on geologic unit or soli that Is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on­
or off-site landslide, lateral : spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction; or collapse? 

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

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

f) Change substantially !he topography or any 
unique geologic or physical features of the site? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

D 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Significant 
Jmpactnot 

Identified Jn PEIR 

0 

0 

0 

tJ 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

595 Mariposa Street 
. 2014.1579E 

Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Jmpactnot 
Previously 

Identified In PEIR 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the· Plan would indirectly increase 
the· population that would be subje~t to an e~thquake, including seismically induced groUn.d-shaking, 
liquefaction, and landslides. The PEIR qlso noted that new development is generally safer than 
comparable older development due to improvements :in building codes and construction techniques. 
Compliance with applicable codes and J:ecommendations made in project-specific geotechnical.analyses 
would not elimjnate earthquake risks, but would reduce them to an acceptable level, given the 
seismically active characteristics of the Bay Area. Thus, the PEIR concluded that implementation of the 
Plan would not result in significant impacts with regard to geology, and no mitigation measures were 
identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

A geotechnical investigation was prepared for the proposed prpject26 The :investigation found that the 
·project site is underlain by heterogeneous fill and varying depth to bedrock2Tand concluded that a mat 

2fi H. Allen Gruen, Geoteclmical Engineer, Geotechnical Investigation Plani\ed Development at 595 Mariposa Street, Sari Francisco, 
California. December 7, 2014. · · 

v Greenish brown serpentinite bedrock was located at 9 feet below ground surface. 
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foundation would adequately support the proposed structure. The geotechnical report also stated that 
chilled piers could be used to support the proposed structure. The project is required to conform to the 
San Francisco Building Code, which ensures the safety of all new construction in the City. DBI will 
review the project-specific geotechnical report during its review oHhe building permitfor the project. In 
addition, DBI may require additional site specific soils report(s) through the building permit application 
process, as needed. The DBI requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit 
application pursi.lant to DBI's implementation of the Building Code would ensure that the proposed 
project would have no significant impacts related to soils, seismic or other geological hazards. 

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact related to seismic and 
geologic hazards and would not result in significant project-level or cumulative impacts relate9- to 
geology and soils that were not identified in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEJR. No mitigation measures 
are necessary. 

Topics: 

14. HYDROLOGY AND WATER 
QUALITY-Would the project 

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

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

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

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

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

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality? 

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard 
area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary or Flood Insurance Rate Map or other 
authoritative· flood hazard delineation map? 

h) Place within a 1 00-year flood hazard area 
structures that would impede or redirect ffood 
flows? 

SI,N FRANCISCO 
Pl.Al.'ill\IING DEPARTMENT 

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

t;; r~ro]nc: c:- !m.p;!cf no! Sub sEnt!~! Nt:>W Previous/v 
Project Site Identified In PEIR Information /de11tified in PEIR 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

17 21 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

0 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

0 
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Topics: 

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

J) Expose people or structures Ia a ·significant risk 
of Joss, injury or death involving inundation by 

· seiche, tsur)arrii, or mudflow? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project qr 
Project Site 

0· 

0 

Significant 
lmpactnot . 

Identified in PEIR 

D 

D 

· 595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

Significant f{o Significant 
Impact due to Impact not 

Substantial New Previously 
Information Identified in PEIR 

0 1251 

D 

The Easte;rn Neighborhoods PEIR deterrrrined that the anticipated increase in population- would not 
result in a significant impact on hydrology and water quality, including the combined sewer system and 
the potential for combined sewer outflows .. No rrritigation measures were identified in the PEIR. . . 
The amount of impervious surface coverage on the site would not ci}ange with implemeJJ.tation of the 
proposed project as the entire project site is currently covered with asphalt As a result, the proposed 
project would not increase stormwater runoff beyond what was studied in the Eastern. Neighborhoods 
PEill.. . 

Therefore, the proposed project would not result ill any significant project-le~el ot cumulative impacts 
. related to hydrology and water quality that were not identified rn the Eastem Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Topics: 

15. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS 
MATERIALS-W auld the proj ed:: 

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

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

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

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

· public or the environment? 

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

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

D 

D 

0 

0 
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0 
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Slgnfflcant Signfflcant No Slgnlflcant 
Impact Peculiar Signfflcant Impact due to Impact no( 

to Project or Impact nat Substantial New Previously 
Topics; Project Site Identified in PEIR information Identified in PEIR 

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private 0 0 D ~ 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety 
hazard for people residing or working in the 
project area? 

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere 0 0 D 
with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan? 

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk 0 0 D ~ 
of loss, injury, or death involving fires? 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEffi. noted that implementation of any of fue proposed project's rezoning 
options would encourage construction of new development within fue project area. The PEffi. found fuat 
there is a high potential to encounter hazardous materials during cons~ction activities in many parts of 
the project area because of the presence of 1906 earthquake fill, previous and current land uses associated 
Vlith the use of hazardous materi31s, artd knowri or suspected hazardous materials cleanup cases. 
However, the PEffi. found that existing regulations for facility closure, Under Storage Tank (UST) closure, 
and investigation and cleanup of soil and ground wafer would .ensure implein~ntation of measures to 
protect workers and the community from exposure to hazardous materials during construction. 

Hazardous Building Materials 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEffi. determined fuat future development in the Plan Area may involve. 
demolition or renovation of existing structures containing hazardous building ·materials. Some building 
materials commonly used iri. older buildings could present a public health risk if disturbed during an 
accident or during· demolition or renovation of an existing building. Hazardous building materials 
addressed in the PEffi. include asbestos, electrical equipment such as transformers and fluorescent light 
ballasts that contain PCBs or di (2 ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP), fluorescent lights containing meroiry 
vapors, and lead-based paints. Asbestos and lead based paint may also present a health risk to existing 
building occupants if they are in a deteriorated ·condition. If removed during demolition of a building, 
these materials would also require special disposal procedures. The Eastern Neighborhoods PEffi. 
identified a significant ii:npact associated with hazardous building materials including PCBs, DEHP, and · 
mercury and determined that that Mitigation Measure L-1: Hazardous Building Materials, as outlined 
below, would reduce impacts to less~than-significant levels. Because the proposed project would not 
include demolition or renovation of an existing building, Mitigation Measure L-1 would not apply: 

Soil and Groundwater Contamination 

Since certification of the PEffi., Article 22A of the Health Code, also known as the Mflher Ordinance, was 
expanded to include properties throughout the City where ihere is potential to encounter hazardous 
materials, primarily industrial zoning districts, sites with industrial uses or underground storage tanks, 
sites with historic bay fill, and sites in close prox.inlltyto freeways or underground storage tanks. The 
over-arching goal of the Maher Ordin~ce is to protect public health and safety by requiring appropriate 
handling, treatment, disposal and when necessary, mitigation of contaminated soils that are encountered 
in the building construction process. Projects that disturb 50 cubic yards or more of soil that are located· 
on sites with potentially hazardous soil or groundwater within Eastern Neighborhoods Plan area are 
subjeCt to this ordinance. 
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. The proposed project is located within fue Article 22A (Maher) area and would involve up to 
approximately 6 feet ·of excavatio:n below ground surface and appro:xlmately 140 cubic yards of soil 
disturbance. Therefore, fue project is subject to Article 22A of fue Health Code, also known as fue Maher 
Ordinance, which is adm.llristered and overseen by fue Department of Public Health (DPH). The Maher 
Ordinance requires fue project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified professional to prepare a Phas.e 
I Envirorunental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets the requi;remen~s of Healfu Code Section 22.A.6. 

The Phase I would determine the pqtential for site contamination and level of exposure J;isk associated 
with the project. Based on f4at information, the project sponsor may be required to conduct soil and/or 
groundwater sampling and analysis. Where such analysis reveals fue presence of hazardous substances 
in excess of state or federal standards, the project sponsor is required to submit a site mitigation plan 
(SMP) to the DPH or other appropriate state or federal agency(ies), and to remediate any site 
contamination in accordance. with an approved SlvU' prior to the issuance of any bull ding permit 

In compliance with the Maher Ordinance, the project sponsor submitted a Maher Application and a 
· Phase I ESA:za to DPH.29 Based on the Phase I ESA, the project site consisted of vacant land (circa 1900), a 

wagon shed (circa 1914), vacant lot (circa 1946-2000), and was occupied by an auto sales lot in the early. 
2000's before becoming unoccupied·in 2014. The Phase I ESA did not identify evidence of Recognized 
Environrrl.ental ConditionS .in connection with the project site. 

Since the project site is located in the Maher area and the proposed project wou~d require more than 50 
cubic yards of soil disturbance, the proposed project is subject to the Maher Ordinance, which is 
administered and overseen by the Department of Public Health. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not result in any significant impacts related to hazardous materials that were not identified in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods PEIR. . 

Naturally Oc~urring Asbestos 

The proposed project· would involve up to p_pproximately six feet of excavation below ground surface 
and the project site is underlain by serpentin~ bedrock. Project construction could potentially release 
serpentinite into· the ab:r).osphere. Serpentinite commonly· contains naturally occurring chrysotile 
asbestos (NOA) or tremolite-actinolite, a fibrous mineral that can be hazardous to human health if 
airborne emissions are ~aled. In the. absence of proper controls, NOA could become airborne 
during excavation and handling of excavated materials. On-site workers and the public could be 
exposed to airborne asbestos unless appropri.ate control measures are implemented. Although the 
California Air Resources Board (ARB) has not identified a safe exposure leyel. for asbestos in 
residential areas, exposure to low levels of asbestos for short periods of time poses minimal risk.30 To 
address health concerns from exposure. to NOA, ARB enacted. an Asbestos Airborne Toxic 
Control Measure (ATCM) for Construction, Grading, Quarryin~ and Surface Mining Operations in July 
2001 .. The reqUirements established. by the Asbestos ATCM are contained in California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Title 17, Section9310531 and are enforced by the BAAQMD. 

The Asbestos ATCM requires construction activities iri areas where NOA is likely to be found to 
employ best available dust control measures. Additionally, the San Francisco Board of Super0.s6rs 

28 AEI Consultants, Phase I Environmental Site Assessment at 595 Mariposa Street, San Francisco,.CA, August 28, 2014. 
29 Russell Yim, SFDPH, email to Don Lewis, 595 Marippsa Street, May 6, 2015. 
so Califomia Air Resources Board, fact Sheet b1 Health Information on Asbestos, 2002. Available online at: 
http://www.arb.ca.gov/toxics/Asbestos/lhealth..pdf. Accessed August 18, 2014. 
31 California Air Resources Board, Operations, July 29, 2002. 

SAN fFWlC!SCQ 
PI:.AN~INO OI!PARTI\III!!NT 

1724 

36 



Community Plan Exemption Checklist 595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

approved the Construction Dust Control ·Ordinance in 2008 to reduce fugitive dust generated 
during construction activities. The requirements fo'r dust control as identified in fue Constructi<?n Dust 
Control Ordinance are as effective· as the dust control measures identified in the Asbestos ATCM. Thus, 
the measures required in comp1jance with the Construction Dust Control Ordinance would protect the 
workers themselves as well as the public from fugitive dust that :may alw contain asbestos. The project 
sponsor would be required to comply with fue Construction Dust Control Ordinance, which would 
ensure that significant exposure to NOA would not occur. Therefore, the proposed project would not 
result in a hazard to the public or environment from exposure to NOA. 

For the above reasons, the· proposed project would not result in significant impacts related to 
hazards or hazardous materials that were not identified in the Easte~ Neighborhoods PEIR. 

Significant .Signlflcant No Slgnlflcant 
lmpQct Peculiar Signlfic;ant Impact due to Impact not 

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

16 .. 1V1IN£RAL Al,.;D El'"""~RGY 
RESOURCES- Would the project 

a) Result in the· loss of availability of a known D D 0 mineral resource that would be of value to the 
,region and theresidents of the state? · 

b) Result iri the loss of availability of a locally D D 0 l8l important · mineral resource recovery site 
. delineated on a local general plan, specific plan 
or other land use plan? 

c) Encourage activities which result in the use of 0 D D l8l large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use 
these in a wasteful manner? 

The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR determined that the Area Plan would facilitate the construction of both 
new residential units and commercial buildings. Development of these uses would not result in use of 
large amounts of fuel, water, or energy in a wasteful manner or in the context of energy use throughout 
the City and region. The energy demand for individual buildings would be typical for such projects and 
would meet, or exceed, current state and local codes and standards concerning energy consumption, 
including Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations enforced by DB I. The Plan Area does not include 
any natural resources routinely extracted and the rezoning does not result in any natural resource 
extraction programs. Therefore, the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR concluded that implementation of the 
Area Plan would not result in a significant impact on mineral and energy resources. No mitigation 
measures were identified in the PEIR. 

Because the proposed project is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area Plans, there would be no additional impacts on mineral and energy resources beyond 
those analyzed in the Eastern Neighb~rhoods PEIR. 
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Topics: 

17. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST 
RESOURCES:~ Would the project 

a) Convert P.rime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or . 
Farmland of Statewide Importance,. as shown on 
the maps prepared pursuant to the Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring P_rogram of the 
California Resources Agency, to. non-agricultural 
use? · 

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

c) Conflict With e)dsting zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Puolic 

· Resources Code Section 12220(g)) or 
timberland (as defined by Public Resources 
Code Section 4526)? 

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

e) Involve other -changes in the existing 
environment which, . due to their location or 
nature, could result in conversion ·of Farmland to 
non-agricultura:l use or forest land to non-forest 
use? 

Significant 
Impact Peculiar 

to Project or 
Project Site 

0 

D 

D 

D 

D 

Significant 
Impact nat 

Identified In PEIR 

D 

D 

0 

0 

0 
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. Significant 
Impact due to 

Substantial New 
Information 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

No Significant 
Impact nat 
Previously 

Identified In PEIR 

The Eastern NeighborhoodS PEIR determined that no agricultural resources exist in the Area Plan; 
therefore the rezoning and community plans would have no effect on agricultural resources. No 
mitigation measures were identified in the PEIR~ The Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR did not analyze the 
effects on .forest resources. 

Becag.se -the proposed p;roject is within the development projected under the Eastern Neighborhoods 
Rezoning and Area ]=>lans, there wot,Ild be ·no additional lm.pacts on agriculture and forest resources 
beyond those analyzed in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

38 

1726 



Community Plan Exemption Checklist 

MITIGATION MEASURES 

Archeological Resources 

595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

Project Mitigation Measure 1 -Procedures for Accidental Discovery of Archeological Resources 
(Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation Measure J ~ 2) 

.1hls mitigation measure is required to avoid any potential adverse· effect on accidentally 
discovered buried or submerged historical resources. as defined :in CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.5(a)(c). 

The project sponsor shall distri.bute the San Francisco Planning Department archeological 
resource "ALERT'' sheet to the project prime contractor; to any project subcontracto~ (:includ:ing 
demolition, excavation, grad:ing, foundation, pile driving, etc. firms); and to utilities firms 
:involved in soils-disturbing activities. with:in the project site. Prior to any soils-disturb:ing 
activities being undertaken, each contractor is responsible for ensuring that the ,; ALERT" sheet is 
circulated to all field personnel, including machine operators, field crew, pile drivers, and 
supervisory personnel, The project sponsor shall provide the ERO with a signed affidavit from 
the responsible parties (priine contractor, subcontractor(s), and utilities firms) to the ERO 
confirming that all field personnel have received copies of the "ALERT'' sheet. 

Should any indication of an archeological resource be encountered during any soils-disturb:ing 
activity of the project, the project head foreman and/or project sponsor shall immediately notify 
the ERO and shall immediately suspend any soils-disturbing activities in the vicinity of the 
discovery until the ERO has determined what additional measures should be undertaken. 

If the ERO determines that an archeological resource may be present within the project site, the 
project sponsor shall retain the services of an archeological consultant from the pool of qualified 
archeological' consultants ma:intained by the San Francisco Planning Department archeologist.' 
The archeological consultant shall advise the ERO as to whether the discovery is.an archeological 
resource, retains sufficient integrity, and is of potential scientific/historical/cultural significance. If' 
an archeological resource is present, the archeological consultant shall identify and evaluate the 
archeological resource: The archeological consultant shall make a recommendation. as to what 
action, if any, !s warranted. Based on this :information, the ERO may require, if warranted, 
specific additional measures to ,be implemented by the project sponsor. 

Measures might 'include preservation :in situ of the archeological resource, an archeological 
monitoring program, or an archeological testing program. If an archeological monitor:ing 
program or archeological testing program is required, it shall be consistent with the 
Environmental Planning (EP) division guidelines for such programs. The ERO may also require 
that the project sponsor TI:nmediately implement a site security program if the archeological 

. resource is at risk from vandalism, looting, or other damaging actions. 

The project archeological consultant shall submit a Final Archeolo!!fcal Resources Report (F ARR) 
to the ERO that evaluates the historical significance of any .discovered archeological resource and 
describes ·the archeological and historical research methods employed in the archeological 
monitoring/data recovery program(s) undertaken. Information that may put at risk any 

. archeological resource shall be provided in a separate removable :insert within' the final report. 

SAN f~ANCISCO 
PLA!IIl'IINO DEPARTMENT 39 

1727 



Community Plan Exemption Checklist 595 Mariposa Street 
2014.1579E 

Noise 

Copies of the Draft F ARR phall be sent to the ERO for reyiew and approval. Once approved by 
the ERO, copies of the FARR shall be distributed as follows: California Archaeological Site 
Survey Northwest Information Center (NWIC) shall receive one copy and the ERO shall receive a 
copy of the transmittal of'the FARR to the.NWIC. The-Environmental Planning Division of the. 
San Francisco Planning·. Department shall receive one bound copy, one unbound copy, and one 
unlocked, searchable PDF copy on a CD of the F ARR along with copies of any formal site 
recordation forms (CA DPR 523 series) and/or do.c;umentation for nomination to the National 
Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical Resources. In; instances of high public 
interest or interpretive value, the ERO n;tay require a different final report content, format, and 
distribution from that presented above. 

Project Mitigation Measure 2:- Construction Noise (EasternNeighborhoo,ds MitigiJ.tionMeasure 
F-2) . 

Where environmental revie-v.: of a development projed undertaken subsequent to the adoption of 
the proposed zoning controls determines that construction noise controls are necessary due to the 

· nature of planned construction practices and the sensitivity of proximate uses, the Planning 
Director shall require tha~ 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 shan be submitted to the 
Department of Building Inspection to enshre that maximum feasible noise attenuation will be 
achie~ed. These attenuation measures shall include as many of the following mntrol stra:tegies as 
feasible: 

• Erect temporary plywood noise barriers around a construction Site, particularly where a site 
adjoins noise-sensitive uses; 

• Utilize noise control blankets on a building structur~ as the building is erected to reduce noise 
emission from the site; . 

,. Evaluate the feasibility of noise .control at the. receivers by temporarily iinproving the noise 
reduction capability of adjacent buildings housing sen_sitive uses; · . 

• Mm:utor the effectiveness of noise attenuation measures by taking noise measurements; 

• Post signs on-site pertaining to perillitted construction days and hours and complaint 
procedures and who to notify in the event of a problem, with telephone numbers listed. 

Project Mitigation Measure 3 - Interior Noise Level.s (Eastern Neighborhoods Mitigation 
Meai>ure F-3) 

For new development including noise-sensitive ·uses located along streets with noise levels abpve· 
60 dBA (Ldn), as. shown in EIR Figure 18, where such development is nqt already subject to the 
CaliforniaN oise Insulation Standards in Title 24 of the California Code of Regulations, the project 
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sponsor shall conduct a detailed analysis of, noise reduction requirements. Such analysis shall be 
conducted by person(s) qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering. Noise insulation 

· features identified and recommended by the analysis shall be included in the design, as specified 
in the San Francisco General Plan Land Use Compatibility Guidelines for Community Noise to 
reduce potential interior noise levels to the maximum extent feasible .. 

Project Mitigation ·Measure 4 - Siting of Noise-Sensitive Uses (Eastern Neighborhoods 
Mitigation Measure F-4) 

To reduce potential conflicts between existing noise-generating uses and new sensitive receptors, 
for new development including noise-sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall require the 
preparation of an analysis that includes, at a minimum, a site survey to identify potential noise­
generating uses within 900 feet of,. and that have a direct line-of-sight to, the project site, and 
including at least one 24-hour noise measurement (with maxiinum noise .level readings taken at 
least every 15 minutes), prior to the first project approval action. The analysis shall be prepared 
by persons qualified in acoustical analysis and/or engineering and shall demonstrate with . 
reasonable certainty that Title 24 standards, where applicable, can be met, and that there are no 
particula~ circumstances about the proposed project site that appear to warrant heightened 
concern about noise levels in the vicinity; Showd such concerns be present, the Department may 
require the completion of a detailed noise assessment by person(s) qualified in .acoustical analysis 
and/or engineering prior to the first project approval action, in order to demonstrate that 
acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in the Title 24 standards can be attained. 

Project Mitigation Measure 5 - Open Space in Noisy Environments (Eastern _Neighborhoods 
) 

· Mitigation Measure F-6) ,.:.. ) 

To minimize effects on development in noisy areas, for new development rncluding noise­
sensitive uses, the Planning Department shall, through i~s building permit review process, in 
conjunction with noise analysis required pursuant to Mitigation Measure F-4, require that open 
spe~ce required imder the Planning Code for such uses be protected, to the maximum feasible 

. extent, from existing ambient noise levels that could prove annoying or disruptive to users of the 
open space. Implementaiion of this measure could involve, among other things, site. design that 
uses the building itself to shield on-site open space from the greatest noise sources, construction 
of noise barriers between noise sources and open space, and appropriate use of both common 
and private open space in multi-family dwellings, and implementation would also be undertaken 

. consistent with other principles of urban design. 
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TAX CERTIFICATE 

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

California, do hereby certifY, pursuant to the provisions of California Government Code . 

Section 66492 et. seq.< that according to the records of my office regarding the subdivision 

identified below: 

1. There are no liens for unpaid City & County property taxes or special assessments 

collected as taxes, except taxes or assessments not yet payable. 

2. The City and County property taxes and special assessments which are a lien; but not 

yet due, including estimated taxes, have been paid. 

-~-~ 3 -~. A~ ~~- ........ ··~--~~ 

David Augustine, Tax Collector 

Block: 
Lot: 
Address: 

3995 
022 
595 Mariposa St 

Dated this 19th day of April 2019. This certificate is valid for the earlier of 60 days from · 

this date or December 31, 2019. If this certificate is no longer valid please contact the 

Office 'of Treasurer and Tax Collector at tax.certificate@sfgov.org to obtain another 

certificate. 
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