SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Memo to the Planning Commission
HEARING DATE JULY 26, 2018

Date: July 19, 2018

Case No.: 2013.0847DRP

Project Address: 1503 Francisco Street

Permit Application: 2013.05.31.8402

Zoning: RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 0482/001

Eric Jacobs
201 Noe Street
San Francisco, CA, 94114

Project Sponsor:

Staff Contact: Alexandra Kirby — (415) 575-9133
Alexandra.Kirby@sfgov.org
Recommendation: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed.
BACKGROUND

The proposed project is to construct a one-story vertical addition above the existing two-story-over-
garage three-unit building and modify the exterior design of the subject building. The existing footprint
of the building would not be expanded, although the project would add one roof deck at the rear of the
new fourth floor level and a second 150 square-foot roof deck on the roof with setbacks at all sides and a
minimal penthouse for access. The subject property is located within an RH-3 Zoning District that is
generally surrounded by the higher density RM-2, NC-3, and RC-3 zoning districts. Accordingly, the
immediate area is characterized by a mix of single- and multi-family housing that range in height from
three to four stories. This characterization is consistent with the area immediately surrounding the subject
property. To the west of the subject property is a three-story eight-family dwelling. Directly across
Francisco Street and north of the subject property is a four-story eleven-family dwelling. Diagonally
across from the subject property is a four-story twelve-family dwelling owned by the DR Requestor.
Directly across Octavia Street and east of the subject property is a four-story four-family dwelling.

On March 19, 2018, Christina McNair and Donna Santana, the owners of 1490 Francisco Street, filed for
Discretionary Review. The DR Requestor’s concerns are related to the contemporary exterior design
conflicting with the character of the neighborhood and loss of privacy from roof decks.

On May 24, 2018, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on the item at a regularly
scheduled meeting. Following public comment and discussion, the item was continued to July 19t with a
request by the Commissioners that the project sponsor work with the concerned neighbors to address
revisions primarily relating to the exterior design of the project. Both parties later agreed to a further
continuance to July 26% 2018. Items of concern that were addressed at the public hearing included the
following:

1. The contemporary design of the proposal and it’s relationship to the surrounding context in the

Marina Neighborhood.
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2. The proposed unit layout and storage space at the ground story converted to “communal” space.
3. The potential impacts of the proposed roof decks.
4. HVAC equipment on the roof (only solar panels are noted in the plans).

CURRENT PROPOSAL

The revised scope of work includes the same internal layout as the original design proposal with two

parking spaces and a communal space at the ground floor, two one-bedroom units at the second floor,

and a third residential unit at the third and fourth floors with roof deck access at the roof and fourth floor

levels. The project sponsor did significantly revise the exterior design based on the feedback from the

public hearing. Revisions include:

Reducing the glazing from 40% of the exterior shell to 26%, with proportions to better relate to
the fenestration patterns of the surrounding neighborhood including reducing the typical
window height from 9'-6" to 8'.

Cladding the majority of the upper levels with smooth stucco siding, a prominent material used
in the Marina.

Changing the originally proposed cast concrete ridged base to a cool-toned brick finish to soften
the pedestrian experience of the building.

PUBLIC COMMENT

SUPPORT OPPOSED NO POSITION
Adjacent neighbor(s) 1 1 (DR Requestor) 0
Other neighbors on the 2%
block or directly across 0 (4 plus 22 si ; tition) 0
the street plus 22 signatures on a petition
Neighborhood groups 0 0 0

RESIDENTIAL DESIGN TEAM REVIEW

The Residential Design Advisory Team reviewed the revised proposal and found that the new scope of

work was fully in conformance with the Residential Design Guidelines. Below is a summary of their

comments in response to DR Requestor concerns:

The windows are compatible in size, scale, and proportion with other surrounding buildings.

The context exhibits restrained building articulation that is typically focused on window
detailing and a delineation of the entry and the base. This design articulates the base with a
compatible material (brick), and the entry with a material differentiation, and with a high recess.
The upper roof deck is limited in size and setback from all building edges. The rear deck abuts
blind walls and the street, and therefore present no privacy impacts.

The brick at the base is commonly used/typical characteristic of the neighboring buildings. It is
compatible with the scale and materiality of other ground level treatments.

Noise and size of the roof mounted HVAC is not addressed in the RDGs, although it appears
none is proposed at the roof level.
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BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends approving the revised project as proposed, as the project would create no exceptional
or extraordinary circumstances. Below is a summary of the items previously addressed by the DR
Requestor, members of the public, and the Planning Commission:

1. Design. The project sponsor thoughtfully revised the project to address the major design
concerns that were discussed at the prior hearing and the project is fully compliant with the
Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines, as noted above. Previously the project had
proposed a bold and contemporary design that featured extensive glazing, GFRC vertical panels
and ground story detailing, and anodized aluminum accents. The revised proposal incorporates
common treatments, materials, and proportions from the surrounding neighborhood while still
reading as a contemporary yet compatible addition to the street intersection.

a. Roof Decks. The proposed roof deck above the new fourth floor features a minimal and
sensitively designed penthouse set towards the south property line. The proposed
footprint of the roof deck is 149 square feet, or 11% of the area of the roof, with setbacks
from all sides. The project additionally proposes solar panels, which would further
obscure the visibility of the roof deck. Additionally, roof decks are exempt from height
limits.

The proposed fourth floor roof deck at the rear (west) would be set behind the proposed
vertical addition and face a blind wall of the adjacent property to the west. This property
owner has expressed support for the proposed project. The proposed roof decks would
provide the only direct access for the unit to open space.

2. Residential Units. In regards to the concerns about the two existing units on the second floor,
both will be maintained with comparable footprints and access. Unit 1 will be expanded from
711.2 square feet to 725.5 square feet; Unit 2 will be minimally reduced from 800.5 square feet to
752.7 square feet, a reduction of 6%; and Unit 3 at the upper floor will expand from 1660 square
feet to 3103.8 square feet. Planning Code Section 317(b)(7) defines loss of a unit as reducing the
size of existing units by more than 25% of their original floor area. Additionally, the access to
units 1 and 2 remains effectively in the same location with the primary differences being enclosed
by a glazed door rather than a security gate and a more generous entry way at the second level.
Both of these units feature independent access and kitchens.

Further, staff has provided a copy of a report from the Rent Board confirming that there is no
history of evictions at the subject property and the property has no known history of Short Term
Rentals. Were the property owner to seek a unit merger at a later date, they would be required to
file for Conditional Use Authorization of the loss of a dwelling unit, which would be heard
before the Planning Commission. The Planning Code does not mandate how residential units are
occupied and any violations of the Short Term Rental legislation would be referred to the Office
of Short Term Rentals.

RECOMMENDATION: Do not take DR and approve the project as proposed.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT




Discretionary Review — Full Analysis 2013.0847DRP
July 19, 2018 1503 Francisco Street

Attachments:

Rent Board Referral Letter

Response by Michael Garavaglia on behalf of DR requestors in response to the revised proposal
Public comment

Revised DR Response

Reduced Plans
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Planning Department Request for Rent Board
Documentation

(Date)  jyly 5, 2018

ATTN: Van Lam

Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 320

San Francisco, CA 94102-6033

RE: Address of Permit Work: 1503 Francisco St

Assessor's Block/Lot: 0482/001
BPA#/ Case #: 201305318402
Project Type:

[ petermination of Unauthorized Unit — Planning Code Section 317(g)(6)
B Other Eviction history (Commission request)

Please provide information from the Rent Board's database records regarding possible evidence
of residential use at the above referenced unit(s) on or after: (enter date)

Sincerely,

Alexandra  Sameimead.
Kirby S oy o
Planner

cc: Jennifer Rakowski- Rent Board Supervisor

www sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suile 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
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415.550.6378
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Rent Board Response to Request for Planning
Department Records Search

Re: /503'/5—07 ,:VMC.ASC.-Q g'

This confirms that the undersigned employee of the San Francisco Rent Board has reviewed its
database records pertaining to the above-referenced unit(s) to provide records that may

demonstrate evidence of residential use. All searches are based on upon the street addresses
provided.

MO database records were identified. ( _EV' C“" LAg /\) O’T | CﬁS}

There are no Rent Board records in our database related to your search request for the -
property address requested. However, it is important to note that the absence of records
for some or all of the residential units at a property does not mean there is or has been
no residential use. Property owners are not required by law to provide any information or
file any documents with the Rent Board, unless they are seeking to take a certain action
such as an eviction, a rent increase, or a buyout. Thus, there are many properties and
many residential units for which the Rent Board has no records.

O Yes, the following records were identified:

o See attached documents.

Pursuant to your request, we have searched the Rent Board's database for records
related to the property requested. Attached are some Rent Board records resulting from
our search. These records can be used as evidence of prior and/or current residential
use of the property. However, it is important to note that the absence of records for some
or all of the residential units at a property does not mean there is or has been no
residential use. Property owners are not required by law to provide any information or file
any documents with the Rent Board, unless they are seeking to take a certain action
such as an eviction, a rent increase, or a buyout. Thus, there are many properties and
many residential units for which the Rent Board has no records.

Regarding the records provided, please note that the data in the "# of units” field was
imported from another depariment's database in 2002 and might not be accurate. It does
not represent a determination by the Rent Board of the number of units at the property.

e
T

Signed: I'II( ' zl ) N Dated: /- S-/§
Van Lam L"" o4 _

The Rent Board is the originating custodian of these records; the applicability of these racords to
Planning permit decisions resides with the Planning Department.
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The Rent Board is the originating custodian of these records; the applicability of these records to
Planning permit decisions resides with the Planning Department.
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1503 — 1507 Francisco Street Rental History Statement

When my wife Melise and I purchased the subject property in December 2012, we were tenants in
the building occupying the top floor unit. Regarding the two other 1-bedroom units (1503 — 1505
Francisco Street), the Seller’s unit was delivered vacant and the other was rented by a newly
engaged couple who moved out a year later after purchasing an apartment of their own. Since
owning the building, Melise and I rent the 1-bedroom units to tenants moving to San Francisco for
work from either out-of-state or overseas. We also rent to professionals recently divorced and
from Marin who are moving back into San Francisco for work & personal reasons. Tenants rent
from 3 months up to 15 months. No short-term rentals are allowed. Parking is provided for
tenants; they do not park on the street. Melise and I use our property to develop friendships by
helping people looking to make a life in San Francisco learn its neighborhoods and charms at a
meaningful period in their life, and as others did for us. Our intention is to keep our two long term
rental units occupied and providing housing while under our ownership.

-Jeff Menashe, Owner
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ARCHITECTURE

16 July 2018

President Rich Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 1503 Francisco Street
Brief in Opposition to the Project and in support of Discretionary Review
Planning Department Case No. 2013.0847DRP

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners:

I have been asked by the DR Requestor, Christina McNair and Donna Santana (owner's of 1490
Francisco located across the intersection from the project) to present my review of the revised
design (dated 6.20.18) for 1503-1507 Francisco Street. Their views as the DR requestors are
reflective of the broad community opinion - to belong in the Marina District this project needs
further design modifications.

On July 6th representatives of the DR requestor / community met with the developer team to
discuss the redesign. While changes have been made to the exterior of the building, there still
exists a banal characteristic that needs further articulation. This contemporary design
expression still needs a stronger connection more in keeping with the feel of this Marina
neighborhood. Various design refinements were communicated including:

* Need for further massing articulation - possibly utilizing bay windows, which is a
familiar form in this neighborhood. The long flat wall can be improved with additional
elements to create shade and shadow.

* Better detailing of the fenestration - Although a random pattern of glazing is presented,
the overall design lacks the level of fenestration and ornament within the built context.
In the context, when windows appear in random patterns (not atypical to the Spanish
Eclectic style), each window is detailed differently. In this design every window has the
threat of a flush, surfaced-mounted aluminum unit.

* Install control joints on the stucco wall planes to control cracking. Without control joints
cracking will be arbitrary, giving the wall a low quality character. The control joint
pattern therefore becomes part of the design and can be used to articulate the large
expanse of unarticulated cement plaster.

* Design refinements regarding the cornice fascia band. More pronounced detailing of the
cornice element will create a stronger connection to a predominate form in the
neighborhood.

* Elimination of the roof decks - As previously shown there lacks a pattern of comparable
roof deck installations in the area. Out of hundreds of buildings there are only a handful
of roof decks - our analysis shows only about 3% or 4% of buildings have them. These
decks can be a source of nighttime noise and create problems with privacy. Previous

Innovating Tradition



1503 Francisco Street
Support of Discretionary Review
16 July 2018

Planning Commissions have responded to strong outcries against these types of roof
decks in this and other neighborhoods.

* Provision of an open-air lobby for individual unit entrances. Open-air lobbies create a
connection between the unit and the street. The neighborhood lacks formal porches and
the open-air lobby creates a more inviting and communal feeling.

Although the revisions are not sufficient we acknowledge the reduction of glazing area, change
of ground floor wall / fence materials to a more refined use of brick / wood, and change of
upper body wall to stucco. Also, they stated, "The project does not propose rooftop HVAC
equipment...". It should be noted that if any system equipment that is eventually installed
makes noise, then it is still expected that it comply with noise ordinances.

Further, at the July 6th meeting, we became aware of a more complete set of documents that are
dated 6.1.18, which show the same redesign except that the plans were omitted in our 6.21.18
version. On June 11, the developer had met with SF Planning to review the redesign. We did not
receive the design that was shown at that meeting until end of day 6.20.18 - 10 days later. No
reason for the delay was provided, but this critical time could have been used for further
consideration of design refinements. As of today no new design revisions or communications
have been received in response to our comments. The floor plans had been revised for the top
floor unit. The living level has been moved to the top (4th) floor and bedrooms to the third
floor.

According to the Residential Design Guidelines there are several relevant areas that are a
concern for the neighbors for this design including:
* Neighborhood Character (visual character, corner buildings)
* Building Scale and Form (building scale at the street)
* Architectural Features (proportions, building entrances, bay windows, garage door
designs)
* Building Details (architectural details, windows, exterior materials)

The neighborhood's character is defined by a consistent use of flat roofed, three and four story,
stucco clad single and multi-family residences. They often have an articulated base and
projecting cornice. Most have bow or angled bay windows. Traditional style design is almost

exclusive - and thus contrasting designs present as being very out of character unless carefully
handled.

Due to these major issues we strongly support and recommend that the Commission take
Discretionary Review of this project and help to minimize the precedent setting nature of a

undesired development in an area that has a strong sense of community character and historical
feel.

Sincerely,

Michael Garavaglia, AIA, LEED AP BD+C
President, Garavaglia Architecture, Inc.
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From: Catherine Cheng-Orban

To: Kirby, Alexandra (CPC); SE L Neighbor Jeff & Melise Menashe 415-828-5482
Cc: Catherine Cheng-Orban

Subject: 1503-1507 Francisco street SF Ca 94123

Date: Thursday, July 12, 2018 8:34:30 AM

Dear Ms Alexandra Kirby & Mr Jeff Menashe.

I am the property owner of 1531 Francisco street.

My property is under my trust

I am the sole trustee of my trust

My legal name is :

Catherine Cheng-Orban

Trustee of the Catherine K Cheng Trust a Revocable Trust dated 4/4/91.

In May 2018 : | was invited by Jeff to his assess his garage & laundry area & backyard.

His entire backyard is very close to the left side of my property.

That day while we were was in the garage & laundry area | almost fell due to too many steps & lucky
Jeff get a hold of me ,so | told Jeff that Yes you need to remodel your garage & laundry area.

For safety reasons & to park SUV or truck.

The garage is very small .

Since May to July | has talked & text to Jeff several times regarding his project & other neighbors
concerns

& | also reviewed the 6/26/18 SF Planning Dept Residential Design Advisory Team Review & was fully
notified that there will be Planning Commission Hearing on July 26.

After all these reviews & paying special attention to the needs of the other property owners & many
other involved .

I am very much in support of Jeff project & I wish him good luck too.

I understand it is difficult for many property owners to accept changes in this well established high end
neighborhood.

But Mr Jeff Menache is just upgrading his property to more high tech, much safer, better environment
not just for him & his family but for this neighborhood too.

He is improving this neighborhood NOT destroying it .

I am in 100% supportive & approve & Vote YES for Jeff project.

I will try to attend the July 26 planning Commission Hearing to voice my vote Yes

Any question please feel free to contact me
Thank you

Best regards

Catherine Cheng-Orban

Sent from my iPhone



From: Mark Herrmann

To: Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Rich Hillis; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards. Dennis (CPC);
Koppel. Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)

Cc: Kirby, Alexandra (CPC)

Subject: Objection letter to 1503 Francisco St. for inclusion in packet for 7/26 DR hearing.....

Date: Monday, July 16, 2018 10:37:11 AM

RE: Permit # 2013.05.31.8402, 1503-1507 Francisco St.
Dear Commissioners,

| object to the revised design plans for 1503-1507 Francisco Street on calendar for
the 7/26 DR hearing. While | support the project sponsor's right and desire to
improve his home, | am opposed to the proposed design and ask you to deny the
application and support the DR requestor by requiring modifications.

The neighborhood petition | signed covers most objections but following are further
thoughts. Please consider these in your decision.

1. Lack of roof decks in the Marina - The proposed design includes two roof decks,
a penthouse structure and opaque metal deck railings that add unnecessary height.
The satellite imagery provided to you prior to the 5/24 PC hearing shows a lack of
many roof decks in the area. The architect for our team, Mike Garavaglia, counted
only 10 in the 250 closest buildings.

2. Precedent-setting location of the proposed "rear” deck - This is actually a "side"
yard deck directly facing Francisco Street (Property address and entry door). Itis a

design element not found ANYWHERE in the Marina. The few other roof decks in
the neighborhood are designed to be invisible from the street. Visual and noise
effects from this deck placement are a concern, as well as a precedent-setting
design, and it should be eliminated.

3. The "5th floor" upper roof deck is redundant - Why would an owner need 2 roof
decks that are only accessible from his unit and not to potential tenants in Units

1&2? 1 would ask that this upper deck be removed also.

4. Tie-in to 3255-3357 Octavia. As mentioned at the initial PC hearing, the project
sponsor recently purchased the only abutting building to this project (3255-3257
Octavia Street) under an LLC. A permit (# 201805159170) to also add a roof deck
to this 2 family structure has been filed and approved OTC. Our team has seen the
yet-unpublished plans for that deck and it also includes a penthouse, opaque metal
railing, and a very large deck area flanked with pavers covering 100% of the roof
surface - an invitation for future use or expansion beyond the scope of that permit.
The bottom line is that one owner is now adding 3 roof decks to these two abutting
buildings. While I understand the process of issuing an OTC permit for this separate
project, we believe the 2 sites are tied together in both intent and design. |
strongly believe the Commission should look at the plans for these buildings
holistically as one.

Further to this point, there are design elements for the proposed remodel at 3255-
57 Octavia that are similar to 1503 Francisco which could encourage it's use as a



single-family home - i.e. fewer than one car parking spot per unit, large roof deck,
ADU (Accessory Dwelling Unit) specified at garage level, one large relocated
kitchen, units easily combined by removing one interior wall.

5. Possible intended use of this 3 unit building as a SFH - This issue was discussed
at the original 5/24 PC hearing and not a single design element or fact has

changed. Between the 2 buildings in question, 4 out of 5 units have never had
tenants under current ownership.

a.) At the 5/24 hearing, a letter from a neighbor present at the original 2013 pre-
app meeting suggested the owner planned to make this his single-family home.

b.) Statement by the sponsor at the 5/24 hearing that unit combination was his
original intent and that he had only used the 2 other units as corporate housing.

c.) The original 2013 request for a 3 to 2 dwelling unit merger which was denied.
d.) 3 iterations of designs filed with planning since 2013 that all contain an ADU (in-
law) at ground level which could later be defined as one of the 3 dwelling units.

e.) A change from 3 existing exterior doors to 3 interior doors around a second-floor
staircase, well within the building envelope, which could encourage unit combination
post-permitting. It is important to note that the existing 3 doors to each unit are
from an EXTERIOR staircase with only a security gate at the entryway.

f) 1503 has only 2 parking spots specified for 3 units. 3255 Octavia has one spot
specified for 2 units. Yes, within code, but is that really what a tenant would want?
g.) The owner's unit of 1503 is doubling in size while dropping from a 3BR to a 2BR.
The other 2 units are not changing.

h.) Both proposed roof decks can only be accessed from the Owner's unit.

6. Architecture - | appreciate the changes the sponsor has made in the latest
iteration of design by reducing fenestration and incorporating materials more in
keeping with the neighborhood. Some further design elements such as bay
windows, popouts, detailing, should be required to make the building more fitting
with the neighborhood. The one comparable building illustrated in the sponsor's DR
response with flat stucco siding and flat glazing is on Marina Blvd, not near this
project and therefore not a comp. Architecture is particularly important for this
prominent corner building with 135 lineal ft of street-facing perimeter, one block
from the upper entrance to Fort Mason Green.

Some of us feel strongly that this is a precedent-setting project for the Marina
neighborhood. Where might the trend be going? Here are just two (of
many) comps in Russian Hill & Cow Hollow. Look familiar?

935-937 North Point Street ( http://935-937northpoint.com/ )- This is a 2 unit
building with an agent's listing as a SFH, "Outdoor patio, three balconies and
rooftop terrace”, "elevator that goes to all levels", "manse that's a modern marvel",
"single family residence is the quintessence of modern living", "A lavish abode of
otherworldly proportions”, interior staircase leading to multiple floors of 6 bedrooms
- but wait, where's the second unit? In an ADU off the garage (see door to #937).

2829 Greenwich Street ( https://www.compass.com/listing/2829-greenwich-
street-san-francisco-ca-94123/1da76b5175fc834acfdda689a6el78fb26ebf068/?

origin_type=Listing%20Card&origin=Agent%20Profile%20Page ) - Features an
agent's listing for a SFH, "a truly modern showcase", multiple decks, Ah, but
wait.....also a disapproved dwelling unit merger from 2017 for what's really a 2 unit
building.



Thank you,

Mark Herrmann
3250 Octavia St



From: Philip Meza

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Kirby, Alexandra (CPC)

Subject: Fw: Opposition to proposed redesign of Application 2013.05.31.8402
Date: Monday, July 16, 2018 8:11:22 AM

Attachments: DR Philip Meza.doc

Hello:

Please include the attached letter in your files for the Application listed in the subject
line.

Regards,

Philip

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Philip Meza <philip@philipmeza.com>

To: "myrna.melgar@sfgov.org" <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; "planning@rodneyfong.com"
<planning@rodneyfong.com>; “joel.koppel@sfgov.org" <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
"kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; "dennis.richards@sfgov.org"
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; "Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org" <Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org>;
“richhillissf@gmail.com" <richhillissf@gmail.com>

Cc: Christina McNair <c.mcnair@ggsir.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 15, 2018 4:08 PM

Subject: Opposition to proposed redesign of Application 2013.05.31.8402

Dear Commissioners:

| am writing to express my opposition to the redesign of the 1503-1507 Francisco St
construction project (Application 2013.05.31.8402). | have attached a letter detailing
my objections to and concerns about the redesign.

| look forward to attending the DR Hearing on Thursday 26 July.

Regards,

Philip Meza



Philip Meza
3242 Octavia Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street

Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Project Address: 1503 Francisco Street
Case Number: 2013.05.31.8402
16 July 2018

Dear Commissioners:

[ am writing to express my opposition to the revised plans submitted for the
abovementioned case number. [ own and reside in a flat across the street from the project
address and spoke in opposition to the initial plan during the DR hearing on 24 May 2018.

Unfortunately, the revised design fails to address most of the concerns raised by the
neighbors and Planning Commissioners during the meeting on 24 May.

The revised design reduces glazing, but is still out of character with the neighborhood.

The two roof decks remain in the revised design. One of them street-facing and the other
featuring a large rooftop exit and opaque fencing, likely making it visible from the street
and potentially in violation of the height limit. Prominent roof decks are not prevalent in
this part of the neighborhood and there is concern they will proliferate if this project is
approved as presented.

Furthermore, no changes were made to address the neighbors’ and Commissioners’
concerns that the project may effectively create a single family home, resulting in 3 units
coming off of the market. Note that the owner of this project purchased the adjacent
property on Octavia Street. The two properties comprise 5 units in total. The owner claims
to live in one of the units at 1503 Francisco and does not dispute that at least 4 of the 5
units he controls have been off the market and indeed they remain empty.

[ hope you will continue to consider the detrimental impact of this project to the
neighborhood and the master plan for creating more housing in San Francisco and decline

this revised design.

Regards,

Philip Meza



From: ANDREW FERRIER

To: richhillissf@amail.com; Melgar. Myrna (CPC); Johnson. Milicent (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards
Dennis (CPC); Moore. Kathrin (CPC); Koppel. Joel (CPC)

Cc: Kirby, Alexandra (CPC); Secretary. Commissions (CPC)

Subject: 1503 Francisco / Application 2013.05.31.8402

Date: Sunday, July 15, 2018 9:46:17 PM

Commissioners,

I'm writing to express my continued opposition to the project referenced above. It
seems the project sponsor has attempted to do the bare minimum to respond to the
feedback provided at the last month’s DR hearing.

While the exterior has been softened and the materials are now more in line with
the surrounding area, the owner and architect have opted to ignore comments
regarding the roof decks as well as concerns about its utilization. In my opinion, the
project is effectively eliminating two rental units in a city that is desperate for more
housing stock.

Further exacerbating the situation, is the fact this project should not be viewed in
isolation. The trend to convert multi-unit buildings into single family homes is
prevalent and has the potential to dramatically alter the landscape of this portion of
San Francisco. In addition, the owner has acquired the neighboring property which
when viewed in conjunction with 1503 suggests a disturbing pattern.

As you review the project, the following information should be taken into
consideration:

The project sponsor originally filed for a consolidation of the three units in 1503
Francisco

o When rebuffed, the design evolved to what is on the table now

o The original intent to have a single family residence remains feasible
given how the plans remove exterior entrances to the various units,
reduce parking and greatly expand the Master unit

o To allow a fairly obvious workaround of something that was expressly
denied makes a mockery out of the code and the planning process

The owner has purchased the abutting property at 3255 Octavia Street

o The owner of 3255 was originally opposed to the project at 1503 (part of
the public record)

o The plans for 3255 are currently in front of the planning department and
they feature similar features that effectively make it resemble a single
family residence

4 out of the current 5 units between the two properties have been vacant of
permanent residency for quite some time

o The owner mentioned at the last hearing he only has rented the units in
1503 to short-term corporate interests

o 3255 appears to mirror similar projects that are marketed and sold as
effectively single family homes; a new owner won't be beholden to any
instructions or feedback from the planning process

Approval of both sets of plans as is would put 3 large roof decks on a single
corner in a neighborhood where they are not prevalent

o Decks have been denied over the years over concerns about safety and



privacy
o The Commission should endeavor to be consistent with how it views such

structures
o The deck for 3255 expands an existing deck that doesn’'t appear to be

compliant in the first place

I'm relieved the last design was denied, but it seems to me this project remains out
of step with the wishes of many of the neighbors as well as the goals and objectives
of the SF Planning Commission. To allow the two projects referenced above to
move forward as currently envisioned has the potential to fundamentally change the
dynamic of this portion of the Marina District.

| appreciate your consideration and trust you'll assess if the plan adheres to the
instructions given to the project sponsor’s team during the last hearing.

Thanks and regards,



From: Benna Wise

To: Secretary, Commissions (CPC); Kirby, Alexandra (CPC); Rich Hillis; Melgar. Myrna (CPC);
planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)

Subject: Opposition to 1503 Francisco

Date: Sunday, July 15, 2018 9:32:55 PM

I oppose this as it is totally out of sync with the neighborhood's aesthetic.
I'm at 1500 Francisco and it's right across the street.

Thanks!
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26 Signatures
oal: 1,000
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click here to resend.
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Opposition to revised plans for 1503
Francisco Street

Mike Resp () (22) (Comments)

26 Signatures

July 15, 2018
TO: SF Planning Commission

RE: 1503 Francisco Street Project Discretionary Review (2013.0847DRP, permit #
2013.0531.8402)

We are opposed to the revised plans for 1503 Francisco Street for some or all of the
following reasons and have signed this petition in opposition to the project. We urge
you to DENY the project in favor of the DR requestor.

Roof Decks

* Generally uncommon in the area - we count fewer than 10 on the 250 nearby
buildings.

* The proposed“Rear” deck is street-facing due to the corner lot and potentially
very visible/noisy. There are zero street facing roof decks present in the Marina.

* The 5th floor roof deck is redundant and both decks are only accessible from

the owner's unit. SIGN PETITION

https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/opposition-to-revised-plans-for-1503-francisco

Goal:1,000

7/16/2018



Petition Opposition to revised plans for 1503 Francisco Street Page 2 of 11

» Along with 3255 Octavia St (same owner, abutting structure), 3 new roof decks
26 Signatures

Gdaledfeen proposed.

+ Both 1503 and 3255 have penthouses and opaque metal railings which go

against design guidelines.

Possible reduction of dwelling units embedded in the new design.

Project sponsor’s statement at the 5/24 PC hearing that he has only used the 2
smaller units in the building as corporate rentals (and will continue to do so) +
original desire to use this as a SFH.
« Owner’s original 2013 request for a dwelling-unit-merger.
» Owner's recent purchase of the abutting two-unit 3255-57 Octavia, which also
remains vacant of tenants.
+ Design details that suggest an owner could combine units for his/her own
benefits: 1) an Accessory Dwelling Unit on the ground floor that could later be
defined as a unit; 2) A change from 3 EXTERIOR entrances to each unit to 3
INTERIOR entrances centered around a second floor stairway/hall inviting unit
combination; 3) 2 rental units to decline slightly in size while the Owner's unit |
nearly doubles to 3100 sq ft yet goes from a 3 BR to a 2BR; 4) A 2 car garage for
a 3 unit building; 5) two roof decks that can only be accessed by the owner’s
unit. 6) Similar design features in the 3255 Octavia permit application under
same owner - one car garage for 2 unit building, large roof deck, 2 units easily

combined by removing one wall, ADU unit on ground floor.

Architectural Issues

* No bay windows/popouts as recommended by RDG.

* Prominent corner location with 135 linear feet of street exposure, one block and
very visible from Ft Mason .

* The one comparable building with flat surfaces and glazing cited in the new

design packet is far away on Marina Blvd.

SIGN PETITION

https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/opposition-to-revised-plans-for-1503-francisco 7/16/2018
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- Share on Facebook
26 Signatures
_oal:1.000

22 COMMENTS

Steve
Jul 16, 2018

« Jul 16, 2018

upvote reply show

Please deny this proposal

Anonymous
lul16,2018

- Jul 16,2018

upvote reply show

1445 Greenwich Street, San Francisco, CA 94109

Deepa Varma
Jul 16,2018

- Jul 16,2018

upvote reply show

I'm signing as the Executive Director of the San Francisco Tenants Union. The Tenants
Union is concerned by any project that reduces the number of rent controlled or
otherwise affordable dwelling units available to tenants. The history of converting two
units at this address to corporate rentals has already given us great cancern. To further |
allow the owner to combine units into a single family home would be a dangerous
precedent. The design changes made by the owner do not address these concerns, as
as such, we hope that the planning commission denies this project.

Laurie Candido
Jul 16, 2018

- Jul 16, 2018

upvote reply show

I live at 1573 Francisco St, the building my husband grew up in and where | have lived

Pa

the past 22 years. | am against the remodeling design on 1503 Francisco St./3255-57

Octavia St.(neighboring buildings) as it leaves no room for privacy to neighbors or
looks anything like the neighboring homes. | believe the owner's intentions( by the
design layout) are not for use as a family home but more for businesses. He has stated
that it is only he and his wife that would be living there so one must ask themselves,
why would only two people need such a huge “office looking” place to live? I also
believe that it is not legal to run businesses out of this neighborhood so | would
question his intentions for the sake of the neighborhood. . Thank you for listening to
my concerns as | am hoping our home will be able to stay in the family for many more

generations. Thank you!

i
John Candido SIGNPETIO
Jul16, 2018

https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/opposition-to-revised-plans-for-1503-francisco

Ee30f11

7/16/2018
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26 Signatures
oal: 1,000

- jul1s, 2018
upvote reply show

| am the representative and resident of the Candido family trust which owns and
occupies the property at 1575/1573 Francisco St. We are opposed to the current design
of the 1503 Francisco St project. We believe the reduction of residential units in our
community hinders the possibilities of our families being able to stay in proximity to
grow and care for those connected to us.

Sheila Yturri Sigal
Jul16, 2018

- Jul 16,2018

upvote reply show

1569 Francisco Street
San Francisco, CA 94123

Jeff Berk
Jul16, 2018

- Jul 16,2018

upvote reply show

Dear Commissioners:

I, along with many others, urge the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to
again deny the building permit application for 1503-1507 Francisco Street.

| started living in the Marina in 1983 and have owned a unit at 1500 Francisco Street
since 1990. Although | am writing this in my personal capacity, | have worked as an
attorney for the Sonoma County Counsel's office since 1992, and so | am familiar with
planning-related issues and the important role your Commission serves.

The proposed project would demolish an existing building on a prominent corner of
the Marina and replace it with a “modern,” floor-to-ceiling glass structure that is wholly
incompatible with the architectural character of the surrounding area. The latest
building design is still so jarring in contrast with its surroundings, which have been
unchanged for many years.

This neighborhood was built almost 100 years ago and has maintained its distinct
character and quality throughout that time. Please maintain the feel and character of |
this wonderful residential neighborhood in the Marina by rejecting this project, and
have its sponsor try again to submit a new plan that fits our neighborhood.

Jeff Berk

Cecchi MacNaughton
Jul16,2018

« Jul16, 2018

upvote reply show

Resident of 3330 Octavia, Unit 1

SIGN PETITION

https://www ipetitions.com/petition/opposition-to-revised-plans-for-1503-francisco

pe 4 of 11
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26 Signatures
oal: 1,000

Pamela Davis
Jul16, 2018

- Jul16,2018

upvote reply show

| own at 1567 Francisco St.

Lauren
Jul16, 2018

- Jul 16, 2018

upvote reply show

1459 Francisco St.

Ramg Khalil
Jul16, 2018

* Jul 16,2018

upvote reply show

Resident 3330 Octavia St. Unit 2

Donna Santana
jul 16,2018

- Jul 16,2018

upvote reply show

Owner of 1490 Francisco St. SF. DR Requester. This project has not addressed all of
the concerns raised by the Planning Commission or of our neighbors in the immediate
area. Please reject this "updated” design. Thank you.

Nancy Barsocchini
Jul16, 2018

- Jul 16,2018

upvote reply show

| reside at 1500 Francisco and | ask the the Commissioners to reject this revised design.

Frank and Maria Clima
jul 16, 2018

& EEROETITION

upvote reply show

https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/opposition-to-revised-plans-for-1503-francisco
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26 Signatures
oal: 1,000

We reside at 3244 Octavia St. The Planning Commission should reject this revised
design because all of the concerns raised during the May 24th hearing has not been |
addressed.

Anonymous
Jul16,2018

* Jul16, 2018 I

upvote reply show

3330 Octavia St. #3
San Francisco

Anonymous
Jul 16,2018

ha Jul 16,2018

upvote reply show

1500 francisco street

Donald Mark McQueen
Jul16, 2018
A Jul16, 2018

upvote reply show

I live at 1442 Francisco Street - 1/2 block from this property. | endorse the petition.

Sergio and Alma Tuccori
Jul16,2018

- Jul 16, 2018
upvote reply show

We reside at 3238 Octavia and do not approve of the updated plans provided for this
remodel.

Maria Farrell
Jul 16,2018

! i ligRTImION

upvote reply show

https://www ipetitions.com/petition/opposition-to-revised-plans-for-1503-francisco

-
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| am against the updated plans for this remodel.
26 Signatures
oal: 1,000
Andrew Ferrier
Jul 16,2018
- Jul 16,2018
upvote reply show
| attended the first hearing and don't feel this project has addressed all of the concerns
raised by the Planning Commission.
See More
. COMMENT* {
| Add comment 3‘ Cancel
26  SIGNATURES
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Michael hopkins United States
5 hours ago
5 hours ago
Steve United States
5 hours ago
SIGN PETITION
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1503-1505 Francisco Street

SAN FRANCISCO

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW
Design Response

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Comments and Design Response

1. DR Comment: Reduce the overall amount of glass on the facade.

Response: The previous proposal had glass on 40.15% of the facade.
The Revised proposal has on glass on 26.3% of the facade, taking it
back in line with the neighborhood. —

2. DR Comment: Make the overall composition less commercial looking .
and more residential. Revised Proposal

Response: The Revised proposal eliminates the pronounced grid form
on the facade shown in the previous design, replacing it with solid
walls and punched windows typical of the Marina neighborhood character.

3. DR Comment: The materials used should be “softer” and less

i

commercial, the concrete in particular was negatively received. - ﬁ'i'ﬁ | ‘1 : ~ _‘
. .. qum W "Ein.‘. g
Response: The Revised proposal eliminates all concrete. The new il!! ’;lw._,lgw-::-p B
building is composed of a light gray stucco form sitting atop a brick . : > len T
. .‘ o - ,
base with Natural wood at the entry doors, garage and rear yard fence. o | II =

aal.

Previous Proposal

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Existing and proposed facade comparison

ill -
Ty

/
Revised Proposal: Existing Building:
26.3% Glass 20% Glass

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Neighborhood Glass to wall comparison

B e e -

Octavia Street Elevation

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Glass to wall comparison: Existing, Previous and Proposed Elevations

Revised Proposal:
26.3% Glass

Previous Proposal:
40.15% Glass

Existing Building:
20% Glass

S EE2 2D
S ==l RS

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Overhead View

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Neighborhood Material Precendents - Stucco

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Neighborhood Material Precendents - Stucco

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal

Neighborhood Material Precendents - Brick Base

R
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1503-1508 Francisco Street



Revised Proposal
Neighborhood Material Precendents - Brick Base

Proposed Brick Base with Natural Wood

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Francisco Street Elevation

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Octavia Street Elevation

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Octavia and Francisco Streets

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



Revised Proposal
Francisco Street - Rear View

VA

1503-1508 Francisco Street 6.2018



I

0-V

“43IGNNN ONIMVHA

‘A8 @3X03HO

‘A8 NMYHa

TOLT

‘ON L03rodd

2102 ‘aung T alva

JUNLYNOIS B VIS

198yS 9L

1991]1S 00S

D ‘00sIouelH UBS
1oueld /0ST - €0ST

osresedjen

v

v

v

3ilva

NOILd

140s3a HIGNNN

ONI

NNV1d 4S 8T'€"L

NOILVA3IT3 13341S VIAVLO0

NOILVATT3 dv3d

NOILVA3T3 3dIs

NOILVAZT3 LNOd4

€0T¥6 VO 'O0SIONVYS NVS
133Y1S HIST TTST
ONIYIINIONT OHIFANYHLS
“43INIONT IVINLONYLS

V215-892-LT6

L0T¥6 VO 'OOSIONYYH NVS
Ev# Y€ '133ULS QYIHL 6£€C
NYAY ‘ML

1LO31IHOYY N9IS3a

'€°0T°20€d ANV T°0T°20€d D4 "057 NVYHL FHOW LON 40 X3ANI A3d013AIA-INONS

133N 01 @3¥INO3Y 38 AINO TIVHS ‘d3ITddV AVHdS LON SI HOIHM ‘NOILYINSNI
T14-3S001 3SOTINTIAD "HSINIA TIVM JO 40014 ‘ONITFD IH 40 IOV44NS AISOdXINN
FHL HLIM LOVINOD NI d3TTVLSNI SI ONIOVH NIHM SONIOVH FHL OL AlddV LON

0OQ S3X3ANI FHL SFOVAS A3FTVIONOD NI AITIVLSNI FHV STVIHILYIN NIHM ‘NOILdIOX3

€2, 1N YO ¥8 3 WLSV HLIM FONVAYOOOV NI d31S3L NIHM 057 A330X3 OL LON

X3ANI A3dOTIAIA-INONS ONIANVANODDV NV HLIM G2 a330X3 OL LON XIANI AVIHdS
FAVTH V IAVH TIVHS SOILLY ANV SIOVAS TMVYHD 'STIMGWISSY TIVM 'S3INGNISSY
SONITIFD 400y 'SFINGNISSY ONITIFI-HOO0Td NIHLIM dITTIV.LSNI SINVHENIW I18VINHId
YOdVA ANV SHIAYY.LIY YOdVA SY HONS ‘'SONIOVH ONIANTONI 'STYIMILYN NOILYINSNI

'L'20ed OdO
‘a¥vog WNSHAD ZHLIM 3dIS A3SOTONT IHL NO 3103L0¥d SLI440S ANV 3oVuNS
dIVLS ¥3ANN 'STIVM IHL IAVH TIVHS SHIVLS IHL ¥3ANN FOVdS 319ISSTOOV A3SOTONI

‘vZ'v'20ed 0dO 31vld

NO3HOLNOST TV.LIN V IAVH TIVHS ¥IINIECS 3HI4 V 40 NOILVHLIANId IHL A9 A31v3H0
FOVdS YVINNNY FHL OSTV '3A0D OL ¥343Y ‘A1ddV AVIN SNOILJIOXT ¥3HLO ".¥Z 40
JONVLSIA TVINOZIYOH V A8 d31vyVd3s 39 TIVHS T1VM 3HL 40 S3dIS 31ISOddO FHL NO
S3X08 HONS "HONI §0330X3 LON TIVHS XO8 ANV TIVM IHL NIIMLIE 30VdS ¥V INNNY
IHL VIV TIVM 40 "L4 ‘DS 00T ANV NI SIHONI "OS 00T A330X3 LON S30A SANVHEWIN
IHL HONOYHL SONINIHO IH 40 VIHY ILYOIYOOV IHL ANV VIV NI STHONI ‘OS

9T ONIJ33OX3 LON ONIA33OX3 LON SIX04d vOI4dLOT13 1331S Ag SNOLLILYVd ANV STIVM
d31vy AILSISTY-FHI4 INOH ¢ WNINIXYIA 40 SNOILVYYLINId INVHEWIN ‘NOILIIOX3

27’20 ANV T'7'20€d 04D 67T TN JO ¥18 3 WLSV HLIM 3ONVAHOIDV
NI Q31S3L SV A3TIVLSNI WILSAS dO1S3dId NOILVHLINId A3A0HddY NV 4O ATdWISSY
d31VY FONVISISTY-IHIH d3A0HddV 38 TIVHS SNOILVHLINId INVIEGNIN ANV HONOYHL

S31ON NOILONYLSNOD INVLSIS3Y 3414

Big
a
a
a L
B
LINY3d FLvdvdas
¥3ANN QILLINGNS 38 OL LNOAYT ¥IBINIYAS zmhwwmm_u R —
3414 'SYO0T4 TV NO NOILOTLOHd HAINIYLS
JY14 TVILNIAISTY JILYIWOLNY IANTONI OL ONIATING
"dOIY3LNI 13AOW3H ‘NolLIday
LINIWISYE M3IN 13ATT HOOTH LSHI4 1V ‘IA04VY M03ad
HLIM NOILIAAV ¥v3d AHOLS INO MAN "SSTODV HIVLS
HLIM 03a 4004 M3N ‘NOILIAAY AHOLS INO M3N dVIN ALINIDIA
"133YLS OOSIONVYL SOST-€0ST NO YHOM Ad3SOd0odd
AHOM 40 3d0I0S
NOILO3AS ONILSIXT IV
SNOILVATTE ONILSIXT eIV
SNOILVATTI ONILSIXT v
317419173 39V LON ‘SNLVLS 304N0Ss3d SNOILD3S 1TV
IN3ISTHd 30HdNOSTY DIHOLSIH ON - O LININLHVYH3IA ONINNV1d SNOILVYAT13 0TV
1304dvd SNOILYA3T3 6Y
1002870 NOILYNTVYAI DI4OLSIH SNOILYATT3 8v J@
OVLNOILO3S |
NV1d 400 LV
ATINYA € ‘ISNOH TVILNIAISTY - £-HY ‘ONINOZ Nv1d 40074 HLd4NOS v §
JNVH4 7331S HO AOOM  “FdAL NOILONYLSNOD NV1d 40O QHIHL qv VUV SHLOROM ON ‘ /]
X-0% :10141S1d 1HOI1FH NV1d 40014 ANOD3S 1%
X31dNAd ANV S1v14 ‘AdAL 3SN NV1d 400714 1Sdid ev NOLLILAYd M3N
14°0s8vL'e - 3zIs 1o1 NVd LNFWNISVE A4 NIVIW3Y OL NOILILYYd / TTVM
T00 LO7T /2870 00719 1101 /300149 NV1d 3LIS v
NV1d 3LIS ONILSIX3 ovY HSITOW3d OL NOILILYVd [
€2T76 VO ‘O0SIONVYHH NVS SONIYIANTY ANV SNOILY NIV zov
13341S OOSIONVH L0ST-€0ST 'ss3daav 133HS 3LIL Tov TOINAS NOILdI¥OS3AA

S3d02 TV 404

SININANINVY ODSIONVHd NVS LNIHdND
3d02 VIId L2313 VINYOLITVO 910¢
3d0D ADYHANT VINYOLITVO 910¢

3d02 ONIGNNTd YINYO4ITVO 910¢

3d02 ONIATING YINYO4ITVO 910¢
‘S3d0D F1gvollddv

"HOLOVHLNOD ANV ¥3INMO NIFIMLIF NOdN dIFHOV JO A8 IAVIN SNOILVHILTY

HONS Y04 IT9ISNOJSTY 39 LON TIVHS ¥IINIONT /LOFLIHOYY IHL "MIINIONT /LOTLIHOHY
FHL 40 LNISNOD NILLIMM FHL LNOHLIM 3AVIN 34V NV1d 4O NOIS3A 40 SNOILYHILTV dI
'SNOILYH3LTY

'SLINY3d ONINNVH ANV LNSWHOVOYONI

ONIANTONI SLINY3d ONIATING ANY LNIWINOI ‘STOOL ‘SHOEYT 'STVIMILYN TV

AVd ANV 3AIAOYd TTVHS YOLOVYLINOD IHL ‘A3 LVLS ATIVOIHIOTdS ISIMYIHLO SV 1d30X3
:d3aNTONI ¥dOoMm

"ALNIVLYIONN NI HHOM FHL HLIM
d3300dd TIVHS ISV ON NI ANV ‘YHOM IHL HLIM ONIG3I00dd 340439 INFWLSNray
¥3d0Odd FHL HO4 YIIANIONT /LOFLIHOYY ANV ¥INMO IHL AJILON TIVHS HOLOVHLINOD

FHL 'ONIMVHA FHL NI SHNDD0 HO SHVIddY AONILSISNOONI HO HOHHT ANV ATNOHS

“LSIX3 HONS dTNOHS NOISSINO JO YOY¥3 TYNOILNILNINN

ANV 40 ATLSIHINVIN 4T3SWIH TIVAY LON TTVHS ANV d38140S3d 39 OL A3ANILNI

HHOM FHL 40 NOILITdNOD FHILNT FHL HO4 AHVSSIIOAN HOEVT1 ANV STVINILVIN IHL 1TV
3AINOYd OL 3T79ISNOJS3Y dT3H 38 TTIM JOLOVHLINOD FHL "A3INOILNIW ATHVINDILEVd
LON SI d3ATOANI W3 LI AMYSSIOIN AYIAI HONOHLTVY TIVL3A AYIAT NI d31L31dW0OD 38
TIVHS @38140S3d NIFYIH HHOM FHL LVHL ANVLSHIANN TIVHS YOLOVHLINOD FHL HHOM
=40 3331d A3HSINIH ¥ HO4 3AINOYd ANV 38140S3d OL dIANILNI 38V SONIMVHA FHL

'S3A0D ONIATING TVOOT ANV 3LV.LS

OL WHOSNOD TTVHS ¥HOM NOILONYLSNOD 11V 'STILYIdO™d LN3DVCrAY LV SY T13M SV
‘ALY3d0OYdd SIHL 1V SANIT ALIILN ANV IDVNIVEA ‘'ONINNIdYIANN ‘NOILYAYOXS ONIANTONI
SNOILIANOD 110S ANV LNIW3SV3 ‘ONIATING 'LOT IHL 40 SNOISNIWIA TV AJIH3A

Ad0L103dId 103rodd

X3ANI ONIMVYHd

aN3oa

S31O0N 1VH3INIO




¢ 0V

“43IGNNN ONIMVHA

‘A8 a3aXO3HO

‘A8 NMYHa

TOLT :ON 103r0dd
770z aunc T v JUNLYNDIS B VIS

sBullepuay ‘suonejnae)

D ‘00sIouelH UBS
198J1S 0dsidueld L0ST - €0ST

osresedjen

v

v

v

3ilva NOILdI¥OS3ad HIGNNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€’L

{3V HOOTS SSOHD 0 £/L) KETE > %db
WIHY HODTd SSOHO WLOL 40 %L b=VIMY NOWNOD ANOSSI0V
LV 0=0BSHYBLL

b= oesr W3HY HOON4 SSOHD TVIOL

M P ELL WY NOWNOD AHOSS330
SNOLLIMHLSTY TVID3dS 40 3DLON

ubEELOLE W bs 0paglL £ LINN
Wb rzes 1 bS 5008 Z LINN
ubsgEEL Whs L b LINn

0350<0ud SIS
VIUV HOOT4 LINA

13341S VIAV.LO0 WO¥d MIIA
a3s0dodd

13341S OOSIONVYd WO¥4 MIIA
a3s0dodd

SNOILVYTNDTVO V3HVY d0014

SONIHIANTH 3ON3IH343

€0T¥6 VO 'O0SIONVYS NVS
133Y1S HIST TTST
ONIYIINIONT OHIFANYHLS
“43INIONT IVINLONYLS

V215-892-LT6

L0T¥6 VO 'OOSIONYYH NVS
Ev# Y€ '133ULS QYIHL 6£€C
NYAY ‘ML

1LO31IHOYY N9IS3a

‘B BIELNS |ERLIE O 308 DenbS

DU j0 B

19 %05 uey) dious (23)

Pt StUaIa adopAL [E3r1aN Al 40 KOS LR 250U 0 EADLIaY a3 sasodaid el Buip|ing [EUSRraY € 0 uoresae Jofews v (T3]

30343} LOEPUNG)

a4l 1 13 [l U] PRINSEALL 5[ JOLITXE JIE 40 LIRS ) §0 559 LR 10U O EACLLSY a4l sasodoid oue (28) pue apebed ey

PUE IPEIE JUGAH S JO WIS Y3 F0 K05 LB U0 4O | i A $3todoud

e e 1Y) Sau 2 Hupng jo

¢ Jofew v (14)

10 *pasinbal

a4 e 203 Buipung [ErUSpsaY © uo pom Ay ()

Buimofa) 3y 0 AR urIW |[PYS STup)ing Uapsay jo vonowaa., (2]

Sugpyng » 5 N5 VLS
%05 > Kb v Hi'vE OLTEn [ (1-9) WL0L ZIHOH

S—
%05 ‘MDY e

4004 i

13A3T H3ddN

%05 > %E0E

%05 ‘PamDIlY Te

6'6E TE8T

HEG ‘PAMO||Y TR 00 u.m
HTTT vl 9'69

#9'9L 61 0'st

IOVIVE 153 N w

HOVT 09

30vIVE 153

1 w104 153IM [ 15v3

ONILSIX3
NOILVAZT3 HLNOS

ONILSIX3
NOILVATT3 1S3IM

ONILSIX3
NOILVAZT3 HLION

ONILSIX3
NOILVA33 1Sv3

ONILSIX3
NOILD3S TYNIANLIONOT

a3s0odoydd
NOILVYAZT3 HLNOS

a3s0dodd
NOILVATT3 1S3IM

a3s0dodd
NOILVAZT3 HLION

a3s0dodd
NOILVAZI3 1SV3

a3s0dodd
NOILD3S TVYNIANLIONOT

A3AOW3Y %T ve

Ad3AOW3Y %881

A3IAOWI3Y %8'TE

Q3IAOW3H %ECE

L(

T

QJ3AOW3H % ve

L/

IdO13ANT TVIILH3IA - TO

3dO13ANT TVLINOZIHOH - 20

SNOILVTNOTVO V34V NOILITON3Id

SAVHOVIA VIV NOILITONEA




0V

“H38NNN ONIMVHA

‘A9 @3MO3IHO

‘A8 NMVHA

TOLT :ON 103r0¥d
710z 'aunc T ava JUNLYNDIS B VIS

0T =.8/T

I

NV1d 31IS ONILSIX3

ueld aus bunsixg

VD ‘03siouelq ues
193llS 03sidueld L0ST - €0ST

osleseden

v

v

v

3iva NOILdI¥OS3a HYIGNNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€"L

AHOLS ¥
M08

A

¢ 107/19
S DOSIONYYHA L6F1-16%]

€0T¥6 VO 'OOSIONVYH NVS
133491S HIST TTIST
ONIYIINIONT OHIGANVHLS
"Y3IANIONI TVHNLONYLS

¥215-892-216

L0T¥6 VO 'OOSIONVHL NVS
€v# YE '133ULS QYIHL 6EET
NVAY ‘ML

*LO3LIHOYV NOIS3a

AMOLS ¥
0¢ 107/2tv %0078
IS 0JSIONYHS 06YL

MLS WIAVL0

o
3z
=
Ga

Lo ol e e b

MM

AHOLS €
071 28+ 42074
\W1J0 £G2€-GGEC

e
=

1y

AN D

T InosEnd

|
| L |
|

m %

m |= "
| AMOLSE 5 AdDLS €
" _ ¢ 107 28% %0018
i INYYS 1251

| |

_

e | e s

ONIHEY S

AYOLS ¥

62-6l 107/14% ¥0078

1> U

B}

o

l




-V

“HIGNNN ONIMVEA

A8 A3NO3IHD _

‘A8 NMVHQ _

TOLT :ON 103r0¥d :
7102 'eunc 1 2Iva JUNLYNOIS B VIS 4
i

ue|d a11S i

i

VD ‘00siouel ues m

19311S 0Jsidueld L0ST - €0ST i
osleleden !

|

v _

v i

v i

31va NOILdI¥OS3a HIFNNN _
ONINNV1d 4S 8T'€'L m

|

i

i

i

i

i

7

i

i

i

i

i

i

AHOLS ¥ :

0€ LO1/187 X009 _

'1S OOSIONVY L6VT-T6VT _

_

e

..... I_

AHOLS v i

£0T¥6 VO ‘00SIONVYS NVS 02 1071 /2Ly ¥O01d _
OZ_mmmz_wmwﬂhmwmmmw/.\mmmﬁ 'LS OOSIONVY4 0671 :

“YIINIONT TVINLONYLS

V215-892-LT6

L0Tv6 VO '00SIONVYH NVS
E# HE '13IULS QHIHL 6EEC
NVAY ‘ML

*1031IHOYV NOIS3a

13341S VIAVLO0

(@34INd3Y %02) §'0T < ¥T 43S0dO¥d H S ¥T

(VL0 40 %02) ONIdYISANYT G3LVIa3a
(@34INOIY %09) 6L < €Y
JL34ONOD SNOIAYId GINIVYD INIF 40 M S £rT

(V101 40 %09) 30V44NS F18vVIRHad

4 'bS 8GT =052 X -9 13ZIS[T¥LOL
V34V ¥OvaL3s INOYd

W0-52

0= 8T
sz NV1d 31IS d3S0d0dd O
-—eamoe L
AdOLS €
¢0 101 /287 %0074
"1S VIAVLO0 €52€
...................................................... ._
i
i
_
AdO1S € _
¢0 101 /287 X0079 _
"1S VIAVLO0 §52€ |
0-51 0-0LL
T~V e el N\ Dp s —
N w\\\\ :00 oNiaTIng (3)
TIIMLHON (N) Tuo AN TIVM
ONVHY3AO
oov 4004 40 3NN
0 e
O 5 7 AHOLS ¥ g %030 400y
L \\\ 70101 m AYOLS HLY (N) AHOLS €
N, 2870078 2 e €€ 101287 %0018
'LS 0OSIONVa . - "1S 0OSIONVY TEST
L0ST-€0ST WrHaEVNO
ALIS 10300Yd s~
.
ﬁ 18 ﬁ ﬁ * 55 ]
EREER \//
o L . i ! / .
e e
|| R J)| v & A
N5 8dno RERLN / \ \
13341S OJSIONYHS
AYO1S ¥
62-6T7 LOT /Ty 0019
"LS OJSIONVYH 00T




v

"d38ANNN ONIMYHEA

‘A9 AIIOIHD
‘A8 NMvHa
TOLT :ON 103r0¥d
/T0Z ‘aunc T 31va FINLYNOIS B VIS

ue|d juswaseg

VD ‘09siouelH ues
19911S 03sdueld L0ST - €0ST

osleledjen

v

v

\4

31lva NOILdI¥OS3a HIFNNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T'€’L

EN/EL]
01 400d ONILSIX3

NIVW3Y OL
NOILONYISNOD ONILSIxT

JnoNz¥oL
NOILONYLSNOD ONILSIX3  — — — — —

SNOILVIAIYHEEaY @ STOGINAS

£0TY6 VO 'OOSIONVYH NVS
13341S HLST TTST
ONIYIINIONI OHIFANVYHLS
"d33NIONT VHNLONYLS

215-892-L16

L0TY6 VO 'O0SIONVYH NYS
£v# Y€ '13IHLS QYIHL 6€E2
NVAY "ML

11031IHO¥V N9OIS3d

0T =u0/T
@ NV1d 40014 LNJWISVE d3S0d0dd T

08¢

L= .69



0T = .bIT
NV1d 400714 1SdId ONILSIX3 Q

‘439NN ONIMYHA

‘A8 @3aXO3IHO
‘A9 NMYHa
TOLT :ON 103r0dd
O B FUNLYNOIS ® VIS
/T0C 'dunf T 31va TIEM LHOM
ue|d loojd 1sii4 pam AR - - - - _
: Al ; - :
VD ‘00siouelH UeS mw m AVMTIVH
1981 00sloueld /0ST - £0ST . e - E— :
” ! Il e 1
osresreden i . - \
[Froohmmeh
v r ! /_/(\, Lo
AN
v ! N
22 = ... 1 -
a1va NOILdI¥0S3d YIIWNNN 5 T PR
i i
N T L 1 Y W
ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€'2 Ll T ” ey o e
: 239vav9 , L | QYA dY3Y
39VHOLS/ALIILA bl — ‘ 39VIOLS/ALIILA 1 39vdv
i I
o -
muum@uuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuuu F,\\\\),\ T [
_—--zz=23
JOVHOLS |
prmmmmmm
m
b
— W —— I I — 1 —
\
JL=09

W0-T =0T
N NV1d 40014 1SdId d3SOd0dd

TI3M 1HON

—d ] o

=
(9)(e)z'557°03S "O'd'4'S ¥3d
S30VdS ONIMYY T SSY10 I35HL

T1EM LHOIT ()

SNINEvd 310A18
Sl A sl | ANCOos s L TRy AP TR
an
INOWIY -
0L 3000 ONILSIX3 =) oY NONNOD R
NIVINZY OL
NOLONMISNOO ONUsly W e T L |
nowxyor
NOILONYLSNOD ONILSIXT  — — — — —
SNOILVIAFYHEdY ® STOGWNAS o
MYO = P
d
B a B B B f f
€0T¥6 VO "'OOSIONVY NVS 7’ _— e — — — L
133Y1S HIST T1ST

ONIYIINIONT OHIFANVHLS
“d33INIONT TVHNLONYLS

V215892216 R\ @@
L0T¥6 VO 'OOSIONYYH NVS 3 ¢
Ev# € '133HLS QYIHL 6£€2

S I
NYAY ‘ML
‘1031IHOYV NOIS3a




-V

“43GNNN ONIMVEA

‘A8 a3aXO3IHD
‘A9 NMvHa
T0LT ‘ON 103r0dd
/702 ‘aunf T a1va JUNLYNOIS ® VIS
ue|d 100|4 puodasS
VD ‘00siouelH Ues
19311S 0Jsiduel L0ST - €0ST
osresedjen
v
v
v
3iva NOILdIYOS3a YIGNNN

ONINNVY1d 4S 8T°€’L

EA/EL]
0.1 400d ONILSIX3

NIVIN3Y OL
NOLLONYLSNOD ONILSIX3

nowzdor
NOILONYISNOD ONILSIXT ~ — — — — —

SNOILYIAIHEaY ® STOGWAS

€0T¥6 VO ‘OOSIONVYH NVS
13341S HIST T1ST
ONIYIINIONIT OHIFANVHLS
“Y33INIONI TvHNLONHLS

V215892216

L0T¥6 VO ‘OOSIONVY NVS
EP# HE "133HLS AYIHL 6EET
NVYAY ‘ML

11031IHOYV NOIS3a

! Nv1d 4003 GNGOTS SNILSIXT \_¥
TIEM LHON
—— i =
S O
o I | S S | |
( -\
Noo¥a3g NIHOLI NIHOLIN NooY¥a3g
,
N
—
] Ly 4
N il
& ) W W W TIVH HIVLS NOWNOD
g ¢ 1INN - o7 TLINN
I
I
L
i ’
1
| |
I
I b , NoOY
INOOY ONIAIT B | e NOOY ONIAIT
! o
o e
" —
| =Y 4
m N I [
I S22y ,F%L
1 . | —
L=.69
Ozv Nv1d 4004 ONOD3S a350d0ua \
TIEM LHON
I TEM LHOM () H@
Wooya3g Nooya3g
[TTTTTTITTTT [TTT 11T
T A
& NG NIHOLIY

INOOY ONIAIN TIVH dIVLS NOWNOD

NOOY ONIAIT




W0-T =0T
NV1d 40014 AYIHL ONILSIX3

“HIGANN ONIMYHA

‘A9 @3X03HO
‘A8 NMVHa
T0.LT ‘ON 103royd
T - JUNLYNODIS ® TV3S
/TOZ ‘aunC T a1va T13M LHOMN
ue|d 100|4 pAyL - : :
== [ 0
P [ |
VD ‘0dsiouelH ues oo [ — .
193al1S 0dsidueld /0ST - €0ST [ L
NIHOLIM o
osresedfep S
L ] | = Wooya3g
v gy T D)
v —— ; . i T e
v N L L L Jr\wxu \\\\\\ /_rwl,L -
aiva NOILdI¥OS3a HIBNNN [ N
& | /N € LINn
o I -
ONINNV1d d4S 8T°€'L = NS o i —
g N
d
% INOOY ONINIQ INOOY ONIAI
7 NOO¥a3g Woo¥a3g
7 )
Wa/s
H AL
S
_ — ! _ _ — I = — _ 4

L=69

WOT =0T
OZU NV1d 40074 ddIHL d3S0d0dd

TIEM LHON
3 -
TI3M LHONM  (N) G
NOOYHLYE
NOOYHLYE 135010 s |9 6 [o1| TT Wooya3g

v a

B €1
i Sl agma g B D

T o1

N2 dan
IAON3Y T (119
0L ¥00a ONILSIX3 = 1/ —
‘ L
o
NIVVZY OL
NOILONYLSNOD ONILSI3 I
Jnonyor Woo¥a3g
NOILONYISNOD ONILSIXS ~ — — — — — NALSYN
m INAD WOH
SNOILYIAIHEdY @ STOEGNAS 135070 INOOYHLYE wm AYANNYT
T
24
<<
] () =°
1

€0T¥6 VO 'OOSIONVYH NVS 7
133Y1S HLST TIST
ONIY3INIONT OH3IFGANVHLS
“YIINIONI VHNLONYLS

v215-892-216

L0T¥6 VO ‘'OOSIONVYHH NVS 7

Ev# ¥E 'L1IFYLS QHIHL 6E€C R\ @@
NVAY "ML I3 ¢

:1031IHOYV NOIs3a




9-v

“d39NNN ONIMYHA

‘A8 @3INOIHD
‘A8 NMvHA
T0LT :ON LO3r0dd
/T0Z 'aunr T aLva FANLYNOIS B WIS
ue|d J00|4 yuno4
VD ‘0dsiouelH ues
199J]1S 0Jsioueld L0ST - €0ST
osreseden
v
v
4
3lva NOILdI¥OS3a HIGNNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€’L

3NON3d
0L 400d ONILSIX3

NIVVZY OL
NOLLONYLSNOD ONILSIXT

anomwayor
NOILONYLSNOD ONILSIX3  — — — — —

SNOILYIATIHEdY ® STOANAS

£0TY6 VO 'OOSIONVYH NVS
13341S HIST TTST
ONIYIINIONT OH39ANVHLS
“"33NIONT TVdNLONYLS

¥215-892-L16

L0T¥6 VO 'O0SIONVYH NVS
Ev# UE '13IYLS QHIHL 6£€2
NYAY ‘ML

*LO31IHOYY NOIS3a

0-5¢

N3HOLIM

ONINIQ

AY1INVd

TI3M LHOIN

T1EAM LHOIT  (N)

W0-T =0T

ONIAIT

NV1d 40074 HLYNO4 d3S0d0dd

®

|
T
7
|
7
|
7
|
|
| 030 J00y4
|
7
|
7
|
7
|
Il
i

R

L=69



LV

‘d389NNN ONIMYHEA

‘A8 @3NDIHO
‘A8 NMYHA
TOLT :ON 103r0¥d
770z ‘eunc T 3Lva JANLYNOIS 7 Tv3S

ue|d Jooy

D ‘0dsiouelH ues
19941S 0dsidueld L0ST - €0ST

oslesedjen

v

v

4

3L1va NOILdI¥OS3a HIGNNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€"L

W0-T =0T

@ NV1d 40014 4004 A3S0Od0dd T

EN/EL]

01 400d ONILSIX3 STINVd dv10S

NG 513Nvd U lI0S

NIVIN3Y OL
NOILONYISNOD ONILSIx3 I

IAOWIY OL 14bs 61T

NOILONYLSNOD ONILSIX3  — — — — — %230 4004

1vdadvNO 1H .2t

SNOILVIAIYEEY @ STOGINAS

€0TY6 VO 'OOSIONVYH NYS
133Y1S HIST TTST
ONIYIINIONT OHIFANVHLS
‘d33NIONT VHNLONYLS

L5 66l
¥21S-892-LT6

L0196 VO 'O0SIONVHH NYS
£v# de '13IULS QHIHL 6€€2 :kam@
NVAY "ML
:1031IHOYY NOIS3a




8-V

“438NNN ONIMYEA

‘A8 A3aXO3HD

‘A9 NMYHA

TOLT ON 103r0¥d
7102 ‘aunc T aLva JUNLYNDIS B Tv3S

uoeAs|3 Bulpjing

VD ‘0dsioueld ues
19911S 0Jsiduel /0ST - €0ST

osreseden

v

v

v

3lva NOILdI¥OS3a Y3IGNNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€’L

€0TY6 VO ‘ODSIONVYHH NVS
13341S HIST T1ST
ONIYIINIONIT OHIFANVHLS
“Y33INIONI TvHNLONHLS

¥215-892-L16

L0TY6 VO ‘ODSIONVYHH NVS
Ev# YE '133YLS QYIHL 6EEC
NVAY "ML

11O31IHOYV NOIS3a

+0-0
gdNO XTvM3dIs 'O'L

&\ TIVH310 .£-8
W IHOEH 910 3ovavD

ELNRIRSRENISEIE)

&> TTV830 .2-8T
\PLH 97D W4 1sdld

TIVH3A0 .2-6T
3NIT ¥4 ANOD3S

-.8¢
1H '970 "¥14 ANOD3S

TVH3A0 .8-62
ANIT T4 HIHL

£\ V310 .2-6¢
f‘.E 970 Y14 QHIHL

TIVH3AO0 .0-0F
3NIT 400y

W01 =.9T/€

IS

N3 QYVA ¥Y3Y
I
N
7,
/
/
A
— SINIOC
H% JOYLNOD 02ONLS
4 HSINI4 000NLS
g TIIMLHOIT (N)
/
v
"0°0 .7 G30VdS
SA0Y L3N TYOILI3A
———— 'VIQ.£IvdaEvN9 .2y
.
)
7
7
/
v

'0'0.7 d30vdS
SA0Y TY.L3N TYOLLHIA

V1A £ IVHaEYND L2y

HSINI4 000NLS /M

Av3HXING 4004 /HIVLS

d3sOdOdd-NOILVYATTI HLNOS

I



6-V

“438NNN ONIMYEA

‘A8 A3aXO3HD

‘A9 NMYHA

TOLT ON 103r0¥d
/T0Z ‘aung T a1va

JUNLYNOIS ® VIS

uoeAs|3 Bulpjing

VD ‘0dsioueld ues

19811S 03sueld L0ST - €0ST

osreseden

v

v

v

3lva NOILdI¥OS3a H38NNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€’L

SY00d ALN3 AOOM
‘dAL 3Sva M0Id9

W01 =.9T/€

I

d3sOdOdd-NOILVATTd HLAYON

o)
24

€0TY6 VO ‘ODSIONVYHH NVS
13341S HIST T1ST
ONIYIINIONIT OHIFANVHLS
“Y33INIONI TvHNLONHLS

¥215-892-L16

L0TY6 VO ‘ODSIONVYHH NVS
EP# € '133H1S AYIHL 6EEC
NVAY "ML

11O31IHOYV NOIS3a

‘041 HSINI4 ONIOYH
HOIY3LNI "ONIOVH HOIY31X3
av10 A0OM ‘3ON34

‘dAL HSINI4

bt
<
<C

gdNd XTvM3dIs 'O ._.J\

TIVHIN0 .£-8

020NLS HSINI4 HLOOWS
007 430vVdS

SA0Y V1IN TVOILI3A
VIO £ IvIaVN9 o ————————————

30INYOD TVLIN Mdva

‘0°'0.v @30VdS
SA0Y V1IN TVOILd3A

LHOI3H 'O70 39VyV! J\

TIVH3NO0 .E-6
ELN RSB ENISEIE)

1IVH3A0 .2-8T P
"IH 910 ¥4 LsuldW

TIVH3A0 26T
3ANIT {74 ANOD3S

TIVY3A0 .8-82 I
"IH 7D "¥14 ANODOT J\

1IVH3A0 .8-62
ANIT T4 dIHL

TIVHIN0 .2-6E

VI £ TIVEadvYN9 .2y

HSINI4 002N1S /M

Qv3HMTNG 400Y /HIVLS

“1H 910 ¥4 DK_I._,J

TIVH3A0 .0-01
3NIT 400d




01-V

“438NNN ONIMYEA

‘A8 A3aXO3HD

‘A9 NMYHA

TOLT ON 103r0¥d
/T0Z ‘aung T a1va

JUNLYNOIS ® VIS

suonens|3 Buipjing

VD ‘0dsioueld ues

19811S 03sueld L0ST - €0ST

osreseden

v

v

v

3lva NOILdI¥OS3a H38NNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€’L

€0TY6 VO ‘ODSIONVYHH NVS
13341S HIST T1ST
ONIYIINIONIT OHIFANVHLS
“Y33INIONI TvHNLONHLS

¥215-892-L16

L0TY6 VO ‘ODSIONVYHH NVS
EP# € '133H1S AYIHL 6EEC
NVAY "ML

11O31IHOYV NOIS3a

SY00d AYLIN3 a0OM
‘dAL 3Sva Moldg

I-6

W01 =.9T/€

d3IsOdOdd-NOILVATTT LSIM

e
ihils

HoE
RIRaL:

N ®

"dAL HSINI4 020N1S

3OINY0D TVL3IN Hdva

*0'0.7 d30vdS
SA0Y VL3N TYOILH3A

V10§ TIVIaNVN9 .2y

W0-T =.9T/€

d3asOdodd-NOILVAIT3 LSV

‘'dAL 00ON1S
HSINI4 HLOOWS

‘'dAL 00ON1S
HSINI4 HLOOWS

‘0'0.7 d30vdS
SA0Y VL3N TVOLLHTA
V1A £ IVHaIYND L2y

c

+0-0
gdNd XTvMm3dis 'O'L

TIVHIN0 .£-8

58
|

LHOI3H 'O70 m@(m(ﬂj\

ELN RSB ENISEIE)

1IVH3A0 .2-8T P

96
9-6

"IH 910 ¥4 LsuldW

TIVH3A0 26T
3ANIT {74 ANOD3S

TIVY3A0 .8-82 I

JOINYO0D V1IN Hdva

7

9
I-6

"IH 910 '¥14 ANOOISW

1IVH3A0 .8-62
ANIT T4 dIHL

TIVHIN0 .2-6E

SA0Y V1IN TVOILIIA

V1A £ IVHaEYND .2v

L0-Z

“1H 910 ¥4 DK_I._,J

TIVH3A0 .0-01
3NIT 400d




TT-V

“438NNN ONIMYEA

‘A8 A3aXO3HD

‘A9 NMYHA

TOLT ON 103r0¥d
/T0Z ‘aung T a1va

JUNLYNOIS ® VIS

uondas Buipjing

VD ‘0dsioueld ues

19811S 03sueld L0ST - €0ST

osreseden

v

v

v

3lva NOILdI¥OS3a H38NNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€’L

3d0TIANT ONINOZ 0~ .07

40T =.9T/€

T

NOILD3S ONIATINg d3s0d0dd

00

€0TY6 VO ‘ODSIONVYHH NVS
13341S HIST T1ST
ONIYIINIONIT OHIFANVHLS
“Y33INIONI TvHNLONHLS

¥215-892-L16

L0TY6 VO ‘ODSIONVYHH NVS
EP# € '133H1S AYIHL 6EEC
NVAY "ML

11O31IHOYV NOIS3a

gdNd XIvm3dis AO.._.J\

TIVHIN0 .£-8

LHOI3H 'O70 mO(m(OJ\

TIVH3N0 .E-6
ELNRIR-RENISEIE)

1IVH3A0 .2-8T P

"IH 910 ¥4 LsudW

TIVH3A0 .2-6T
3ANIT {74 ANOD3S

TIVH3A0 .8-82 I

"IH 910 '¥14 ANOO3SW

1IVH3AO0 .8-62
ANIT T4 dIHL

TIVHIN0 .2-6E

7
/
QUVA ¥v3d 30VdS NOWWOD ‘A313
N
N
v
/ ||
TLNN e ZLNN T
N .
v
/
VERE] | o
£ LINN N £ LINN e
N a
v
;
‘A3 1 o
£ LINN N g LINN ?
N )
_ o —
U )
g il
AN
AN

AJvAL3S 107 40 %S

3d0TIANT ONITTING

AJYANNOE 101

5 &

5 &

,,,,_,,,

,,,,_,,,

IH 970 ¥4 om_z.rj\

TIVH3A0 .0-01
3NIT 400y



cl-v

“43GWNN ONIMYHA

‘A8 @3NOIHO

A8 NMVHA

TOLT ‘ON 103r0¥d
/T0Z 'aunc T 31va FUNLYNOIS 7 VIS

uoneAs|3 bunsixg

VD ‘0osiouelH ues
198J1S 00s1oueld L0ST - €0ST

oslesedjen

v

v

\

3lva

NOILdI¥OS3a

H38NNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€’L

W01 =u/T

I

NOILVATT3 HLYON ONILSIX3

l

l

[

[]

5 uz_§m|\

SHI0TE 3134IN0D |\

31YD 000M

SHI0TE AUTMNGD |\\.\.\\\

T

(TWe0 0-0) TIV 0-

_. _ e ha
1 L INN B0 30V
| | WEAAND $2-0) 4V -0
| N fe- i @

HINEOD © HTM3TIS

Z-8) Jd4v f2-8
HOIH ONMGD TvaEvD

IS |\.\.\\\\

STHL ONLO0H |\\\\\

(Tvazen Je-6) 44y 0-0 "

I B0 1550

A

(T30 _fi-8z) A4 9~
1ROGH SNNEJ #0013 GNGOTS

020NLS |\\

B

€0TY6 VO 'OOSIONVYH NVS
13341S HLST TTST
ONIYIINIONT OH3IaANVHLS
“HIINIONI VHNLONYLS

¥215-892-LT6

L0T¥6 VO 'O0SIONVYH NVS
£v# ¥E 'L1IIYLS AYIHL 68€C
NVAY "ML

:1031IHOYV NOIS3a




W01 =u/T

T

NOILVAZT3 LSIM ONILSIXT

HIFNNN ONIMVHA

‘A8 @3NOIHO

A8 NMVHA

TOLT ‘ON 103r0¥d
a1va

/T0C 'dunC T
suoneAs|3 Bunsix3

VD ‘09sI1ouel Ues
199115 09soueld /0ST - €0ST
oslesedjen

\4
v
v

H38NNN

JYNLYNOIS B TV3S

NOILdI¥OS3a

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€’L

3lva

€0TY6 VO 'OOSIONVYH NVS
13341S HLST TTST
ONIYIINIONT OH3IaANVHLS
“HIINIONI VHNLONYLS

¥215-892-LT6

L0T¥6 VO 'O0SIONVYH NVS

£v# ¥E 'L1IIYLS AYIHL 68€C
NVAY "ML

:1031IHOYV NOIS3a

¢ (TI¥Ean0 0-0} 54¥ 0-0
INN B0 IDIVEYS

PR Je-o) wav e/
HINGOD @ WTYMIS

(Twano Fe-g) 44v fei-8
1HIEH ONNED 39¥EVYD
(1m0 fz-6) 44v 0-0

’ 3NN HO0T4 1SH1d

~BZ) 44V .9-6

(TveIn0

000IS |

0as —— |

STUL DNI00H ——

S0 S sva

Lo
Jrrlf.rrl SNITIS QOOM

[~——00ms

[ INIIS Q0OM

WO-T=.7/T

[

NOILVAZT3 1SV3 ONILSIX3

—
(TveAg 0-0) S 00

INM HOOTS 30WEVD T

\[Tvaano Lfz-0) aav -0
HIH0T & WIS ©

(Twuang fe-g) dav J2-8 o
IHO3H ONMGD 30VEYD T

(Tvuno fz-8) ‘F4v 0-0
0T 00 5E

(TivianD_fi-8 8
TF0IE0 ONTTa 9001 1580

NJTveano =gl a0
3 #0011 oo ©




vi-v

HIGANN ONIMYHA

‘A8 3%03HO

A8 NMVHA

T0.T ON LO3r0¥d
/102 'aunC T 31va

JHNLYNOIS ® VIS

uonoas bunsix3

VD ‘09siouelH ues

199811S 0dspueld /0ST - €0ST

osleledjen

v

v

\

3lva

NOILdI¥OS3a H38NNN

ONINNV1d 4S 8T°€’L

3d0T3IANG ONINOZ ,0-,0%

0T =.9T/€
NOILD3S ONIATING ONILSIX3 Q

00,1

QUvYA dv3

€0T¥6 VO ‘'OOSIONVY NVS
133Y1S HLST TIST
ONIY3INIONT OHIFANVHLS
“H3INIONI VHNLONYLS

¥215-892-L16

L0T¥6 VO ‘'OOSIONVYH NVS
Ev# ¥E 'LIIYLS AYIHL 6E€C
NVAY "ML

11O31IHOYV N9IS3a

RIARAK:

[

9-6

84N0 ¥1vM3dis 01/

TIVH3A0 .£-8

LHOISH 9710 3ovavo W/

1IVH3A0 .2-8T |

"LH D10 ¥4 Pwm_u{

TIVH3A0 .8-82

340133 ONIGTING

A4VNNOE 1071

IH 970 ¥4 ozoome\



	1503 Francisco memo.edited
	Memo to the Planning Commission
	Hearing date July 26, 2018
	Background
	Current Proposal
	PUBLIC COMMENT
	Residential Design team Review
	basis for RECOMMENDATION


	Francisco
	18.07.161503 Francisco DR letter
	PUblic Comment
	for 1503-1507 Francisco street SF Ca 94123
	Objection letter to 1503 Francisco St. for incl...
	Fw_ Opposition to proposed redesign of Applicat...
	DR Philip Meza
	against1-1503 Francisco _ Application 2013.05.31.8402
	Opposition to 1503 Francisco
	Opposition to 1503 Francisco
	1503_Francisco_DR_Response
	18-0703_Planning_Reduced
	Blank Page
	Blank Page



