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PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

The proposed Ordinance would

amend the Planning Code's

Zoning Map by abolishing a nine-

foot legislated setback on the west

side of 19th Avenue between

Quintara Street and Rivera Street,

and revise the Zoning Map to

rezone one lot from RH-1 to RM-2

and to rezone 4 lots from RH-2 to

RM-2. The rezoning has been.

introduced by Sup. Tang at the

request of the property owner of

all lots, who seeks to build

housing on the sites utilizing

HOME SF.
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The Way It Is Now:
1. The five parcels subject to the re-zoning are currently zoned either RH-1 (northwestern parcel

only) or RH-2. The northwest parcel is undeveloped. The northeast parcel contains a flower shop

and surface parking lot. The center parcel is both undeveloped and a surface parking lot. The

southernmost two parcels each contain a 2-story office building. The parcels fronting 19t" Avenue

are subject to a nine-foot legislated setback (see Exhibits B & C).
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: July 12, 2018

CASE NO. 2018-006177MAP
Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Setback on 19th Ave

The Way It Would Be:
1. The five parcels would all be rezoned to Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density (RM-2). The

parcels fronting 19"' Avenue would no longer have a legislated setback.

BACKGROUND
In 2016, the property owner, who owns all of the subject properties, filed a request for a Preliminary

Project Assessment (PPA). The project proposed in the PPA (see Exhibit D) would merge the five parcels

into one 45,250 square foot lot. Under the proposal, the two office buildings and rear parking lots would

remain in their current uses, but fifteen of the existing surface parking spaces would be removed. The

proposed project also included the construction of a new mixed-use building on lots 001, 031 and 037.

T'he proposed four-story mixed-use building would be 40 feet tall and contain 42 dwelling units, 42

bicycle parking spaces, and a 615-sf ground floor retail space for the existing flower stand to remain. The

number of proposed parking spaces was inconsistent, with the application proposing 96 spaces, and the

plans indicating 56 spaces. Common open space for the residents would be provided in a 1,720-sf

courtyard at the second floor as well as in a 3,559-sf roof deck. The dwelling units would be rental units.

The Preliminary Project Assessment made by staff determined that a Conditional Use authorization for a

Planned Unit Development (PUD) would be necessary in order for the project as proposed to move

forward. T'he Department also found the proposed project hampered the pedestrian atmosphere along

19"' Avenue with the removal of the rune-foot legislated setback, and the blank wall design of the

building. Further, the staff determined that legislation would be required to alter the legislated setback

along 19th Avenue.

The property owner informed the sponsoring supervisor's office that the project proposed in the PPA

will no longer be pursued. While revised plans have not been provided to the Department, the property

owner has eacpressed an interest in building a HOME SF project on the site. The property owner

originally sought to use the State Density Bonus Program for affordable housing; however, because what

he was proposing could only be achieved through a PUD, the state density bonus was not available to

him. PUDs are a discretionary increase in density granted by the Planning Commission above what is

allowed as-of-right under current zoning. The state law may, however, be applied on the Base Design

Scheme, which reflects the allowable Code-complying density.

ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS

RM (Residential Mixed) Districts

RM district category includes four different zoning districts: RM-1 (Low-Density), RM-2 (Moderate

Density), RM-3 (Medium Density) and RM-4 (High Density). These districts are intended to recognize,

protect, conserve and enhance areas characterized by a mixture of houses and apartment buildings,

covering a range of densities and building forms according to the individual district designations.

Despite the range of densities and building sizes, most structures are of a scale that respects the

traditional lot patterns, open spaces and articulation of facades typical of San Francisco neighborhoods.

These districts provide unit sizes and types suitable for a variety of households, and contain supporting

nonresidential uses.
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: July 12, 2018

CASE NO. 2018-006177MAP
Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Setback on 19 h̀ Ave

RM-2 (Residential, Mixed/ Moderate Density) Districts are generally similar to RM-1 Districts, but the
overall density of units is greater and the mixture of building types and unit sizes is more pronounced.
Building widths and scales remain moderate, and considerable outdoor space is still available. The unit
density permitted requires carefizl design of new structures in order to provide adequate amenities for
the residents. Where nonresidential uses are present, they tend to offer services for wider areas than in
RM-1 Districts.

Development Comparison

The proposed zoning change would not alter the required front setbacks, side yard requirements, or
street frontage and public realm requirements. The required rear yard is 45% of the lot depth in both the
RH-2 and RM-2 Districts, and 25% of lot depth in RH-1 Districts, therefore the proposed zoning change
would increase the rear yard requirement of the lot currently zoned RH-1. T'he largest difference between

the existing zoning and proposed zoning is the open space requirements and dwelling unit density
maximums as illustrated above.

Neighborhood Context
Although the majority of the surrounding zoning is RH-1 and RH-2, the area surrounding the subject
parcels along 19~' Avenue does not solely consist of 2-unit or single-family homes (see map on following
page). Within athree-hundred foot radius of the subject parcels are several apartment buildings
containing between 7-11 units each, an auto service station, a church, and a nursing home. 19t'' Avenue is
also a major thoroughfare that is well served by public transit, making the subject parcels ideal for the
denser housing allowed under RM-2 zoning.

ShN FRANCISCO `3
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: July 12, 2018

CASE NO. 2018-006177MAP
Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Setback on 19~" Ave

Land Uses alona 19"' Avenue and Surrounding Subject Parcels
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: July 12, 2018

CASE NO. 2018-006177MAP
Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Setback on 19 h̀ Ave

Legislated Setback:

Legislated setback lines are similar to required front setbacks outlined in the Planning Code; however,

instead of being a Code requirement, legislated setbacks were enacted by the Board of Supervisors. As

such, they cannot be varied by the Zoning Adininistratar and can only be remove through legislative

action by the Board. Legislative setback lines are usually only found in the western side of the City.

The current legislated setback lines on the block in which the subject parcels are located are inconsistent.

On the north side of the block (Quintara Street), there is no legislated setback. On the 19th Avenue side of

the block the legislated setback lines vary from nine feet to as little as three feet (see Exhibit C). Across the

street along 19~'' Avenue there is no legislated setback.

The proposed legislation seeks to remove the nine-foot legislated setback in order to increase the density

of any future proposed project. The benefit to removing the setback is the potential increase in the
number of dwelling units that may result from the additional nine feet of buildable area. The PPA issued

in 2016 however, found potential issues with the removal of the setback, including many inconsistencies

with the General Plan.

Some concerns raised by the Department in the PPA included: 1) Eliminating the required setback would

reduce the sidewalk width on a busy traffic corridor in a primarily residential neighborhood, which

would decrease safety and comfart for pedestrians; 2) T'he removal would be incompatible with the

surrounding context as a project would fill in the front setback, meant to assure the provision of open

space and maintenance of sunlight and views in this lower density neighborhood.

In addition to the Department's findings in the PPA, the housing that borders the southern edge of the

proposed site must also be considered. To the immediate south of the site are a series of single-family,

detached homes. The two homes most directly south of the site are also subject to a nine-foot legislated

setback. Under RM-2 zoning, any new building's front setback will be calculated based off of the

averaging of adjacent neighbors if no setback exists. However even with this averaging, and if the nine-

foot legislated setback is removed, the single-family home immediately adjacent to the property may be

subject to a wall of several feet along their property line and abutting their home.

Implementation:

The Ordinance would not significantly impact our current implementation procedures or staff time due

to the fact that the proposed Ordinance covers a small area that will likely result in one project.

General Plan Priorities:
The proposed Ordinance's rezoning of parcels from RH-1 and RH-2 to RM-2 is consistent with the

following objectives and policies of the General Plan:

OBJECTIVE 1

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE STIES TO MEET THE

CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

SAN FRANGSCO 5
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Executive Summary
Hearing Date: July 12, 2018

CASE NO. 2018-006177MAP
Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Setback on 19th Ave

The proposed rezoning of the five parcels from RH-1 and RH-2, to RM-2, will facilitate the development of

the underutilized and undeveloped parcels as much needed housing. The property owner plans to use

HOME SF in the development of the parcels, which would bring affordable housing units to the district.

OBJECTIVE 7

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,

INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON

TRADTI'IONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

The properties subject to the proposed Ordinance would be rezoned to RM-2, which would allow the

property owner to not only build denser housing, but also utilize the HOME SF program. The HOME SF

progrttm is designed to incentivize affordable housing development through the allowance of additional

density if family friendly, affordable housing is included on-site.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 2

USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND

IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 21
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for

desirable development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development.

The proposed zoning change on the 5 subject parcels would facilitate denser housing located along a major

thoroughfare with access to public transportation. The site borders Quintara Street to the north, which

hosts the 48 and 66 Muni bus lines, and borders 19~h Avenue to the east, which hosts the 28 and 2&R Muni

bus lines.

The proposed Ordinance's removal of the 9 foot legislated setback is inconsistent with the following

objectives and policies of the General Plan:

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 18

ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF

EACH STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT

LAND.

The proposed removal of the legislated setback would reduce landscaping on 19th Avenue by filling in the

required setback. The legislated setback was established to maintain a consistent character on key city

streets, as well as to improve pedestrian safety and provide a sense of relief from the heavy traffic on this

state highway. Eliminating the setback would create unsafe conditions for pedestrians on 19th Avenue.

SAN FRANCISCO - 6
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CASE NO. 2018-006177MAP
Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Setback on 19 h̀ Ave

OBJECTIVE 23
IMPROVE THE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT,

PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT.

Policy 23.1

Provide sufficient pedestrian movement space with a minimum of pedestrian congestion in

accordance with a pedestrian street classification system.

Policy 23.3

Maintain a strong presumption against reducing sidewalk widths, eliminating crosswalks and

forcing indirect crossings to accommodate automobile traffic.

By eliminating the required setback on 19th Avenue, the sidewalk width on this busy traffic corridor would

be reduced, which would decrease safety and comfort for pedestrians.

RECOMMENDATION
T'he Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval with modifications of the

proposed Ordinance and adopt the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

• Recommendation One: Maintain the nine-foot legislated setback on 19~" Avenue.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION
The Department supports the proposed Ordinance's rezoning of the five subject parcels from RH-1 and

RH-2 to RM-2, because it will facilitate the development of much needed housing, and in a neighborhood

that already contains denser housing than what zoning currently allows. The subject sites are along a

major thoroughfare (19t'' Avenue) wherein single-family and two-unit homes are not as desirable. Zero

housing units will be lost with the development of these sites, as all of the lots are either undeveloped, or

host non-residential uses. The zoning change will additionally allow the parcels to participate in the

HOME SF program, which would bring much needed affordable housing to the Sunset District.

Recommendation One: Maintain the nine-foot legislated setback on 19~' Avenue. Staff is proposing to

maintain the legislative setback in order to preserve pedestrian safety along a busy corridor and ensure

the single-family residence immediately adjacent to the site's southern edge is protected from the

intrusion of a solid wall along their property line. Although the area immediately surrounding the site

contains extremely inconsistent legislated setback lines, the location of single-family homes subject to the

nine-foot setback immediately adjacent to the proposed site, and the General Plan's objectives to improve

the city's pedestrian circulation to provide for efficient, pleasant, and safe movement, and to increase

personal safety, comfort, pride and opportunity make it difficult to justify removing the setback along the

proposed parcels.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION
T'he proposed Ordinance is before the Commission so that it may recommend adoption, rejection, ar

adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

SkN fRANGISCO 7
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CASE NO. 2018-006177MAP
Amend Zoning Map 8 Abolish Setback on 19 h̀ Ave

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
T̀ he proposed amendments will have been completely and fully evaluated for any potential

environmental impacts before the July 26, 2018 Commission hearing, and all environmental documents

will be made available to the Commission before on or before July 26, 2018.

PUBLIC COMMENT
As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has not received any public comment regarding

the proposed Ordinance.

RECOMMENDATION: Recommendation of Approval with Modification

Attachments:

Exhibit A: Draft Planning Commission Resolution

Exhibit B: Site Photos

Exhibit C: Legislated Setback Lines Map

Exhibit D: 2015-009973PPA

Exhibit E: Board of Supervisors File No. 180389

SAN FRANCISCO 8
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1650 Mission St.

Planning Commission Draft Resolution
Suite 400
San Francisco,

HEARING DATE JULY X26 2018
CA 94103-2479

Project Name: Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Legislated Setback on 19~h Avenue
Reception:
415.558.6378

between Quintara and Rivera Streets

Case Number: 2018-006177~MAP [Board File No. 180389] Fes'415.558.6409
Initiated b~: Supervisor Tang /Introduced Apri117, 2018

Staff Contact: Audrey Butkus, Legislative Affairs Planning

audrey.butkusC~sfgov.or~, (415) 575-9129
Information:
415.558.6377

Reviewed b~: Aaron Starr, Manager of Legislative Affairs

aaron.starr@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362

RESOLUTION APPROVING A PROPOSED ORDINANCE THAT WOULD AMEND THE
PLANNING CODE nND-z BY ABOLISHING A NINE-FOOT LEGISLATED
SETBACK ON THE WEST SIDE OF 19TH AVENUE BETWEEN QUINTARA STREET AND
RIVERA STREET, AND REVISING THE ZONING MAP TO REZONE FROM RH-1
(RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE; ONE- FAMILY) TO RM-2 (RESIDENTIAL, MIXED; MODERATE
DENSITY) ASSESSOR'S PARCEL BLOCK NO. 2198, LOT NO. 031 (1021 QUINTARA
STREET), AND TO REZONE FROM RH-2 (RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE; TWO-FAMILY) TO RM-2
(RESIDENTIAL, MIXED; MODERATE DENSITY) ASSESSOR'S PARCEL BLOCK NO. 2198,
LOT NO. 001 (LOCATED AT THE INTERSECTION OF 19TH AVENUE AND QUINTARA
STREET), LOT NO. 033 (2121-19TH AVENUE), LOT NO. 034 (2145-19TH AVENUE), AND
LOT NO. 037 (2115-19TH AVENUE); ADOPTING FINDINGS UNDER THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT; AND MAKING FINDINGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE
GENERAL PLAN, AND THE EIGHT PRIORITY POLICIES OF PLANNING CODE, SECTION
101.1, AND FINDINGS OF PUBLIC NECESSITY, CONVENIENCE, AND WELFARE UNDER
PLANNING CODE, SECTION 302.

WHEREAS, on March 17, 2018 Supervisor Tang introduced a proposed Ordinance under Soard of

Supervisors (hereinafter "Board") File Number 180389, which would amend the Planning Code g

~14a}}by abolishing anine-foot legislated setback on the west side of 19th Avenue between Quintara Street

and Rivera Street, and revise the Zoning Map to rezone one lot from RH-1 to RM-2 and to rezone 4 lots

from RH-2 to RM-2;

WHEREAS, The Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted a duly noticed public

hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed Ordinance on July X26 2018; and,

WHEREAS, the proposed Ordinance has been determined to be categorically exempt from environmental

review under the California Environmental Quality Act; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the

public hearing and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of

Department staff and other interested parties; and

www.sfplanning.org



Resolution XXXXXX CASE NO. 2018-006177MAP
July 1~2C, 2018 Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Setback on 19~Ave

WHEREAS, all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of

records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission finds from the facts presented that the public necessity,

convenience, and general welfare require the proposed amendment; and

MOVED, that the Planning Commission hereby approves with modifications the proposed ordinance.

The modifications include the following:

Maintain the nine-foot legislated setback on 19th Avenue. Staff is proposing to maintain the legislative

setback in order to preserve pedestrian safety along a busy corridor and ensure the single-family

residence immediately adjacent to the site's southern edge is protected from the intrusion of a solid wall

along their property line. Although the area immediately surrounding the site contains extremely

inconsistent legislated setback lines, the location of single-family homes subject to the nine-foot setback

immediately adjacent to the proposed site, and the General Plan's objectives to improve the cit}~s

pedestrian circulation to provide for efficient, pleasant, and safe movement, and to increase personal

safety, comfort, pride and opportunity make it difficult to justify removing the setback along the

proposed parcels.

FINDINGS
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and

arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

The proposed Ordinance's removal of the 9 foot legislated setback is inconsistent with the following

objectives and policies of the General Plan:

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 18
ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM 1N WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF

EACH STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF AI?JACENT

LAND.

The proposed removal of the legislated setback would reduce landscaping on 19th Avenue by filling in the

required setback. The legislated setback was established to maintain a consistent character on key city

streets, as well as to improve pedestrian safety and provide a sense of relief from the heavy traffic on this

state highway. Eliminating the setback would create unsafe conditions for pedestrians on 19th Avenue.

OBJECTIVE 23

IMPROVE THE CITY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT,

PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT.

SpN fRhNGISGO `z
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Resolution XXXXXX CASE NO. 2018-006177MAPRGA
July X26, 2018 Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Setback on-1 F Ave

Policy 23.1
Provide sufficient pedestrian movement space with a minimum of pedestrian congestion in

accordance with a pedestrian street classification system.

Policy 23.3

Maintain a strong presumption against reducing sidewallc widths, eliminating crosswalks and

forcing indirect crossings to accommodate automobile traffic.

By eliminating the required setback on 19th Avenue, the sidewalk width on this bush traffic corridor would

be reduced, which would decrease safeh~ and comfort for pedestrians.

1. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance and the Commission's recommended

modifications are consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

HOUSING ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 1

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE

CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

The proposed rezoning of the five parcels from RH-1 and RH-2, to IZM 2, will facilitate the development of

the underutilized and undeveloped parcels as much needed housing. The property owner plans to use

HOME SF in the development of the parcels, which would bring affordable housing units to the district.

OBJECTIVE 7

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,

INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

The properties subject to the proposed Ordinance would be rezoned to IZM-2, which would allow the

property owner to not only build denser housing, but also utilize the HOME SF program. The HOME SF

program is designed to incentivize affordable housing development through the allowance of additional

density if family friendly, affordable housing is included on-site.

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 2

USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND

IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT.

Policy 2.1

Use rapid transit and other transportation unprovements in the city and region as the catalyst for

desirable development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development.

SAN FFLINGISGO 3` .
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Resolution XXXXXX CASE NO. 2018-006177MAPP~A
July X26, 2018 Amend Zoning Map &Abolish Setback on 1 F Ave

The proposed zoning change on the 5 subject parcels would facilitate denser housing located along a major

thoroughfare with access to public transportation. The site borders Quintana Street to the north, which

hosts the 48 and 66 Muni bus lines, and borders 19~" Avenue to the east, which hosts the 28 and 28R Muni

bus lines.

2. Planning Code Section 101 Findings. T'he proposed amendments to the Planning Code are

consistent with the eight Priority Policies set forth in Section 101.1(b) of the Planning Code in

that:

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future

opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on neighborhood serving retail uses and will

not have a negative effect on opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of neighborhood-

serving retail.

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

The proposed Ordinance would not have a negative effect on housing or neighborhood character.

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

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's supply of affordable housing.

4. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or

neighborhood parking;

The proposed Ordinance would not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or

overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking.

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service sectors

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for

resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced;

The proposed Ordinance would not cause displacement of the industrial or service sectors due to office

development, and future opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors would

not be impaired.

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

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on City's preparedness against injury and

loss of life in an earthquake.

SAtd fRnNf,I5G0 4
PLANNING DEPAItTMEMT



Resolution XXXXXX
July X26, 2018

CASE NO. 2018-006177MAPP~A
Amend Zoning Map 8~ Abolish Setback on~F Ave

7. That the landmarks and historic buildings be preserved;

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the Cih~'s Landmarks and historic
buildings.

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

The proposed Ordinance would not have an adverse effect on the City's parks and open space and their
access to sunlight and vistas.

3. Planning Code Section 302 Findings. The Planning Commission finds from the facts presented

that the public necessity, convenience and general welfare require the proposed amendments to

the Planning Code as set forth in Section 302.

NOW THEREFORE BE TT RESOLVED that the Commission hereby APPROVES WITH
MODIFICATIONS the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolution.

I hereby certify that the foregoing Resolution was adopted by the Commission at its meeting on July X26
2018.

Jonas P. Ionin

Commission Secretary

AYES:

NOES:

ABSENT:

ADOPTED: July X26 2018

sara rnn?acisc~ 5
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Site.Photos

View of site at city block level

EXHIBIT B

Site subject to rezoning with 19th Avenue to the South (approximate parcel boundaries in dashed white lines)



View of site facing south from Quintara Street

Southern portion of site along 19 h̀ Avenue

Northern border of site along 19th Avenue
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DATE: May 27, 2016

TO: Gary Gee

FROM: Chris Kern, Planning Department

RE: PPA Case No. 2015-009973PPA for 1001 Quintana Street

Please find the attached Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) for the address listed

above. You may contact the staff contact, Debra Dwyer, at (415) 575-9031 or

debra.dwyer@sfgov.org, to answer any questions you may have, or to schedule a

follow-up meeting.

1650 Mission 5t.
Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

fleception:
415.558.6378

415.558.6409

Planning
Irrtormatlon:
415.558.6377

Chris Kern, Senior Planner
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Date: May 27, 2016

Case No.: 2015.009973PPA

Project Address: 1001 Quintara Street and 2195 and 2121 19w Avenue

Block/Lots: 2198/001, 031, 033, 034, and 037

Zoning: RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) and

RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family)

Scenic Streets Special Sign District (SSD)

40-X

Area Plan: n/a

Project Sponsor: Gary Gee, Gary Gee Architects, Inc

415-863-8881

Staff Contact: Debra Dwyer - 415-575-9031

Debra.Dwyer~sfgov.org

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Preliminary Project Assessment

DISCLAIMERS:

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

Receptim:
415.5588378

Fax:
415.558.809

Pgnninp
Information;
415.55$.6377

This Preliminary Project Assessment (PPA) letter provides feedback to the project sponsor from the

Planning Department regazding the proposed project descnbed in the PPA application submitted on July

31, 2015 with plans dated December 9, 2014, as summarized below ("Proposed Project"). In addition,

since the proposed project seeks to utilize the California State Housing Density Bonus Program as

described in Government Code Sections 65915 through 65918, the project sponsor has submitted the

required base design scheme in a project description and plans dated February 26, 2016 ("Base Design

Scheme"). This PPA letter identifies Planning Department Environmental Planning Division review

requirements for the Proposed Project. The PPA letter also identifies Planning Department review

requirements for the Proposed Project, related to approvals, neighborhood notification and public

outreach, the Planning Code, project design, and other general issues of concern for the project. In

addition, the Base Design Scheme is described and information regarding the Department's

understanding with respect to applicability of the State Housing Density Bonus Program is provided.

Please be advised that the PPA application does not rnnstitute an application for development with the

Planning Department. The PPA letter also does not represent a complete review of the proposed project,

does not grant a project approval of any kind, and does not in any way supersede any required Planning

Department approvals listed below.

The Planning Department may provide additional comments regarding the Proposed Project once the

required applications listed below are submitted. While some approvals are granted by the Planning

Department, some aze at the discmtion of other bodies, such as the Planning Commi~.cion or Historic

Preservation Commission. Additionally, it is likely that the project will require approvals from other City

agencies such as the Department of Building Inspection, Public Works, the Municipal Transportation

Agency, Department of Public Health, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission, and others. The

information included herein is based on the PPA application and plans, the Planning Code, General Plan,

Planning Department policies, and locaUstate/federal regulations as of the date of this document, all of

which are subject to change.



Preliaunary Project Assessment Case No. 2015.009973PPA

1001 Qaintara Street and 2195 and 212119 Avenue

The PPA application indicates that the project sponsor intends to seek an affordable housing density
bonus. Unless otherwise stated, the comments in this PPA letter address the higher density Proposed
Project, which seeks a Planned Unit Development (PUD). Please see the informarion in the Preliminary
Project Comments section of this letter regarding the applicability of the state housing density bonus
program. Higher density on the project site than that allowed under the current zoning may be achieved
through a PUD process subject to provisions in the Planning Code, including height and legislated
setback requirements, and without application of the state housing density bonus program

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Posed Project

The project site consists of five lots, 001, 031, 033, 034, and 037, on Assessof s Block 2198 at the southwest
comer of the intersection of Quintana Street and 19'" Avenue. Lot 001 is a 6,000-squaze-foot (-s~ lot which
is mosfly vacant but contains a small flower stand at the northeast corner of the pazcel. Lot 031 is a 5,998-
sf vacant lot fronting on Quintana Street and is adjacent to and immediately west of Lot 001. Lots 033,
Q34, and 037 front on 19~h Avenue. Lot 033 is a 13,438-sf lot with atwo-story, 10,800-sf office building
constructed in 1958, and Lot 034 is 13,207-sf lot with a two-story, 10,800-sf office building constructed in
1959. Both lots currently provide surface parking at the mar of the lots with a total of 62 parking spaces.
Lot 037 is a 6,42Crsf vacant lot that is currently used for parking located immediately north of lot 033.

The proposed project would merge the five lots into one approximately 45,250-sf lot. The two office
buildings and rear pazldng lots would remain in their current uses. Access for these buildings and
parking would remain the same as under existing conditions. However, fifteen of the existing surface
parking spaces would be removed. The proposed project consists of the new construction of a mixed-use
building on lots 001, 031 and 037. The new four-story residential building would be approximately 40
feet and 8.5 inches tall and contain 42 dwelling units, 42 bicycle paridng spaces, and a 615-sf ground floor
retail space for the existing flower stand to remain There is a discrepancy between the number of
parking spaces to be retained as stated on the PPA application (96) and what is shown on the project
plans, which indicate 56 parking spaces. Residential access for the new building would be from Quintana
Street. In addition, the ground floor pazking garage would be accessed from a new 11-foot wide curb cut
on Quintana Street. Common open space for the residents would be provided in a 1,720-sf courtyazd at
the second floor as well as in a 3,559-sf roof deck. The dwelling units would be rental units. The
excavation required for the new construction would be less than 10 feet in depth. It is unclear how much
soil in cubic yards would be excavated.

The project sponsor would request that the SFMTA relocate the existing bus shelter on the west side of
19~ Avenue at Quintana Street to a location further north on 19~ Avenue from its existing location.

Base Design Scheme

The project site consists of three lots (Lots 001, 031, and 03~ located at the comer of Quintana Street and
19~" Avenue on Assessof s Block 2198. Lot 001 is a 6,000-square-foot (-sf) lot which is mostly vacant but
contains a small flower stand at the northeast corner of the site at the intersection of Quintana Street and
19~ Avenue. Lot 037 is a 6,426-sf vacant lot that fronts on 19"~ Avenue and is currently used for parking.
Lot 031 is a 5,998-sf vacant lot fronting on Quintana Street and is west of Lot 037.

SAN FNANCISCO 2
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Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015.009973PPA

1001 Quintana Street and 2195 and 212119 Avenue

The base design scheme would subdivide each lot into two lots as described in Table 1 below. It would

result in the new rnnstruction of four two-unit buildings and two single family homes for a total of 10

dwelling units. The two single-family homes would front on Quintana Street. Each of these homes

would be 21 feet tall, would include four bedrooms, and would have a ground floor garage with two

parking spaces. All of the gazages would be accessed !=om new 10-foot wide curb cuts; four curb cuts

would be located on Quintana Street and two would be located on 19~ Avenue. The two single-family

homes would be within the RH-1 District and would include a 25-foot reaz yard. One of the single-family

homes would include a 4.5 foot front setback and the other would include a 2.25-foot front setback.

Table 1. Description of Lot Subdivision tender the Base Design Scheme

Original New lot Zoning Dwelling Height Vehicle Address Setback

lot and size Units (Stories) Pazking

size

Lot 001 25' x 100' RH-2 2 40 feet (4) 2 1005 -1007

60' x 100' lot Quintana Street

35' x 100' RH-2 2 40 feet (4) 2 1001-1003 10.foot setback along 19'~

lot Quintana Street Avenue property line

(side)

Lot 031 30' x l00' RH-1 1 21 feet (2) 2 1009 Quu~tara

60' x 100' lot Street

30' x 100' RH-1 1 Zl feet (2) 2 1015 Quintana

lot Street

Lot 027 27.5' x 120' KH-2 2 40 feet (4) 2 2101- 21Q3 10-foot hont setback

55' x 120' lot 19w Avenue hom 19~' Avenue

27.5' x 120' RH-2 2 40 feet (4) 2 2105 - 2107 10-foot front setback

lot 19th Avenue from 19~ Avenue

Each of the four two-unit buildings would be 40 feet tall. Two of these buildings would front on 19~

Avenue and include 10-foot front setbacks, and two would front on Quintana Street with front setbacks of

1.875 feet and 7 inches, respectively. Each two-unit building would have a ground floor garage with two

parking spaces, and each unit would include four bedrooms. The four two-unit buildings would be

within the RH-2 district. The two two-unit buildings fronting on 19~ Avenue would each provide 1,485-

sf rear yards with dimensions of 27.5 feet by 54 feet. The two two-unit buildings fronting on Quintaza

Street would provide rear yazds with the following dimensions, 35 feet by 40.125 feet and 25 feet by 35

feet, respectively.

The project sponsor would request that the SFMTA relocate the e~cisting bus shelter on the west side of

19"' Avenue to a location further north on 19w Avenue from its existing location.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

In compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the environmental review process

must be completed before any project approval may be granted. This review may be done in conjunction

with the required approvals listed below. In order to begin formal environmental review, please submit

an Environmental Evaluation Application (EEA) for the full scope of the project. EEAs are available in

S""~i~ aErwirr~~rr



Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015.009973PPA
1001 Quintana Street and 2195 and 212119w Avenue

the Planning Department lobby at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, at the Planning Information Center at
1660 Mission Street, and online at www.sfplanning.org under the "Publications" tab. See "Environmental
Appligtions" on page 2 of the current Fee Schedule for calculation of environmental application fees.'
Note that until an entitlement application is submitted to the Current Planning Division, only the
proposed Project Description will be reviewed by the assigned Environmental Coordinator.

If the additional analysis outlined below indicates that the project would not have a significant effect on
the envimnn►ent, the Proposed Project could be eligible for a Qass 32 infill development categorical
exemption under CEQA Guidelines Section 15332 If a Class 32 exemption is appropriate, Environmental
Planning staff will prepare a certificate of exemption.

If it is determined that the project rnuld result in a significant environmental impact, an initial study
would be prepared. The initial study may be prepared either by an environmental consultant from the
Departments environmental consultant pool or by Department staff. Should you choose to have the
initial study prepared by an environmental consultant, contact Devyani Jain at (415) 575-9051 for a list of
three eligible consultants. If the initial study finds that the project would have a significant impact that
could be reduced to a les-than-significant level by mitigation measures agreed to by the project sponsor,
then the Departrnent would issue a preliminary mitigated negative declaration (PMND). The PMND
would be circulated for public review, during which time concerned parties may comment on and/or
appeal the determination. If no appeal is filed, the Planning Department would issue a final mitigated
negative declaration (FMND). Additional information regazding the environmental review process can be
found ar http://www.sf-planning.or~/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8631.

If the initial study indicates that the project would result in a significant impact that cannot be mitigated
to below a significant level, an EIR wi11 be required. An EIR must be prepared by an environmental
consultant from the Planning Department's environmental consultant pool 
(htip://www.sfplannine.org,Lhp/fileslMEA/Environmental consultant pool~d~. The Planning
Department will provide more detail to the project sponsor regarding the EIR process should this level of
environmental review be required.

Below is a list of topic areas addressed through the environmental review process. Some of these would
require additional study based on the preliminary review of the Proposed Project as it is proposed in the
PPA application.

1. Historic Resowces. The project site contains one or more structures considered to be a potential
historic resource (building constructed 45 or more years ago); therefore, the proposed alteration or
demolition is subject to review by the Department's l~iistoric Preservation staff. To assist in this
review, the project sponsor must hire a qualified professional to prepare a Historic Resource
Evaluation (HRE) report. The professional must be selected from the Planning Department's Historic
Resource Consultant Pool. Please contact Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Planner, via email
(tina.tam~sfgov.org) for a list of three consultants from which to choose. Please contact the HRE
scoping team at HRE@sfgov.org to arrange the HRE scoping. Following an approved scope, the

1 San Franosco Planning Depaztrnent. ScheAule for Appl icatian Fees. Available online at
httv://wwwst-planningor¢/Modules/ShowDocvment.as~x7documentid=513

sup ~uwc~sco qvurw~o o~rw~~rr



Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015.009973PPA

1001 Quintana Street and 2195 and 212119 Avenue

historic resource consultant should submit the draft HRE report for review to Environmental

Plazuung after the project sponsor has filed the EE Application and updated it as necessary to reflect

feedback received in the PPA letter. The HRE should be submitted directly to the Department and

copied to the project sponsor. Project sponsors should not receive and/or review advance drafts of

consultant reports per the Environmental Review Guidelines. Historic Preservation staff will not

begin reviewing your project until a complete draft HRE is received.

The project description does not clarify if the office buildings on the project site would be altered as

part of the Proposed Project. If these buildings are not altered and the construction is limited to the

adjacent vacant lot, then preservation review will be limited as follows. The project site is a vacant lot

in an area that has not been previously surveyed and is considered to be a potential historic resource;

therefore, the proposed new construction is subject to review by the DeparhnenYs Historic

Preservation staff. The DepaztmenYs Historic Preservation staff will review the Proposed Project and

a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) report would not be required.

2. Archeological Resources. The Proposed Project will require Preliminary Archeological Review (PAR)

by a Planning Department archeologist. To aid this review the Department archeologist may request

a Preliminary Archeological Sensitivity Assessment (PASS) by a Department Qualified Archeological

Consultant, subject to the review and approval by the Department archeologist.. The Department

archeologist will provide three names from the Qualified Archeological Consultant list if the PASS is

required. The PAR will assess the azcheological sensitivity of the project site based on in-house source

material and will consider the potential for archeological impacts resulting from proposed soils

disturbance. Please provide detailed information, including sections, proposed soils-disturbing

activities, such as grading, excavation, installation of foundations, soils improvement, and site

remediation in the EEA, and submit any available geotechnical/soils or phase II hazardous materials

reports prepared for the project to assist in this review. 1f the Department archeologist determines

that the project has a potential to adversely affect archeological resources, the PAR will identify

additional measures needed to address the potential effect. These measures may include preparation

of an archeological research design and treatment plan, implementation of one of the Planning

Department's three standazd archeological mitigation measures (archeological testing, monitoring, or

accidental discovery), or other appropriate measures.

3. Tribal Cultural Resources. Tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are a class of resource established under

the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) in 2015. TCRs aze defined as a site, feature, place,

cultural landscape, sacred place or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe,

that is either included on or eligible for inclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources or

a local historic register, or is a resource that the lead agency, at its discretion and supported by

substantial evidence, determines is a TCR. Planning Department staff will review the Proposed

Project to determine if it may cause an adverse effect to a TCR; this will occur in tandem with

preliminary archeological review. No additional information is needed from the project sponsor at

this time. Consultation with California Native American tribes regarding TCRs may be required at

the request of the tribes. If staff determines that the Proposed Project may have a potential significant

adverse impact on a TCR, mitigation measures will be identified and required. Mitigation measures

s~ r~cisco
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Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015.009973PPA
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may include avoidance, protection, or preservation of the TCR and development of interpretation
and public education and artistic programs.

4. Transportation Based on the Planning Department's Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for
Environmental Review,z the Proposed Project would require additional transportation analysis to
determine whether the project may result in a significant impact. Therefore, the Planning Departrnent
requires that a consultant listed in the Planning Department's Transportation Consultant Pool
prepare a Transportation Technical Memorandum (Transportation Memorandum) focusing on site
access and safety due to the Proposed Projects location along 19w Avenue. You w~71 be required to
pay Planning Depaztrnent staff time and materials fees for review of the Transportation
Memorandum; please contact Virnaliza Byrd at (415) 575-9025 to arrange payment. Once you pay the
fees, contact Manoj Madhavan at (415) 575-9095 or manq.madhavan@sfgov.org so that he can
provide you with a list of three consultants from the pre-qualified Transportation Consultant Pool.
Upon selection of a transportation consultant, the Department will assign a transportation planner
who will direct the scope of the consultant-prepared memorandum.

The plans submitted for environmental review and entitlements should provide the following
information. A site plan that better shows existing conditions is needed. In particular, please
indicate existing sidewalk widths as well as existing uses. Please describe existing and proposed
ingress and egress for the existing pazking on the five pazcels. The plans should also indicate
proposed sidewalk widths. Lots 031 and 037 with the existing office buildings and surface paridng
should be shown on the site plan since they are part of the Proposed Project.

Additionally, the Proposed Project is located on a high injury corridor as mapped by Vision Zero.3
Planning staff have reviewed the proposed site plan and offer the following recommendations, some
of which address the safety of persons walking and bicycling to and from the project site and vicinity:

• Consider reducing the parking supply.

• Consider trash pick-up on Quintana Street instead of 19~ Avenue.

• Coordinate with Gail Stein at the SFMTA regazding the proposed bus shelter relocation on
19~ Avenue. Her contact information is (415) 701 327 or Gail.SteinC~sfmta.com.

Transportation Demand Management Program

On April 28, 2016, the Planning Commission adopted a resolution to initiate Planning Code
amendments that would require development projects to comply with a proposed Travel Demand
Management (TDM) Program. The intent of the proposed TDM Program is to reduce vehicle miles
traveled (VMT~ and to make it easier for people to get around by sustainable travel modes such as
transit, walking, and biking.

~ This document is available at htty://~wwsf-planning.or¢lindex.aspx?vae~1886.
' This document is available at htty:/hvww.shnta.com/sites/default/files/projects2015/vision-zero-san-francisco.pdf.
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1001 Quintana Street and 2195 and 212119 Avenue

Under the proposed TDM Program, land uses are grouped into four categories, A through D. For

each land use category that is subject to the TDM Program, the City would set a target based on the

number of accessory vehicle parlong spaces that the project intends to provide for that land use

category. To meet each target, the project sponsor must select TDM measures—each worth a specified

number of points—from a mmu of options. In general, if a project sponsor proposes more parking,

the target for that land use category—and thus, the number of T'DM measures that the sponsor must

implement to meet it—would increase. Some of the TDM measures included in the menu are already

required by the Planning Code. Points earned from implementing these measures would be applied

towards achieving a projects target(s). Project sponsors would be required to implement and

maintain TDM measures for the life of the project.

The Proposed Project includes more than 10 dwelling units and would thus be subject to the

proposed TDM Program. The Proposed Project would include parking for the proposed residential

use would therefore be required to meet or exceed the base target of 17 points for land use Category

C, residential. In addition, the project may be subject to an additional target for the accessory parking

to serve the existing office use.

The Planning Code would currnnfly require the project as described in the PPA, to provide the

following.TDM measures:

• Bicycle Parking (Planning Code Section 155.2: TDM Menu ACTIVE-2 - option a)

• Parking unbundling (Planning Code Section 167; TDM Menu PKG-1)

You may be required to select additional TDM measures to meet the target listed above. A full list of

the TDM u~easures included in the menu of options is available on this website. When an

environmental planner is assigned, he or she wi11 update you regarding the proposed TDM Program

and next steps.

5. Noise. Construction noise would be subject to the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the

San Francisco Police Code), which includes restrictions on noise levels of rnnstruction equipment and

hours of construction. If pile driving is to be used during the construction, measures to reduce

construction noise may be required as part of the Proposed Project. The EEA application should

indicate whether pile driving or other particularly noisy construction methods are required.

6. Greenhouse Gases. The City and County of San Francisco's Shategies to Address Greenhouse Gas

Emissions presents a comprehensive assessment of policies, programs, and ordinances that represents

San Francisco's Qualified Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Reduction Strategy. Projects that are consistent

with San Francisco's Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy would result in less-than-significant impacts

from GHG emissions. In order to facilitate a determination of compliance with San Francisco's

Qualified GHG Reduction Strategy, the Planning Department has prepared a Greenhouse Gas

Analysis Compliance Checklist+ The project sponsor may be required to submit the completed table

regazding project compliance with the identified regulations and provide project-level details in the

Refer to ht~://sf-planningone/index.aspx?Wage-1866 for latest "Greenhouse Gas Compliance Checklist for Private

Development Projects."
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discussion column. This information will be reviewed by the environmental planner during the
environmental review process to determine if the project would mmply with San Francisco's
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy. Projects that do not rnmply with an ordinance or regulation
may be determined to be inconsistent with the Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy.

7. Geology. Portions of the project site have a slope greater than 20 percent. A geotechnical study
prepared by a qualified consultant must be submitted with the EEA. The study should provide
recommendations for any geotechnical concerns identified in the study. In general, compliance with
the huiiding codes would avoid the potential for significant impacts related to structural damage,
ground subsidence, liquefaction, landslides, and surface settlement. To assist Planning Department
staff in determining whether the Proposed Project would result in environmental impacts related to
geological hazazds, it is recommended that you provide a copy of the geotechnical information with
boring logs for the project. This study will also help inform the Planning Department Archeologist of
the project site's subsurface geological conditions.

S. Hazardous Materials. The proposed project would introduce a residential use to a site where the use
history is Lulknown, and which is located across the street from an auto service center. Therefore, the
project may be subject to Article 22A of the Health Code, also Irnown as the Maher Ordinance. The
Maher Ordinance, which is administered and overseen by the Departrnent of Public Health (DPI-n,
requires the project sponsor to retain the services of a qualified professional to prepare a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) that meets the requirements of Health Code Section 22.A.6.
The Phase I ESA would determine the potential for site contamination and level of exposure risk
associated with the Proposed Project. Based on that information, soil and/or groundwater sampling
and analysis, as well as remediation of any site contamination, may be required. 'These steps are
required to be completed prior to the issuance of any building permit.

DPH requires that projects subject to the Maher Ordinance complete a Maher Application, available
at: hops://www.sfd~h.o~/dvh/files/EHSdocs/ehsForms/FormsChemHz/Maher ap~.pdf. Fees for
DPH review and oversight of projects subject to the ordinance would apply. Alease refer to DPH's fee
schedule, available at: htt~s://www.sfdph.org,Lph/EH/Fees.as~. Please provide a copy of the
submitted Maher Application and Phase I ESA with the EEA.

9. Tree Planting and Protection. The Department of Public Works Code Section 8.02-8.11 requires
disclosure and protection of landmark, significant, and stzeet trees located on private and public
property. Any such trees must be shown on the site plans with the size of the trunk diameter, tree
height, and accurate canopy drip line. Please submit the Tree Planting and Protection Checklist with the
EEA and ensure that trees are appropriately shown on site plans. Also see the rnmments below under
"Street Trees."

10. Disclosure Report for Developers of Major City Projects. The San Francisco Ethics Commission S.F.
Camp. &Govt. Conduct Code § 3.520 et seq. requires developers to provide the public with
information about donations that developers make to nonprofit organizations that may communicate
with the City and County regazding major development projects. This report must be rnmpleted and
filed by the developer of any "major project." A major project is a real estate development project
located in the City and County of San Francesco with estimated construction costs exceeding
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$1,000,000 where either: (1) The Planning Commi~c;on or any other local lead agency certifies an EIR

for the project; or (2) The project relies on a program EIR and the Planning Department, Planning

Commicc;on, or any other local lead agency adopts any final environmental determination under

CEQA. A final environmental determination includes: the issuance of a Community Plan Exemption

(CPE); certification of a CPE/EIR; adoption of a CPE/Final Mitigated Negative Declaration; or a

project approval by the Planning Commission that adopts CEQA Findings. (In instances where more

than one of the preceding determinations occur, the filing requirement shall be triggered by the

earliest such determination.) A major project does not include a residential development project with

four or fewer dwelling units. The first (or initial) report must be filed within 30 days of the date the

Planning Commission (or any other local lead agency) certifies the EIR for that project or, for a major

project relying on a program E1R, within 30 days of the date that the Planning Department, Planning

Commission, or any other focal lead agency adopts a final environmental determination under

CEQA. Please submit a Disclosure Report for Developers of Major City Projects to the San Francisco

Ethics Commission. This form can be found at the Planning Department or online at

http://www.sfethics.org.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT APPROVALS:

The Proposed Project requires the following Planning Depaztment approvals. These approvals may be

reviewed in conjunction with the required ~vironmental review, but may not be granted until after the

required environmental review is completed.

1. A Building Permit Application is required for the proposed new construction on the subject

property.

2. A Conditional Use Authorization for a Planned Unit Development is required to proceed.

PRELIMINARY PROJECT COMMENTS:

Legislative Setbacks. Along 19~ Avenue for the parcels referenced in the Planned Unit Development

(PUD) in the Proposed Project, there is a legislated setback of nine (9) feet pursuant to Section 131.

Section 136 outlines pemutted obstructions within the legislated setback area. The proposed building

footprint within the legislative setback is not Code-compliant. Requesting to build within the

Legislated Setback azea as in the proposal submitted with this PPA wonid require legislative action

by the Board of Supervisors.

2. State Density Bonus Law for Affordable Housing. The proposed project seeks to take advantage of

the State Density Bonus Law (Government Code Section No. 65915), under which project sponsors

are entifled to increase the development capacity of a project by up to 35% in exchange for providing

on-site affordable housing units. Under the law, the additional density provided is in addition to

what would be allowed by an equivalent project that is Code-complying.

The City finds that the State Density Bonus Iaw cannot be applied to a Planned Unit Development

(PUD) as requested in the Proposed Project, since a PUD is itself a discretionary increase in density

granted by the Planning COIIlII11SSiOn above what is allowed as-of-right under current zoning.

However, the state law may be applied on the Base Design Scheme, which reflects the allowable

Code-complying density.
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The Base Design Scheme consists of subdividing three lots into six lots and wnstructing four fivo-unit
buildings and two single family homes on six lots, for a total of 10 units. No information is provided
in the PPA application regarding the amount of affordable housing that would be provided.
As~~ming that the project applies for an affordable unit percentage in order to achieve the maximum
35~o density bonus, this would allow for a maximum of 14 units on site, or four units more than the
Code-compliant proposal.

3. Planned Unit Development. Development of lots that have an azea of not less than ~rz acre qualify for
authorization as a Planned Unit Development (PUD) pursuant to Section 304 of the Planning Code.
The subject property measures approximately 44,979-squar~feets which e~cceeds the minimum
amount of area needed for these purposes. The objective of the PUD process is to allow well-reasoned
modifications to certain Code provisions for sites of considerable size that are developed as
integrated units and designed to produce a desirable development whid~ will benefit the occupants,
the neighborhood and the Gty as a whole. Therefore, if the project requires any modifications to
Code provisions described below, these can be achieved through the PUD process where possible,
pursuant to Section 304, as well as through a Conditional Use Authorization (Section 303).

a) Integration of Lots: If a PUD is proposed, please provide information on how the office
building component will be integrated into the project through architectural improvements,
or other means.

b) Rear Yazd. Pursuant to Section 134 of the Planning Code, for the parcel zoned RH-1 the
minimum reaz yard depth shall be equal to 25 percent of the total depth of the lot or 15 feet,
whichever is greater, on which the building is situated at grade level and at each succeeding
level or story of the building. Pursuant to Seckion 134 of the Planning Code, for the parcels
zoned RH-2 the minimum rear yard depth shall be equal to 45 percent of the total depth of
the lot. The location of the forward edge of the required rear yard line shall be expressed
parallel to the rear property line. For the parcels zoned RH-2, this reaz yard requirement can
be reduced to a requimment of 25% of total depth based upon the adjacent parcel which is
vacant and can be assumed to have 750 lot coverage. Development is pemutted below
grade within the required reaz yard but not within the rear 15 feet of lot depth.

■ PUD Exception: As proposed, the project would require an exception from this
section of the Planning Code, and an exception can be requested through the PUD
process. The building footprint and massing, which includes the shape of the rear
yard, should incorporate urban design comments included in this letter when
seeking exceptions through the PUD process.

c) Front Setback. Pursuant to Section 132 of the Planning Code, a minimum front setback area
shall apply at the designated front. 'The required front setback for the subject lot shall be
equal to'i4 the front setback of the adjacent building. Within Section 132 are requirements for
minimum landscaping and permeability; plan submittals should indicate details about the
Proposed Project's compliance with these requirements.

■ PUD Exception: Based on review of the drawings for height measurement, it appears
that the Quintana Street elevation is the designated front of the Proposed Project.
Upon submittal of a project, ensure that there is clarity about the front and front

S P~ the Assessrn's Pazcel Map
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setback area. It is uncleaz if the Proposed Project is in compliance with this

requirement You can seek an exception from this requirement through the PUD

process.

d) Dwelling Unit Density.

■ PUD Exception: T'he maximum permitted dwelling unit density ratio varies due to

split zoning on the lots proposed for merger. A portion of the project site proposed

for merger is zoned RH-1 (approximately 5,998-sfl, which would permit three

dwelling units under the PUD process. 'The remaining area is zoned RH-2

(approximately 6,000-sfl, which would permit 38 dwelling units under the PUD

process. The maximum permitted dwelling unit density with authorization as a PUD

would be 41 dwelling units.

e) Open Space. Section 135 of the Planning Code requires m;nimvm amounts of private and/or

common open space per number of dwelling units. In addition to the minimum area

requirements, usable open space must be composed of an outdoor area or areas designed for

outdoor living, recreation or landscaping, including such areas on the ground and on decks,

balconies, porches and roofs, which are safe and suitably surfaced and screened, and which

do not exceed a 5% slope. Any space credited as private usable open space shall have a

minimum horizontal dimension of six feet and a minimum area of 36-sf if located on a deck,

balrnny, porch or roof, and shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of 10 feet and a

min;mum area of 100-sf if located on open ground, a terrace or the surface of an inner or

outer court. Any space credited as common usable open space shall be at least 15 feet in

every horizontal dimension and shall have a m;nimu~ area of 300-sf. Usable open space

must also meet the exposure requirement To meet the exposure requirement, usable open

space must either face a street, or be within a reaz yazd, or face or be within some other space

which at the level of the private usable open space meets the minimum dimension and area

requirements for common usable open space. Open space located within a courtyard may be

credited if it is not less than 20 feet in every horizontal dimension and 400-sf in area; and if

the height of the walls and projections above the cwrt on at least three sides (or 75 percent of

the perimeter, whichever is greater) is such that no point on any such wall or projection is

higher than one foot for each foot that such point is horizontally distant from the opposite

side of the clear space in the court.

■ PUD Exception. For units in RH-1 zoning, the requirements for private open space

are 300-sf for each dwelling unit, or a ratio of 1.33 common usable open space may be

substituted for private open space. For units in RH-2 zoning, the requirement for

private open space are 125-sf for each dwelling unit, or a ratio of 1.33 common usable

open space may be substituted for private open space. It is unclear if the Proposed

Project is meeting the square footage and dimensional requirements regarding open

space.

fl Dwelling Unit Eacposure. Section 140 of the Planning Code requires that each dwelling unit

have at least one room that meets the 120-sf minimum superficial floor area requirement of

Section 503 of the Housing Code, and which faces directly on a street right-of-way, Code-

complying rear yard, or an appropriately sized courtyard. Courtyazds must be at least 25 feet

in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling unit in question is located
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and the floor immediately above it, with an increase in five feet in every horizontal

dimension at each subsequent floor.

■ PUD Exception: It is unclear from the plans submitted whether some of the

proposed dwelling units comply with this requirement. Some dwelling units appear

to meet the requirement by facing directly onto a street, and some face onto an

interior court. At the fourth level, it is unclear if the interior court meets the

dimensional requirements of open space for dwelling unit exposure as outlined in

Planning Code Section 140. Future subnuttals should ensure that dimensional

requirements are further illustrated in plan and section, including Section 136

exemptions. You can seek an exception from this requirement through the PiJD

process; however, the Department encourages projects to reduce the number of units

that require exceptions for dwelling unit exposure.

4. Height (Section 260). Modifications to Section 260 aze not permitted through the PUD process. As

noted above, it appears that height is being measured from Quintara Street. Height measurements for

the RH-1 and RH-2 zoning districts vary with regards to maximum height measurement at the

property line/required front setback. In the Proposed Project plans submitted, these height

restrictions are exceeded_ In subsequent submittals, please accurately indicate how the Proposed

Project would meet the requirements of Section 260 in the Section drawings. Due to the split zoning

in the project site, this project may require several Sections to illustrate compliance with Section 260.

5. General Plan Compliance. The proposed project is seeking the following exceptions from height and

setback requirements, which would require legislative amendments: 1) the nine-foot setback on 19~'~
Avenue, 2) the 40-foot height requirement; and, 3) the 10-foot setback required above 30 feet in

height. These exceptions would be inconsistent with the following policies in the San Francisco
General Plan as noted in the comments provided below:

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT

OBTECTIVE 18

ESTABLISH A STREET HIERARCHY SYSTEM IN WHICH THE FUNCTION AND DESIGN OF
EACH STREET ARE CONSISTENT WITH THE CHARACTER AND USE OF ADJACENT
LAND.

TABLE 3: GUIDE TO TFIF, VEHICLE CIRCULATION PLAN: Nineteenth Avenue

This heavily trafficked street should be landscaped as a parkway with the same capacity.
Simultaneous measures should be taken to maintain the low levels of through traffic on parallel
streets.

Comment: The Proposed P>ojeet is inconsistent urith the General Plan, as it would reduce landscaping on
19~h Avenue by filling in the required setback. The legislated setback was established to maintain a

consistent character on key city streets, as well as to improve pedestrian safety and provide a sense of relief

from the heavy traffic on this stnte highway. Eliminating the setback would be inconsistent with the Better
Streets Plan and would create unsafe conditions for pedestrians on 19« Avenue.
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OBJECTNE 23

IMPROVE THE QTY'S PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION SYSTEM TO PROVIDE FOR EFFICIENT,

PLEASANT, AND SAFE MOVEMENT.

POLICY 23.1

Provide sufficient pedestrian movement space with a minimum of pedestrian congeskion in

accordance with a pedestrian street classification system.

POLICY 23.2

Widen sidewalks where intensive commercial, recreational, or institutional activity is present,

sidewalks are congested, where sidewalks aze less than adequately wide to provide appropriate

pedestrian amenities, or where residential densities am high.

POLICY 23.3

Maintain a strong presumption against reducing sidewalk widths, eliminating crosswalks and

forcing indirect crossings to acrnmmodate automobile traffic.

Comment: By eliminating the required setback on 19~* Avenue, the Proposed Project would effectively

reduce the sidewalk width on this busy traffic corridor in this predominately residential neighborhood,

zohich would decrease safety and comfort jnr pedestrians.

POLICY 24.4

Preserve pedestrian-oriented building frontages.

Building frontages that invite people to enter, that provide architectural interest and a sense of

scale, and that are transparent enough to provide visual connections to and from the sidewalk

help make the pedestrian environment more agreeable and safe.

Comment: The Proposed Project's building frontages zoould not be pedestrian-oriented, as they largely

feature blank facades along 19w Avenue with li#le architectural interest and sense of scale.

URBAN DESIGN ELEMENT

OBIECTIVE 1

EMPHASIS OF THE CHARACTERISTIC PATTERN WHICH GNES TO THE CITY AND ITS

NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, A1VD A MEANS OF OIZIENTA'TION.

POLICY 1.2

Recognize, protect and reinforce the existing street pattern, especially as it is related to

topography.

Streets are a stable and unifying component of the city pattern. Changes in the street system that

would significantly alter this pattern should be made only after due consideration for their effects

upon the environment. Such changes should not counteract the established rhythm of the streets

with respect to topography, or break the grid system without compensating advantages.

The width of streets should be considered in determining the type and size of building

development, so as to provide enclosing street facades and complement the nature of the sheet.

Streets and development bordering open spaces aze especially important with respect to the

strength and order in their design. Where setbacks establish facade lines that form an important
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component of a streets visual character, new and remodeled buildings should maintain the
existing facade lines.

Streets cutting across the normal grid pattern produce unusual and often beneficial design
relationships that should not be weakened or interrupted in building development. Special
consideration should be given to the quality of buildings and other features closing major vistas
at the ends of these and other streets.

Comment: The Proposed Project would be inconsistent urith the llrban Design Element of the General
Plan as it would break from the required setback lines, efj'ectively reducing the established street width
along the 19~h Avenue corridor.

OBiECTIVE 4

IlVII'ROVEMENT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNTI'Y

FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES FOR NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT

9.Open, unlandscaped parking areas are dull and unattractive, and generally have a deleterious
effect upon their surroundings.

A. Parking lots next to the street, such as those for supermarkets and diners, detract from street
life and impair defirrition of street space. Placement of buildings adjacent to the street, with the
parking behind, can improve this condition.

B. Parking lots along the street in housing developments neither define the street nor contribute
visual interest.

C. Parking under buildings or in an inside court allows the building to help define the street and
avoids the blighting visual effects of an exposed parking lot.

10. Parking garages lack visual interest if they have e~ctensive rows of doors, blank walls or
exposed vehicles. Extensive curb cuts prevent planting and other enhancement of the street,
eliminate curb-side parking and are potentially dangerous to pedestrians.

A. Arcades create some visual interest where long garage facades or multiple driveways cannot
be avoided.

B. Restricting entry and exit points minimises curb cuts.

C. A basement garage one-half level down brings the building closer to street level and increases
visual interest for pedestrians.

D. The inclusion of stores at ground level maintains continuity of pedestrian activity on what
would otherwise be a sterile street frontage of parking garages in a commercial area.

Comment: With the exception of the flower shop situated at the intersection of 19~h Avenue and Quintana
Street, the Proposed Project includes at grade parking behind blank facades with little articulation, which
would provide little visual interest and would not contribute to pedestrian activihj and comfort.

POLICY 4.15

Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible
new buildings.
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Whatever steps aze taken in the street azeas, they may be lost in the changed atmosphere

produced by new buildings. Human scale can be retained if new buildings, even large ones,

avoid the appearance of massiveness by maintaining established building lines and providing

human scale at their lower levels through use of texture and details. If the ground level of

existing buildings in the area is devoted to shops, then new buildings should avoid breaking the

continuity of retail space.

In residential areas of lower density, the established form of development is protected by

limitations on coverage and requirements for yazds and front setbacks. These standazds assure

provision of open space with new buildings and maintenance of sunlight and views. Such

standazds, and others that contribute to the livability and character of residential neighborhoods,

should be safeguarded and strengthened.

Comment: The Proposed Project would be incompatible with the surrounding context as it would fill in

the front setback, meant to assure provision of open space and maintenance of sunlight and views in this

lower density residential neighborhood.

6. Parking Spaces and Curb Cuts. In the RH zoning districts, Planning Code Section 151 requires one

parking space per dwelling unit. Additionally, one curb cut per development is allowable per

Department guidelines. Alternately, consider substituting vehicle parking with bicycling parking

pursuant to Section 150(e). Please review the Urban Design comments in this PPA Letter for more

input on parking spaces and ground level design.

7. Bicycle Parking. Planning Code Sections 155.1 and 155.2 require this project to provide two types of

bicycle parking subject to specified standazds. The Proposed Project would provide a room in the

basement level for bicycle parking, but the number of bicycle parking spaces included in that space is

unclear. The access to the bicycle parking room does not appear to meet the requirements for bicycle

parking. Please review the Zoning Administrator Bulletin No. 9 for more information: htip://www.sf-

planning.org.,~ /files/publications re~orts/bic,~~arking regs/[.e~ BicycleParking ZABulletinNo.

9•pdf•

a. Class 1: For Residential uses, one space per dwelling unit, which is 41 Qass 1 spaces for

residential.

b. Class 2: For Residential uses, one space per 20 dwelling units, which is 2 Class 2 spaces for

residential

S. Streetscape Plan. The Proposed Project is on a project site greater than lfi acre in size and consists of

new construction, and as such, requires the submittal of a Streetscape Plan to the Plannutg

Department to ensure that the new streetscape and pedestrian elements are in conformance with the

Department's Better Streets Plan. The project was reviewed by the Street Design Advisory Team

(SDA'1~, pursuant to Section 1381, and comments are included below in this PPA Letter.

9. Vision Zero. The project is located on 19w Avenue, a "high-injury corridor", identified through the

City's Vision Zero Program. The Sponsor is encouraged to incorporate pedestrian safety streetscape

measures into the project. As described above, the Proposed Project is required to submit a

streetscape plan per Section 138.1, and the Departments SDAT may require additional pedestrian

safety streetscape measures. Preliminary SDAT comments aze included below in this PPA Letter.
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10. -First Source Hiring Agreement A First Source Hiring Agreement is required for any project
proposuig to construct 25,000 gross square feet or more. For more information, please contact:

Ken Nim, Workforce Compliance Officer

CityBuild, Office of Economic and Workforce Development
City and County of San Francisco

50 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 581-2303

] 7. Anti-Discriminatory Housing. Pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.61, certain housing
projects must complete and submit a completed Anti-Discriminatory Housing Policy form as part of
any entitlement or building permit application that proposes an increase of ten (10) dwelling units or
more. The form is available here:
htt,~://sf-Rlannin~.or~/sites/default/fIles/FIleCenter/Documents/9334-
AntiDiscriminator~HousingPolicy%20-%20042715.~df

12. Inclusionary Affordable Housing. Inclusionary Affordable Housing is required for a project .
proposing ten or more dwelling units. The Project Sponsor must submit an 'Affidavit of Compliance
with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Prograzn: Planning Code Section 415; to the Planning
Department identifying the method of compliance, on-site, off-site, or affordable housing fee. Any
on-site affordable dwelling-units proposed as part of the project must be designated as owner-
occupied units, not rental units; unless a Costa Hawkins agreement is possible. Affordable units
designated as on-site units shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for
the life of the project. Currently, the minimum Affordable Housing Percentages aze 20% affordable
housing fee, 12% on-site, or 20% off-site, or applicable requirements. Therefore, as proposed, the
Project would have a minimum requirement of five units if provided on-site, and eight units if
provided off-site, but this requirement is subject to change under a proposed Charter Amendment
and pending legislation if the voters approve the Charter Amendment in the June 7, 2016 election.
Should the Charter Amendment be approved and new legislative requirements be in effect, the
Project would be required to comply with the applicable requirements.

For your information, if a project proposes rental units, it may be eligible for an On-site Alternative to
the Affordable Housing Fee if it has demonstrated to the Planning Department that the affordable
units are either: 1) ownership only or 2) not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act (a
Costa Hawkins exception). Affordable units are not subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act
under the exception provided in Civil Code Sections 1954.50 through one of the following methods:

o direct financial construction from a public entity
o development bonus or other form of public assistance

A Costa Hawkins exception agreement is drafted by the City Attorney. You must state in your
submittal how the project qualifies for a Costa Hawkins exception. The request should be addressed
to the Director of Current Planning. If the project is deemed eligible, we may start working with the
City Attorney on the agreement.
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13. Stormwater. T'he Proposed Project would result in a ground surface disturbance of 5,000-sf or greater,

and it is subject to San Francisco's stormwater management requirements as outlined in the

Stormwater Management Ordinance and the corresponding SFPUC Stormwater Design Guidelines

(Guidelines). Projects that trigger the stormwater management requirements must prepare a

Stormwater Control Plan demonstrating project adherence to the performance measures outlined in

the Guidelines including: (a) reduction in total volume and peak flow rate of stormwater for areas in

combined sewer systems OR (b) stormwater heatment for azeas in separate sewer systems. The SFPUC

Wastewater Enterprise, Urban Watershed Management Program is responsible for review and

approval of the Stormwater Control Plan. Without SFPUC approval of a Stormwater Control Plan, no

site or building permits can be issued. The Guidelines also require a signed maintenance agreement

to ensure proper care of the necessary stormwater controls. To view the Stormwater Management

Ordinance, the Stormwater Design Guidelines, or download instructions for the Stormwater Control

Plan, go to http://sfwater.or sd~. Applicants may contact stormwaterreviewC~sfwater.orQ for

assistance.

Z4. Impact Fees. This project will be subject to various impact fees. Please refer to the Planning Director's

Bulletin No. 1 for an overview of Development Impact Fees, and to the Department of Building

Inspection's Development Impact Fee webnaee for more information about current rates.

Based on an initial review of the proposed project, the following impact fees, which aze assessed by

the Planning Department, will be required:

a. Transportation Sustainability Fee (411)

b. Child-Care (414A)

c. Affordable Housing Fee (415)

NEIGHBORHOOD NOTIFICATIONS AND PUBLIC OUTREACH:

Project Sponsors are encouraged, and in some cases required, to conduct public outreach with the

surrwnding community and neighborhood groups early in the development process. Additionally,

many approvals require a public hearing with an associated neighborhood notification. Differing levels of

neighborhood notification are mandatory for some or all of the reviews and approvals listed above.

This project is required to conduct aPre-Application meeting with surrounding neighbors and registered

neighborhood groups before a~development application may be filed with the Planning Department. The

Pre-Application packet, wMch includes instructions and template forms, is available at

www.sfplanning.org under the "Pemuts &Zoning' tab. All registered neighborhood group mailing lists

are available online at www.sfplannin~org under the "Resource Center" tab.

Notice of Public Hearing. The project requires Conditional Use Authorizarion, which is review before

the Planning Commission; therefore, owners within 300 feet of the site must be notified in accordance

with Planning Code.

Neighborhood Notification. The project proposes new construction; therefore, owners and occupants

within 150 feet of the site must also be notified in accordance with Planning Code Section 311.
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Notification of a Project Receiving Environmental Review. Notice may be required to be sent to
occupants of the project site and properties adjacent to the project site, as well as to owners and, to the
extent feasible, occupants of properties within 300 feet of the project site at the initiation of the
environmental review process. Please be prepared to provide mailing addresses on a CD upon request
during the environmental review process.

PRELIMINARY DESIGN COMMENTS:

The following comments address preliminary design issues that may substantially affect the proposed
project:

1. Site Design, Open Space and Massing

Pazking is not an appropriate street-facing use. The Department requests that the project
respect the legislated nine-foot setback along 19~ Avenue and provide residential units with
individual entrances in accordance with the draft ground IIoor residential design guidelines_
A similar treatrnent is requested along Quintana Street where the lobby should also be
located. The proposed flower shop is appropriate at the comer.

• The existing mid-block open space pattern is strong and should be respected. Rather than a
donut plan conffguration, the Department requests a generous acknowledgement of the
existing open space pattern. Any podium should take advantage of the slope of the site to
relate the elevation of open space over the podium to the neighboring mid-block open spaces.
Rear yards in RH-1 and RH-2 zones occur at grade level.

• Modulation of the building massing should conform to the prevailing neighborhood pattern
of 25-foot lots. Special emphasis of the comer is appropriate.

2 vehicle Circulation and Parking

The Urban Design Advisory Team (UDAT~ recommends reducing the amount of parking,
plating all parking underground, luting the parking with active uses at street frontages
(residences, retail, and lobby), and providing adequate bike pazking. Also, please be
conscientious that section 136(c)(26) forbids parking from occupying any area within the reaz
15 feet of the depth of the lot.

Since the proposed PUD includes the office building pazcels along 19"' Avenue, UDAT
recommends that access to any parking within the comer building utilize existing curb cuts
along 19"' Avenue.

3. Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements

The Sheet Design Advisory Team (SDAT) prauides design review and guidance to private developments
working within the City's public right-of-zoay. SDAT is composed of representatives from the San Francisco
Planning Department (SF Planning) Deparhnent of Public Works (SF Public Warks), and the San Francisco
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA).

The 1001 Quintana Street project was reviewed by SDAT on March 21, 2016. Below are the SDAT comments
from That meeting haoe been incorporated in this PPA letter.

Street improvements. Per Planning Code Section 138.1, the project will be subject to
improvements per the Better Streets Plan, which may include landscaping, site furnishings,
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and/or comer curb extensions (bulb-outs) at intersections (see Better Streets Plan Section 4 for

Standard Improvements and Section 5.3 for bulb-out guidelines). The project sponsor is

required to submit a Streetscape Plan illustrating these features, and the Department will

work with the project sponsor and other relevant departments to determine an appropriate

streetscape design.

Please include the following information on future streetscape plans:

o F~cisting and proposed sidewalk dimensions (sidewalk length and width, bulb-out

length and width, curb radii)

o Proposed on-street loading freight and American with Disability Act (ADA)

accessible loading locations, if any

o Existing and proposed locations for accessible curb ramps

o Existing and proposed curb cut dimensions

o Existing and proposed street trees and planting areas

o Proposed street furniture and Class II bicycle parking (an-street bike racks)

o Proposed location of electrical transformer, if required to service the building

Plamted Transit and Pedesfirian Improvements

• Transit and pedestrian improvements are planned for 19~ Avenue as part of the SFMTA's 28-

19"~ Ave Rapid Muni Forward project A transit bulb was planned at the corner of Quintara

Street, with a Long transit bulb stretching south on 19~, and a shorter wrap-around

pedestrian bulb stretching west down Quintana Street. See the attached PDF for proposed

bulb-out infrastructure.

Corner Bulbout

• The project sponsor should consider lengthening the planned pedestrian bulbout extending

into Quintana Street at 19"' Avenue to be a transit bulbout that extends a minimum of 35 feet

along the Quintana StreeE frontage.

• The Department recommends that the garage entry for the new building and the associated

driveway and curb cut should be sited so as not to interfere with the extended transit bulbout

on Quintana Street. In particular, the Depaziment recommends that the garage entry and

curb cut should be relocated to 19~ Avenue. See below.

• Per guidelines established in the San Francisco Better Streets Plan, the tangent of the curb

return on a rnmer bulbout should start a minimum of five feet beyond the property line.

• To ensure that bulbouts are sweepable with standard City street sweeping equipment,

bulbout curb returns shall conform to the Public Works' Standard Plan for Curb Bulbs. See:

http://www.sfbetterstreets.or~d-~raiect-ty,~es/pedestrian-safety-and-traffic-

calming[traffic-calming-overview/curb~xtensions/ and

htt~://38.106.4.205/ft„p/uploadedfiles/sfdpw/boe/87,175.x.

• Modification of the curb line will require Sidewalk Legislation, contact the Department of

Public Works Bureau of Street Use and Mapping (BSM) Mapping/Subdivision Section. It is

strongly encouraged that a sidewalk legislation package is submitted at the time a Street

Improvement Permit application is submitted since the permit will not be approved until the

Sidewalk Legislation is approved, which can take a minims of 6-12 months for approval.
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Driveway and Vehicle Access

• SDAT supports consolidation of vehicle access on the project site and removing/ relocating of the
proposed driveway off of Quintana Street to the existing three curb cuts and driveways on 19~
Avenue. SDAT supports maintauung the existing middle driveway on 19~" Avenue for all "iri'
vehicular access and the existing north driveway for all "out" vehicular access. Consolidating all
vehicular access via this specified in/out pathway is preferred.

Landscaping Street Trees and Site Furnishings

SDAT supports street trees along the entire 19"~ Avenue sidewalk edge frontage. Please note that
per the SFMTA and Public Works guidelines. Street trees are not permitted within 25 feet from
the corner as measured by the Quintana Street property line.
All landscaping, street trees, site furniture, and special paving should be consistent with
guidelines in the Better Streets Plan (BSP).
Per the SFMTA standazds, trees shall not be placed within 25 feet of intersections, to enhance
pedestrian visibility and safety.

Transformer Vault Location

1f a new electrical power transformer is required by PG&E to provide power to the building,
please show the location of the transformer room on the plans. Public Works typically does not
permit new transformer vaults in the public right-of-way. The project sponsor may request an
exception by submitting a Vauit Permit to Public Works Bumau of Street Use &Mapping (BSlvn.
However, at this time SDAT does not support locating the transformers within the public right-
of-way. Please relocate the proposed transformer vault location inside the property line. The
transformer vault should not be sited within the public right-of-way, nor along a prominent
active facade.

Street Improvements (construction within the public right-of-way)

Infrastructure improvements within the public right-of-way will require a Street Improvement
Permit from Public Works Bureau of Street Use &Mapping (BS1V~ and Street Improvement Plans.
Depending on the scope of work the plans should include the following plan sheets: Civil
(grading, layout, utility erosion control, etc.), Landscaping (planting, irrigation, etc.), Electrical
(lighting, photometrics, conduit, etc.), Joint Trench (power, telephone, and communication
approved by the respective utility companies). Additional permits may be required. Visit
http://www.sfdpw.orgLvermits-0 for additional information or ca11415-554-5810.

Encroachments into the Public Right-of-Way

SF Public Works discourages any new encroachments into the public right-of-way. If new
encroachments are proposed, show them on the plans. Examples of encroactunents are: steps,
warped driveways with diverters/planters, fire department connections (FDC), out swinging
doors, bollards, etc. For new building construction, the Building Code does not allow building
encroachments unless a variance to the Building Code is allowed by the DBI. If a variance is
approved, a Minor Sidewalk Encroachment Pemut (MSE) or other encroachment pernut will be
required from BSM. Some pemuts require public notification and an annual assessment fee may
be applied.

4. Architecture

At this time the azchitecture is assumed to be preliminary and the Urban Design Advisory Team (UDA1~
will provide further detailed design review on the subsequent submission.
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Preliminary Project Assessment Case No. 2015.009973PPA

1001 Quintana Street and 2195 and 212119 Avenue

PRELIMINARY PROJECT ASSESSMENT EXPIRATION:

This Preliminary Project Assessment is valid for a period of 18 months. A Conditional Use Authorization,

as listed above, must be submitted no later than November 27, 2017. Otherwise, this determination is

considered expired and a new Preliminary Project Assessment is required. Such applications and plans

must be generally consistent with those found in this Preliminary Project Assessment.

Enclosures: Neighborhood Group Mailing List

Proposed bullrout infrastructure at 19~ Avenue and Quintana Street

cc: Stephen L. and Pamela G. Pasquan, Property Owner

Marcelle Boudreaux, Current Planning

Debra Dwyer, Environmental Platuting

Lisa Chen, Citywide Planning and Analysis

Mathew Priest City Design Group

Paul Chasan, Citywide Planning and Analysis

Jonas Ionin, Planning Commission Secretary

Charles 12ivasplata, SFMTA

Jerry Sanguinetti, San Frazicisc~o Public Works

Pauline Perkins, SFPUC

Planning Depaztment Webmaster (planning.webmasterCsfgov.org)
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS

April 24, 2018

Planning Commission
Attn: Jonas lonin
1650 Mission Street, Ste. 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Commissioners:

City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

On April 17, 2018, Supervisor Tang introduced the following legislation:

~1Ca►C•~f:~~k~

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by abolishing anine-foot legislated
setback on the west side of 19th Avenue between Quintara Street and Rivera
Street, and revising the Zoning Map to rezone from RH-1 (Residential, House; One-
Family) to RM-2 (Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density) Assessor's Parcel Block
No. 2198, Lot No. 031 (1021 Quintara Street), and to rezone from RH-2 (Residential,
House; Two-Family) to RM-2 (Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density) Assessor's
Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No. 001 (located at the intersection of 19th Avenue and
Quintara Street), Lot No. 033 (2121-19th Avenue), Lot No. 034 (2145-19th Avenue),
and Lot No. 037 (2115-19th Avenue); adopting findings under the California
Environmental Quality Act; and making findings of consistency with the General
Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings
of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

The proposed ordinance is being transmitted pursuant to Planning Code, Section 302(b), for
public hearing and recommendation. The ordinance is pending before the Land Use and
Transportation Committee and will be scheduled for hearing upon receipt of your response.

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
r

~~ ~
By: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk

Land Use and Transportation Committee

John Rahaim, Director of Planning
Aaron Starr, Acting Manager of Legislative Affairs
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Lisa Gibson, Environmental Review Officer
AnMarie Rodgers, Director of Citywide Planning
Laura Lynch, Environmental Planning
Joy Navarrete, Environmental Planning
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FILE NO. 180389 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code, Zoning Map -Amend Zoning Map and Abolish Legislated Setback
on 19th Avenue Between Quintara and Rivera Streets]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by abolishing anine-foot legislated setback on

the west side of 19th Avenue between Quintara Street and Rivera Street, and revising

the Zoning Map to rezone from RH-1 (Residential, House; One-Family) to RM-2

(Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density) Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No. 031

(1021 Quintara Street), and to rezone from RH-2 (Residential, House; Two-Family) to

RM-2 (Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density) Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No.

001 (located at the intersection of 19th Avenue and Quintara Street), Lot No. 033 (2121-

19th Avenue), Lot No. 034 (2145-19th Avenue), and Lot No. 037 (2115-19th Avenue);

adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings

of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,

Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under

Planning Code, Section 302.

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

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

Section 1. Environmental and Land Use Findings.

(a) The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this

ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources

Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of

Supervisor Tang
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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Supervisors in File No. and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms this

determination.

(b) On , in Resolution No. ,the Planning Commission

determined that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with

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

of Supervisors adapts this determination as its own. The Planning Commission Resolution is

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

by reference.

(c) On , in Resolution No. , the Planning Commission adopted

findings under Planning Code Section 302 determining that this ordinance serves the public

necessity, convenience, and general welfare. The Board of Supervisors adopts these findings

as its own.

Section 2. Findings Regarding Legislated Setback Line and Zoning Map Amendments.

(a) Consistent with former Article 4 of the Planning Code, which was superseded in

~ October 1978 pursuant to Ordinance No. 443-78, Section 131 of the current Planning Code

acknowledges certain City street frontages are subject to legislated setback lines that have

been established by ordinance or resolution pursuant to former Article 4 of the Planning Code

and earlier provisions of law. Ordinance No. 443-78 expressly continued the effectiveness of

certain legislated setbacks as regulations of the Planning Code, including a legislated setback

line running from north to south along a portion of the west side of 19th Avenue, between

Quintara Street and Rivera Street (as described herein, the "Nine-Foot Legislated Setback

Line"). The setback area begins at the eastern boundary of Assessor's Block 2198 (the

western boundary of 19th Avenue) and extends nine feet westward. From north to south, the

Nine-Foot Legislated Setback Line begins at the northern boundary of Assessor's Block No.

Supervisor Tang
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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2198, Lot No. 001; extends to the south through Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198 through

Assessor's Block No. 2198, Lot Nos. 001, 037, 033, 034, and 007; and ends at the southern

boundary of Assessor's Block No. 2198, Lot No. 008.

(b) Abolition of the Nine-Foot Legislated Setback Line could facilitate transit-oriented

housing and development at a density greater than what would be permissible with the Nine-

Foot Legislated Setback Line in effect. Currently, many San Francisco neighborhoods are not

subject to legislated front yard setbacks. In the Sunset District, legislated front yard setbacks

apply primarily to small scale residential streets. Generally, front yard setbacks are imposed

to enhance the pedestrian frontage of the street, however, front yard setbacks are not

essential to enhancement of the pedestrian frontage. There are many provisions within the

Residential Design Guidelines that encourage the use of landscaping with or without a front

yard setback. The application of front yard setbacks along the west side of 19th Avenue is an

anomaly because 19th Avenue is a major transportation corridor with a variety of land uses,

including multifamily housing and commercial uses. Furthermore, the front yard setback is

applied unevenly on 19th Avenue between Quintara Street and Rivera Street. On the west

side of 19th Avenue between Quintara Street and Rivera Street, three different front yard

setbacks apply (nine-foot, six-foot, and three-foot setbacks), while there are no front yard

setbacks on the east side of 19th Avenue. The Nine-Foot Legislated Setback Line is

unnecessary, and its abolition would serve the public necessity, convenience, and general

welfare.

(c) Policy 13.1 of the General Plan Housing Element "[s]upport[s] ̀smart' regional

growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit," and Policy 13.3 of the General

Plan "[p]romote[s] sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in

order to increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share." These policies support the

rezoning of parcels along 19th Avenue befinreen Quintara Street and Rivera Street, an arterial

Supervisor Tang
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3
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street served by public transit, to enable mixed-use residential development at a density level

greater than the density allowed in the RH-1 and RH-2 Districts.

Section 4. Abolition of Legislated Setback Line. The Planning Code is hereby

amended by abolishing the Nine-Foot Legislated Setback Line referenced in Section 2 of this

ordinance.

Section 5. Amendment of Zoning Map. The Planning Code is hereby amended by

revising Sheet ZN05 of the Zoning Map as follows:

Description of Property Use District To

Be Superseded

Use District

Hereby Approved

Block 2198, Lot 001 (intersection of 19th

Avenue and Quintara Street at southwest

corner)

RH-2 RM-2

Block 2198, Lot 031 (1021 Quintara Street) RH-1 RM-2

Block 2198, Lot 033 (2121 19th Avenue) RH-2 RM-2

Block 2198, Lot 034 (2145 19th Avenue) RH-2 RM-2

Block 2198, Lot 037 (2115 19th Avenue) RH-2 RM-2

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

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

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

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

///

///

///

///

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

By:
CHRISTOPH OM
Deputy City Attorney

n:llegana\as201811800439\01268764. docx

Supervisor Tang
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FILE NO. 180389

LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Planning Code, Zoning Map -Amend Zoning Map and Abolish Legislated Setback on 19th
Avenue Between Quintara and Rivera Streets]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code by abolishing anine-foot legislated setback on
the west side of 19th Avenue between Quintara Street and Rivera Street, and revising
the Zoning Map to rezone from RH-1 (Residential, House; One-Family) to RM-2
(Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density) Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No. 031
(1021 Quintara Street), and to rezone from RH-2 (Residential, House; Two-Family) to
RM-2 (Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density) Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No.
001 (located at the intersection of 19th Avenue and Quintara Street), Lot No. 033 (2121-
19th Avenue), Lot No. 034 (2145-19th Avenue), and Lot No. 037 (2115-19th Avenue);
adopting findings under the California Environmental Quality Act; and making findings
of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1, and findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under
Planning Code, Section 302.

Existing Law

Zoning Districts. Under the existing Zoning Map, Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No.
031 (1021 Quintara Street) is in the RH-1 Zoning District, and Assessor's Parcel Block No.
2198, Lot No. 001 (intersection of 19th Avenue and Quintara Street), Lot No. 033 (2121 19th
Avenue), Lot No. 034 (2145 19th Avenue), and Lot No. 037 (2115 19th Avenue) are in the
RH-2 Zoning District.

Legislated Setbacks. Under the existing Zoning Map, certain properties on the west side of
19th Avenue, between Quintara Street and Rivera Street, are subject to a legislated setback
line running from north to south along a portion of the west side of 19th Avenue, between
Quintara Street and Rivera Street (as described herein, the "Nine-Foot Legislated Setback
Line"). The setback area begins at the eastern boundary of Assessor's Block 2198 (the
western boundary of 19th Avenue) and extends nine feet westward. From north to south, the
Nine-Foot Legislated Setback Line begins at the northern boundary of Assessor's Block No.
2198, Lot No. 001; extends to the south through Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198 through
Assessor's Block No. 2198, Lot Nos. 001, 037, 033, 034, and 007; and ends at the southern
boundary of Assessor's Block No. 2198, Lot No. 008.

Amendments to Current Law

Rezoning. This ordinance would revise the Zoning Map to rezone from RH-1 to RM-2
Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No. 031, and to rezone from RH-2 to RM-2 Assessor's
Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No. 001, Lot No. 033, Lot No. 034, and Lot No. 037.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1



FILE NO. 180389

Abolishing Legislated Setbacks. This ordinance would abolish the Nine-Foot Legislated
Setback Line.

Background Information

Consistent with former Article 4 of the Planning Code, which was superseded in October 1978
pursuant to Ordinance No. 443-78, Section 131 of the current Planning Code acknowledges
certain City street frontages are subject to legislated setback lines that have been established
by ordinance or resolution pursuant to former Article 4 of the Planning Code and earlier
provisions of law, including the Nine-Foot Legislated Setback Line.

n:\legs na\as2018\1800439\01269024. docx
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Butkus, Audrey (CPC)

From: Butkus, Audrey (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, July 11, 2018 3:18 PM

To: 'richhillissf@gmail.com'; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); 'planning@rodneyfong.co'; Johnson,

Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC)

Subject: Public Comments for Item 8 on July 12th CPC Hearing

Dear Commissioners,

This email concerns Item 8 on your Planning Commission agenda for tomorrow, July 11th (2018-

006177PCAMAP :ABOLISH LEGISLATED SETBACK ON 19TH AVE —Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments). Our

Environmental Division received public comment from a Ms. Eileen Boken, just before the publishing of the Commission

packets. Unfortunately, these comments did not make it to myself, the staff planner, until after the packets had been

distributed. Please see the comments from Ms. Boken below:

COMMENTS #1:

Hi Delvin,

Per my conversation on June 28, 2018 with Justin, it was stated that submitting my preliminary
comments by Monday July 2, 2018 would be acceptable.

The understanding was that the June 28 deadline was to express interest rather than to submit actual
comments.

Based on that understanding, I am submitting my preliminary comments today.

Eileen Boken
President, Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee

On Jul 2, 2018 1:13 PM, "Ausra Eileen Boken" <aeboken@~mail.com> wrote:

As the first in a series, I am submitting the following comments:

1) The Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review is deficient. The project site description
does not include a description of lot 37 under the section titled Project Description. The notice,
therefore, needs to be amended and re-issued.

2) The current lot configuration is inconsistent with sanborn maps.This issue needs to be resolved with
the Office of the Assessor-Recorder before proceeding.

3) The current zoning is inconsistent with the current uses. This issue needs to be resolved before
proceeding.

4) Abolishing the 9 foot setback and rezoning the lots would be arbitrary and capricious as the
demonstrated purpose and need has not been clearly established in the legislation as currently drafted.



Eileen Boken
President, Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee

COMMENTS #2:

Ms. Butkus

Thank you for the opportunity to submit additional comments.

They are as follows:

From a life safety perspective, the 9 foot setback is both a necessity and part of the general welfare.

It is my understanding that a specialized water pipe is under 19th Avenue which is part of the Auxiliary
Water Supply System (AWSS) firebreak aka fireline or fireroad. The purpose of this specialized pipe is
to prevent the spread of a firestorm through the use of what is referred to as a water curtain. The pipe
under 19th Avenue is one of a number of AWSS pipes that are designed to act as firebreaks. The 9 foot
setback would contribute to the effectiveness of this firebreak.

From the urban planning perspective, abolishing the 9 foot setback is inconsistent with the principles
stated in Allan Jacobs' books Great Streets, Making City Planning Work and Looking At Cities.

Nineteenth Avenue has 6lanes of traffic and 2lanes of parking. The 9 foot setback would allow for
scale and proportion to the width of the street. The setback also allows areas to plant trees as trees are
part of great streets.

Eliminating the 9 foot setback would also create an uneven block face.

Allan Jacobs recommends utilizing the power of observation rather than planning assumptions.

In contrast to the west side of the street, the east side of 19th Avenue is not as functional as it has no
setbacks. There is limited space for pedestrian movement. There is no space for trees. It is similar to
running a gauntlet. It is neither attractive nor welcoming.

Regarding rezoning this site fortransit-orientated development (TOD), this site is poorly served by
transit. The 28 bus is the only service on 19th Avenue. The 66 bus serves Quintana along with the 48 bus

during peak periods. All of these lines are infrequent. The L-Taraval is also less than
frequent. Suggesting that this site could be TOD is questionable. Additionally, 19th Avenue is State
Highway 1 over which CalTrans maintains full jurisdiction.

Using Policy 13.1 of the Housing Element to contend that this site could be a candidate for smart
regional growth which locates housing close to jobs and transit is questionable. This neighborhood is
primarily residential so any housing located at this site is by definition not close to jobs.

Using Policy 13.3 of the General Plan to contend that this site promotes sustainable land use patterns
that integrate housing with transportation in order to increase transit, pedestrian and bike mode share is
questionable. Bikers should not be riding along 19th Avenue or even 20th Avenue. Pedestrians do not
typically walk along 19th Avenue due to heavy traffic, diminished air quality and a lack of walkable



destinations. This site is unlikely to increase the use of transit as there are few transit lines which service
it.

Finally, this site currently has 3 retaining walls which may require extensive grading to merge. It is my
understanding that the project sponsor intends to merge the 5 lots and also to use HomeSF. As currently
drafted, HomeSF prohibits lot mergers.

Eileen Boken
President, Sunset-Parkside Education and Action Committee

will also bring hard copies to distribute to you at the hearing. Feel free to reach out with any questions.

Sincerely,

Audrey Butkus
Senior Planner, Legislative Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
direct: 415.575.91.29 ~ www.sf~lanninq.orq
San Francisco Prooerty Information Map
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Determination
EXCLUSION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Date: July 26, 2018

Case No.: 2018-008329ENV

Project Name: BOS FILE N0.180389

Project Address: Southwest corner at 19~ Avenue and Quintara Street

1021 Quintana Street, 212119 Avenue, 214519th Avenue,

211519 Avenue

Zoning: RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) and

RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family)

Scenic Streets Special Sign District (SSD)

40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 2198/001, 031, 033, 034, 037

Lot Size: 45,250 total square-feet

Project Sponsor: Supervisor Katy Tang, District 4, San Francisco Board of Supervisors

Staff Contact: Justin Horner — (415) 575-9023 iustin.horner@sfgov.or~

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

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

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377

The project is proposed legislation, introduced by District 4 Supervisor Katy Tang, that would: 1) amend

the Planning Code by abolishing anine-foot legislated setback on the west side of 19th Avenue between

Quintana Street and Rivera Street, 2) revise the Zoning Map to rezone from RH-1 (Residential, House;

One-Family) to RM-2 (Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density) Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No.

031 (1021 Quintana Street), and to rezone from RH-2 (Residential, House; Two-Family) to RM-2

(Residential, Mixed; Moderate Density) Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No. 001 (located at the

intersection of 19th Avenue and Quintana Street), Lot No. 033 (2121-19t'' Avenue), Lot No. 034 (2145-19th

Avenue), and Lot No. 037 (2115-19th Avenue) (collectively, the "Lots").

(continued on next page)

EXEMPT STATUS:

General Rule Exclusion (California Environmental Quality Act [CEQA] Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3))

DETERMINATION:

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

Lisa Gibson

Environmental Review Officer

~-~~1 ~
Date

cc: Supervisor Katy Tang, District 4 (via Clerk of the Board)

Board of Supervisors

Distribution List



Exclusion from Environmental Review Case No. 2018-008329ENV

BOS File No. 180389

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED):
On October 27, 2015, the Planning Department issued a Preliminary Project Assessment ("PP

A") letter

number 2015-009973PPA for the Lots. The PPA application proposed merging the Lots and buildin
g 42

residential units with 615 square feet ("sf") of commercial space at the ground floor. 
A project

application was not submitted within 18 months of the PPA issuance and the PPA letter exp
ired. No

subsequent proposal to develop the Lots has been submitted along with the proposed le
gislation. The

proposed legislation would allow development to occur in the future at a greater residential den
sity, and

with different allowable uses (e.g., retail), than are currently permitted.

The proposed legislation would rezone the Lots. Lot 001 is a 6,000-sf lot that is mostly vacant bu
t contains

a small flower stand at the northeast corner of the parcel. Lot 031 is a 5,998-sf vacant lot fr
onting on

Quintara Street and is adjacent to and immediately west of Lot 001. Lots 033, 034, and 037 front
 on 19tH

Avenue. Lot 033 is a 13,438-sf lot with atwo-story, 10,800-sf office building constructed in 1958
, and Lot

034 is a 13,207-sf lot with atwo-story, 10,800-sf office building constructed in 1959. Lots 033 an
d 034

currently provide surface parking at the rear of the lots with a total of 62 parking spaces. Lo
t 037 is a

6,480-sf vacant lot.

T'he two existing office buildings on Lots 033 and 034 are Limited Commercial Uses (non-co
nforming

uses) in the RH-2 zoning district. The proposed rezoning to RM-2 under this legislation wou
ld allow

types of development and densities that are currently not permitted under RH-1 and RH-
2 zoning,

including retail and commercial uses.

Although there is no development project proposed at this time, this CEQA determination ana
lyzes the

environmental effects that could be anticipated from a potential future mixed-use residential 
project that

could be approved at the maximum density permitted under the new zoning. Under the propo
sed RM-2

zoning district, the Lots could be eligible for participation in HOME-SF, a voluntary program
 available

for developers constructing mixed-income housing in certain areas of San Francisco. To qualify 
for the

HOME-SF program, 30 percent of the units in a new housing project must be affordable to low-, 
middle-,

and moderate-income families. HOME-SF projects receive density bonuses and zoning modifica
tions that-

allow project sponsors to accommodate additional affordable units. HOME-SF projects 
require a

Conditional Use Authorization from the Planning Commission.

As a maximum density scenario, based on the 45,250 total-square-foot site in the proposed RM-
2 zoning

district and assuming participation in HOME-SF, the proposed legislation could enable a 
development

project that would demolish the two office buildings and develop the entire site and utilize the
 increased

density and height provisions of the HOME-SF program.' This could result in a 65-foot t
all, 203,062-sf

mixed-use residential building comprised of approximately 170 units, 4,000-sf of retail, and on
e level of

basement parking. If the two existing office buildings were to remain, the density that could r
esult may

include a 65-foot tall, 70,000-sf mixed-use residential building comprised of approximately 69 u
nits, 200-

sf of retail, and one level of basement parking.

This CEQA determination provides environmental review for the proposed rezoning and the 
abolition of

the legislated setback.

i For more information about the HOME-SF program, see https://sf-planning.org/home-sf.

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Exclusion from Environmental Review Case No. 2018-008329ENV

BOS File No. 180389

APPROVAL ACTION
T'he San Francisco Board of Supervisors' approval of the proposed rezoning and the abolition of the
legislated setback is the approval action for the legislation. 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.

EXEMPT STATUS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) establishes the general rule that CEQA applies only to projects that
have the potential to cause a significant effect on the environment. Where it can be seen with certainty
that there is no possibility that the activity in question may have a significant effect on the environment,

the activity is not subject to CEQA. As discussed below, the proposed project could not result in a

significant impact on the environment.

DISCUSSION OF ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:

Aesthetics. In accordance with CEQA Section 21099 -Modernization of Transportation Analysis for
Transit Oriented Projects -aesthetics shall not be considered in determining if a project has the potential

to result in significant environmental effects, provided the project meets all of the following three criteria:

a) The project is in a transit priority area;

b) The project is on an infill site; and

c) The project is residential, mixed-use residential, or an employment center.

T'he proposed project meets each of the above three criteria and thus, aesthetics shall not be analyzed to

determine the significance of project impacts under CEQA?

Land Use and Land Use Planning. The San Francisco General Plan establishes objectives and policies to
guide land use decisions related to the physical development of San Francisco and is composed of ten

elements, each of which addresses a particular topic that applies citywide: air quality; arts; commerce and

industry; community facilities; community safety; environmental protection; housing; recreation and

open space; transportation; and urban design. The plan provides general policies to guide land use

decisions, and contains some policies that relate to physical environmental issues. T'he Lots are located

within the RH-1 and RH-2 zoning districts and a 40-X height and bulk district in the Outer Sunset
neighborhood of San Francisco.

The proposed legislation and the theoretical development project examined in this document would

apply to current legal lots of record and do not include any changes to existing public rights of way, so
they would not divide an existing community. Rezoning the project site and abolishing the legislated

setback to permit amixed-use residential project in this location would not conflict with any General Plan
policies or other plans that included mitigations adopted to avoid an environmental impact. Similarly,

z San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 -Modernization of Transportation

Analysis for BOS 180389, July 25, 2018. This document (and all other documents cited in this report unless otherwise
noted), is available for review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of
Case File No. 2018-008329ENV.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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Exclusion from Environmental Review Case No. 2018-008329ENV

BOS File No. 180389

the development of a mixed-use residential project at the project site, which is in proximity to 
existing

multiunit buildings and commercial uses, would not adversely impact that character of the su
rrounding

neighborhood.

Population and Housing. The Lots proposed for rezoning do not currently contain any 
residential units.

Therefore the proposed legislation, or a hypothetical development project that would 
include the

demolition of all existing structures on the Lots, would not result in the displacement of
 any existing

residents or require the construction of new dwelling units elsewhere to compensate for a
ny lost from

demolition. Indeed, the hypothetical project would include the addition of as many as 170 h
ousing units.

The project would be located in an urbanized area and would not be expected to su
bstantially alter

existing development patterns in the neighborhood, or in San Francisco as a whole. Since th
e project site

is located in an established urban neighborhood, it would not require, or create new dem
and for, the

extension of municipal infrastructure.

Transportation. Any future development that could occur under the proposed rezoning
 under this

legislation would not require a transportation study. This is due to the low number of net
 new vehicle

trips anticipated with the theoretical project compared to the existing land uses, and the 
fact that the

overall density estimate is not expected to result in volume-related impacts. A project w
ould have a

significant effect on the environment if it would cause substantial additional vehicle mi
les travelled

("VMT"). For residential projects, a project would generate substantial additional VMT if
 it exceeds the

regional household vehicle miles travelled per capita minus 15 percent 3 This approach is co
nsistent with

CEQA Section 21099 and the thresholds of significance for other land uses recommended
 in Office of

Planning and Research's proposed transportation impact guidelines.

'The Governor's Office of Planning and Research's ("OPR")proposed guidelines evaluating 
transportation

impacts in CEQA recommend screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locatio
ns of projects

that would not result in significant impacts to VMT. If a project meets one of the three 
screening criteria

provided (map-based screening, small projects, and proximity to transit stations), then it is p
resumed that

VMT impacts would be less than significant for the project and a detailed VMT analysis is 
not required.

Map-based screening is used to determine if a project site is located within a transportation 
analysis zone

in the City that exhibits low levels of VMT; small projects are projects that would generate fe
wer than 100

vehicle trips per day; and the proximity to transit stations criterion includes projects that are
 within a half

mile of an existing major transit stop, have a floor area ratio of greater than or equal to 
0.75, vehicle

parking that is less than or equal to that required or allowed by the planning code withou
t conditional

use authorization, and are consistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy.

The existing average daily per capita household VMT for the transportation analysis zone
 in which the

project site is located (transportation analysis zone 136) is 11.9. 'This is 30% below the 
existing regional

average daily per capita household vehicle miles travelled of 17.2. Given that the project 
site is located in

an area where existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the existing regional average 
for residential

use, any future development project would not result in substantial additional VMT and 
impacts would

3 OPR's proposed transportation impact guidelines states a project would cause substantial addit
ional vehicle miles

travelled if it exceeds both the existing City household vehicle miles travelled per capita minus 1
5 percent and

existing regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent. In San Francisco, the City's average VM
T per capita is

lower (8.4) than the regional average (17.2). Therefore, the City average is irrelevant for the purposes o
f the analysis.

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Exclusion from Environmental Review Case No. 2018-008329ENV

BOS File No. 180389

be less-than-significant. The future 2040 vehicle miles travelled for transportation analysis zone 136 is

11.3, which is 29 percent below the future 2040 per capita regional average VMT travelled of 16.1.

Furthermore, the project site meets the proximity to transit stations screening criterion, which also

indicates the proposed projects residential uses would not cause substantial additional VMT.

The existing average daily per capita VMT for retail employees for the transportation analysis zone in

which the project site is located (transportation analysis zone 136) is 9.1. This is 38% below the existing

regional average daily per capita household VMT of 14.8. Given that the project site is located in an area

where existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the existing regional average for retail employees, the

proposed project would not result in substantial additional VMT and impacts would be less-than-

significant. T'he future 2040 vehicle miles travelled for retail employees in transportation analysis zone

136 is 8.4, which is 42 percent below the future 2040 per capita regional average VMT of 16.1.

Furthermore, the project site meets the proximity to transit stations screening criterion, which also

indicates the proposed project's residential and retail uses would not cause substantial additional VMT.

Noise. Noise is;regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Noise Ordinance), which is codified in

Article 29 of the San Francisco Police Code. Article 29 establishes property line and other limits for fixed

noise sources and also regulates construction noise. Projects are required to comply with these
requirements during construction and operation. Therefore, the proposed legislation and theoretical

project would result in less than significant construction noise impacts.

Air Quality. T'he theoretical development project that would be allowed under this legislative rezoning

would fall below the Bay Area Air Quality Management District's (BAAQMD) thresholds for

construction- or operations-related criteria pollutant or health risk impacts.

'The project site is not within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Therefore, any future proposed

development project on this site would not result in a significant impact with respect to siting new

sensitive receptors in areas with substantial levels of air pollution. A development project would require

construction activities for approximately 12-18 months. However, construction emissions would be
temporary and variable in nature and would not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial

air pollutants. Furthermore, development projects are subject to, and comply with, California regulations

limiting idling to no more than five minutes,4 which would fizrther reduce nearby sensitive receptors'

exposure to temporary and variable TAC emissions. Therefore, construction period TAC emissions

would not result in a significant impact with respect to exposing sensitive receptors to substantial levels

of air pollution.

WaterQuality. The theoretical project that would be allowed under this rezoning legislation is not

anticipated to generate wastewater or result in wastewater discharges that would have the potential to

degrade water quality or contaminate a public water supply. Project-related wastewater and stormwater

would flow to San Francisco's combined sewer system and would be treated to standards contained in

San Francisco's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit for the Southeast Water
Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge. In 2013, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

(SFPUC) adopted the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance (Public Works Code, Ordinance 260-13) which

4 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, ~ 2485 (on-road) and § 2449(d)(2) (off-road).
SAN FRANCISCO 5
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Exclusion from Environmental Review Case No. 2018-008329ENV

BOS File No. 180389

requires all construction sites, regardless of size to implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) to

prevent construction site runoff discharges into the combined or separate sewer systems. Further,

construction sites that disturb 5,000 square feet or more of ground surface, such as the theoretical project,

are required to apply for a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit from the SFPUC and submit an

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan which includes BMPs to prevent stormwater runoff and soil erosion

during construction.

Biological Resources. The project site is within a developed urban area and occupied by two existing

buildings, a flower stand, surface parking lots, and a vacant lot. The project site under this proposed

legislation is surrounded by residential, commercial, and institutional uses. The project site is within a

developed urban area of San Francisco with no significant riparian corridors, estuaries, marshes,

wetlands, or any other potential wildlife habitat that might contain endangered, rare, or threatened

species. Thus, the project site has no value as habitat for rare, threatened, or endangered species.

Archeological Resources. There would be no effect to archeological resources due to the location of the Lots,

as there is low sensitivity for historic-period archeological resources based on map and archival research 5

Hisforic Architectural Resources. The development project that could be allowed under this legislation

could include the demolition of three existing structures constructed more than 45 years ago. A property

may be considered a historic resource if it meets any of the criteria related to (1) events, (2) persons, (3)

architecture, or (4) prehistory that make it eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical

Resources, or if it is considered a contributor to a potential historic district.

The buildings are not listed on the National Register of Historic Resources or California Register of

Historical Resources, nor have they been rated by the California Historic Resources Information Center,

or designated under San Francisco Planning Code articles 10 or 11 as local landmarks or within a historic

conservation district. The buildings were not included in the 1976 citywide survey that led to the book

titled Splendid Survivors 6 Therefore based on the theoretical project that was analyzed here, the

department made a preliminary determination that the buildings on the project site are not eligible for

individual listing on the California Register of Historical Resources. In addition, the project site is not

within a historic district or an area proposed as a historic district. According to analysis by Planning

Department preservation staff, demolition of the structures currently occupying the project site would

not result in an adverse impact on an historical resource.'

Wind. 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 potential to generate significant wind impacts. Although the hypothetica165-foot-tall building would

be taller than the immediately adjacent buildings, it would be similar in height to existing buildings in the

5 SF Planning, Preliminary Archeological Review Case 2018-008329ENV, Email from A. Vanderslice to J. Horner, June 25,

2018.

6 For a discussion of the preservation movement in San Francisco and the book Splendid Survivors, see: http://sf-

planning.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/5091-PB_14_Historic_Preservation_in_US_and_SF_new.pdf.

Accessed July 10, 2018.

SF Planning, Memorandum Regarding Historic Resource Status of Assessor's Parcel Block No. 2198, Lot No. 001, 031, 033,

034, 037, July 24, 2018.
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surrounding area. For the above reasons, the proposed project is not anticipated to cause impacts related
to wind.

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. While
the hypothetical project could be as tall as 65 feet, a shadow fan prepared by the Planning Department
showed that a hypothetical project at that height would not cast any new shadow on any open space
subject to Planning Code Section 295 nor any other public open space $ 'Therefore, the proposed rezoning
and hypothetical project would have no shadow impacts.

recreation, Utilities and Service Systems and Public Services. The hypothetical development project could add
as many as 391 new residents to the project site 9 This number of new residents projected would not be
large enough to substantially increase demand for, or use of, 'neighborhood parks or recreational
facilities, such -that substantial physical deterioration would be expected. The permanent residential

population on the site and the incremental on-site daytime population growth that would result from the
any commercial use would not require the construction of new recreational facilities or the expansion of

existing facilities.

Implementation of the hypothetical development project would increase the demand for fire protection,
emergency medical, and police protection services. This increase in demand, however, would not be
substantial given the overall demand for such services on a citywide basis, and would not require the
construction of new facilities to meet increased demand due to the hypothetical development project. Fire
protection, emergency medical, and police protection resources are regularly redeployed based on need
in order to maintain acceptable service ratios.

Geology and Soils. Any future proposed development project would be required to conform to the San

Francisco Building Code, which ensures the safety of all new construction in the City. Decisions about

appropriate foundation design and whether or not additional background studies are required would be

considered as part of the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) review process. Background

information provided to DBI would provide information regarding the steps required to be taken for the

security and stability of adjoining properties as well as the project site during construction. Therefore,

potential damage to structures from geologic hazards on the project site would be addressed through the

DBI requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application pursuant to its

implementation of the Building Code. Any changes incorporated into the foundation design required to

meet the Building Code standards that are identified as a result of the DBI review process would

constitute minor modifications of the project and would not require additional environmental analysis. In

light of the above, the proposed development project would not result in a significant impact related to

seismic and geologic hazards.

$ SF Planning Department, Shadow Fan for BOS File 180389, June 20, 2018.

9 According to the 2010 Census, San Francisco's average household size is 2.26 persons.
SAN FRANCISCO 7
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Exclusion from Environmental Review Case No. 2018-008329ENV

BOS File No. 180389

Hazardous Materials. The Lots are not included on a list of hazardous materials
 sites compiled by the

California Department of Toxic Substance Control pursuant to Government Code Sect
ion 65962.5, nor are

the Lots located in a Maher Area, meaning that they are known or suspected to con
tain contaminated soil

and/or groundwater. The hypothetical mixed-use residential project would not includ
e any industrial or

other uses that would be anticipated to require the storage and/or use of hazardous
 materials.

Mineral, Energy, Agricultural and Forestry Resources. The project site is within designated 
Mineral Resource

Zone 4 (MRZ-4) by the California Division of Mines and Geology under th
e Surface Mining and

Reclamation Act of 1975.95. This designation indicates that there is insufficient i
nformation available to

designate as any other M1ZZ, and therefore, it is assumed that no significant 
mineral deposits exist.

Furthermore, according to the San Francisco General Plan, no significant mineral reso
urces exist in all of

San Francisco. Development of the hypothetical project would not result in use o
f 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 comply with

current state and local codes and standards concerning energy consumption, in
cluding Title 24 of the

California Code of Regulations enforced by the Department of Building Inspection.

The Lots are within an urbanized area in the City and County of San Francisco that
 does not contain any

Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide Importance; fore
st land; or land under

Williamson Act contract. The area is not zoned for any agricultural uses.

Public Notice and Comment. A "Notification of Project Receiving Environment
al Review" was mailed

on June 14, 2018 to owners and occupants of properties within a 300 foot radius
 of the project site and

other interested parties. The Planning Department received two comments in 
response to the notice,

which included a request for clarification about the content of the notice, conce
rns that the lot

configuration is inconsistent with the Sanborn maps, concerns that the current zon
ing is inconsistent with

the current uses, and concerns that abolishing the rune-foot legislated setback 
and rezoning the Lots

would be arbitrary and capricious.

CONCLUSION
CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3) provides an exemption from environmental review where it can be

seen with certainty that the proposed project could not have a significant effect o
n the environment. As

noted above, there is no possibility that the proposed rezoning could have sig
nificant environmental

impacts. For this reason, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from enviro
nmental review under

the General Rule Exclusion (CEQA Guidelines 15061(b)(3)).

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Memo to the Planning Commission 1650 Mission St.
Sufte 400

HEARING DATE: JULY 26, 2018 san Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Case No.: 2014-002541ENV GPA PCA MAP DEV CWI' SHD Reception:
Project Address: India Basin Mixed Use Project 415.558.6378
Existing Zoning: M-1 (Light Industrial) Fax;

M-2 (Heavy Industrial) 413.558.6409
NC-2 (Small Scale Neighborhood Commercial)

Planning
P (Public) Ir~ormation:
40-X and OS (Open Space) Height and Bulk Districts 415.558,6377

Proposed Zoning: NC-2, MCTG, P

India Basin Special Use District (SUD)
20/160-IB, OS

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

Project Sponsor: Recreation and Park Department and BUILD Inc.
Staff Contact: Mathew Snyder — (415) 575-6891

Mathew. Snyder@sfgov. org

Recommendation: Approval with Conditions

This memorandum documents the changes made to the approval packet for the India Basin Mixed-Use
Project sent July 19, 2018. (Proposed revisions shown in underline.)

Changes include (1) clarifications to the Executive Summary, Motions and Resolutions regarding
required actions and the name of the Project Sponsor; (2) minor edits to the CEQA finclings; (3) revised
language in the General Plan Amendment Resolution regarding General Plan consistency finclings; (4) a
revised substitute draft Plaiuling Code and Zoning Map Amendment Orclinance and associated draft
Resolution; and (5) additional changes to the Development Agreement resolution recognizing that the
Project Sponsor is targeting 20%reduction in vehicle trip.

On July 24, 2018, Supervisor Cohen introduced a substitute Ordinance amending the Planiung Code and
Zoning Map. In this memo, Staff is recommending some additional minor amendments to this substitute
Ordinance.

The Substitute Plaruzulg Code Amendment Ordinance is attached along with the Resolution of the
Recreation and Parks Commission regarding Shadow Findings under Planning Code section 295 that
were made at its March 18, 2018 hearing. Letters of support, including from the India Basin
Neighborhood Association, and one letter of opposition is also attached.

Executive Summary and Motions and Resolutions

Staff is recommending that the Executive Summary and all Motions and Resolutions before you be
revised to (1) reflect the official name of the Project Sponsor for the 700 Innes and India Basin Open Space
component of the Project as being "India Basin Investrnents, LLC"; (2) the Executive Summary is to

www.sfplanning.org



Case Report
Hearing Date: July 26, 2018

2014-002541 ENV GPA PCA MAP DEV CWP SHD
India Basin Mixed-Use Project

include General Plan Amendments and General Plan finclings as being required actions; and (3)

descriptions throughout are to reflect that improvements to the India Basin Open Space are included in

the component of the Project that will be implemented by India Basin Investments, LLC.

CEQA Findings
Staff is recommending the following clarification to the CEQA Findings:

On p. 2 of the CEQA Findings, in the second paragraph, make the following edit to the first sentence:

BUILD would redevelop approximately 29.26 acres of privately and publicly owned parcels

along the shoreline to create a new publicly accessible network of improved parkland and open

space and amixed-use urban village, consisting 1,575 residential units, 209,000 of commercial

use,1,800 off-street parking svaces, and 1,575 bicycle parking svaces.

On p. 61 of the CEQA Findings, under Bullet "Land Use and Sustainable Development", make the

following edit to the second sentence:

Key elements of the Sustainability Plan include developing a currenfly underutilized site with

mixed-use development and open space... and rehabilitation of historic resources such as 702 Earl

Street and the Shipwrights Cottage, the later in compliance with the Secretary of Interior's

Standards of Rehabilitation.

General Plan Consistency Findings

The General Plan Findings and Plaruiing Code Section 101.1 Findings are included in the General Plan

Amendments Resolution. To clarify that these findings can be used for actions that are consistent with

and further the project beyond those before the Planning Commission at the July 26 hearing, staff is

recommending the following revision:

AND BE TT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Planning Commission finds these General Plan

Amendments are in general conformity with the General Plan, and the Project and its approvals

associated therein, all as more particularly described in Exhibit E to the Development Agreement

on file with the Planning Department in Case No. 2014-002541DVA are each on balance,

consistent with the following Objectives and Policies of the General Plan, as it is proposed to be

amended as, follows. These General Plan Findings are for the entirety of the Project and

contemplate approval actions that, in addition to the General Plan Amendments, include but aze

not limited to Planning Code Text and Zoning Map Amendments, DA approval, DSG approval,

adoption of Shadow findings under Planning Code Section 295, land acquisitions and

conveyances as necessar  vto vn~lement the public trust exchange contemplated in the DA, and

actions by the Boazd of Supervisors and a~licable City agencies a~roving the vacation of

portions of Griffith Street, Hudson Avenue, Earl Street and Arelious Walker Avenue within the

Project Site as contemplated by the DA; and

AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, That in regard to any other later approvals that are

consistent with and further the Project, this Commission and the Department, to the maacimum

extent practicable, shall rely on these General Plan consistency findings.

SAN FRRtdGISGO 
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Case Report 2014-002541 ENV GPA PCA MAP DEV CWP SHD
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Development Agreement Draft Resolution
The Transportation Plan /Transportation Demand Management Plan will include a goal of reducing
estimated aggregate daily one-way vehicle trips by 20%. This new target is greater than required by the
MMRP. As such, Planning staff is recommending the following addition to the Resolution
acknowledging this difference.

Prior to the first NOW THEREFORE BE TT RESOLVED clause, insert:

WHEREAS, as a ~azt of the requirements of the DA, the Project B~onsor has committed to
implementing a Transportation Plan /Transportation Demand Management Plan, that among
other commitrnents, includes a goal of reducing estimated aggreeate daily one-way_vehicle trigs
associated with the 700 Innes and India Basin Open Space ~ro~erties by at 20 percent compared
to the aggregate daily one-way vehicle trigs identified in the project-related Transportation
Impact Studv. The Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program requires that such trips be
reduced by at least 15 percent; therefore the new 20 percent target is consistent with meeting the
"at least" 15 percent requirement.

Planning Code and Zoning Map Ordinance
Subsequent to the Planning packets being sent last week, City staff continued to work on the new
Planning Code provisions that would implement the Project. Supervisor Cohen introduced a substitute
Orclinance at the Board Supervisors on July 24, 2018 that reflected changes to the Special Use District.
Staff has been involved in the review of this legislation and supports it. Staff's recommendation is for the
Planning Commission to approve the substitute Ordinance (attached). Below is a description of the
substantive changes:

Major and Minor Modifications Process

Section 249.84 (fl, page 5, lines 19 through 23:

Definitions for Major and Minor Modifications have been revised by removing indication that
such modifications apply to "vertical development only".

Land Use

Section 249.84(g), pages 7 (line 1) through 9 (line 1), Land Use Chart has been revised by (1)
correcting that "Entertainment, Arts &Recreation Use" are generally principally permitted in the
Public Market /Town Triangle Zone (publicly accessible privately owned spaces); and (2)
clarified that "Entertainment, Arts &Recreational Uses" are not pernutted within the "Privately
Owned Open Space" and removed unnecessary exception to allowing "Passive Open Area"
within such zone and renumbered exceptions accordingly.

Interim Uses

Section 249.84(8)(4), page 11 (lines 45),: Subsection Q) has been added as follows:

f j) Trailers, recreational vehicles, or other temporary housing for construction workers, seasonal labor, or
other workforce emploument needs.

sera ra;,r.cisco 3PLANNING UEPAfiTMENT
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Usable Open Space

2014-002541 ENV GPA PCA MAP DEV CWP SHD
India Basin Mixed-Use Project

Section 249(h)(8), page 13 (lines 12-19): In recognition that the Project includes a significant amount . of

new open space (both publicly owned and privately owned) that will be delivered in conjunction with

vertical development, the following open space exception has now been included in the Draft Ordinance:

Notwithstanding the above, dwelli~ units within "the Cove" portion of the site, as described in the

Development Agreement and shown in Figure 1-38 of the DSG, are exempt from this usable open space

requirement, given their immediate adjacency to "the Market Place" open space.

NOTE: Planning staff is also recommending further revisions to the open space requirement that were

not included in the Substitute Orclinance and are described below under discussion of the Draft Plaru~uwig

Code Resolution.

Dwelling Unit Exposure

Section 249(h)(9), Page 13 (lines 20-24): revised the language to be consistent with the DSG:

All required dwelling unit windows and openings as de 'ned by Section 504: Light and Ventilation o the

San Francisco Housing Code shall face directly on an open area such as a public street, lanewa~, parcel

break, trail, or unobstructed open space, for a minimum horizontal clear dimension of 25 feet, measured

perpendicularlu fmm the required window or opening face, as rther provided in the DSG.

Off-Street Parking

Section 249(h)(10), Page 14 (lines 1-20): revised Table 249.84-3 to include the following requirements

specifically for grocery stores:

Retail, except General Grocery or Special Grocery Use 1 space: 700 moss square eet

General Grocery or Special Grocery Uses below 1 space: 500 ~-ross square eet
20 000 gr oss scLuare eet

General Grocery or Special Grocery Uses with 20, 000 1 space: 250~ross square eet
~r ss square feet or more

New language has also been added to clarify that publicly accessible parking for the Project's parks and

open spaces is permitted beyond those provided in the parking maximum ratios:

Notwithstanding the maximum o -street parking ratios established in Table 249.84-3, up to 225 public

parking spaces may be provided to visitors to India Basin's parks, subiect to the 1, 800-parking-space cap.

Planning Code and Zoning Map Draft Resolution: Staff Recommendation for Additional Ted Amendments

As noted above, Planning staff is recommending further revisions to the Plaiuzing Code Text

amendments regarcling Usable Open Space, which were not included in the revised draft Ordinance

described above.

Therefore, staff is recommending that the Commission include as part of its action the following language

to address further exceptions to the on-site usable open space requirement:

SAN FRAtdCISGO L~.
PL!lNHFN¢ DEP03iTN/ENT
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AND BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board of
Supervisors incorporate the following additional provision and corrections within the Draft
Ordinance:

Section 249.84(fl Definitions: add to the end of the Minor Modification defuution:

Noiwithstandin~ the forQoinQ. minor modifications shall also include modifications of un to 50%
or the usable space reauirement for buildings on F3. F4. F5. F6 and F8 and identified in the
DSG.

On toy of the above additional open space provision, correct the following to Section 3 of the Draft
Ordinance

(d) To change the Zoning Map (ZN09) from M-2 (Heave Industrial) to P:

~JG~ -~

4596 / 025' 4597/ 025 ~ P

Attachments:
Draft Substitute Plaruzulg Code and Map Ordinance
Recreation and Parks Commission Resolution 1807-004
Letter of Opposition
Letter of Support

SAN iRFNCISCO 5PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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FILE NO. 180680 ORDINANCE NO.

[Planning Code, Zoning Map -India Basin Special Use District]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to establish the India Basin Special Use

District, located generally at Innes Avenue between Griffith Street and Earl Street,

along the India Basin shoreline, in the southeast part of San Francisco; amending the

Planning Code by amending the Zoning Map to change zoning designations, height

districts, and add the India Basin Special Use District; and making findings under the

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

the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1, and findings of public

necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

NOTE: Unchanged Code. text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font.
Deletions to Codes are in
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.
:Board amendment deletions are in c~riL"o~hrn~inh Aril fr~n~

Asterisks (* *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code
.subsections or parts of tables.

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

Section 1. Planning and Environmental Findings.

(a) In companion legislation adopting a Development Agreement associated with the

India Basin Mixed-Use project, the Board of Supervisors adopted environmental findings

pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources

Code Sections 21000 et seq.), the CEQA Guidelines (14 Cal. Code Reg. Sections 15000 et

seq.), and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code. The Board of Supervisors adopts these

environmental findings as though fully set forth herein in relation to this ordinance. A copy of

Supervisor Gohen
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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said companion legislation is in Board of Supervisors File No. and it and its

environmental findings are incorporated herein by reference.

(b) !n companion legislation adopting General Plan amendments associated with the

India Basin Mixed-Use project, the Board of Supervisors adopted findings that the actions

contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance, with the City's General Plan and

eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The Board incorporates #hese findings

by reference and adopts these findings as ifs own. A copy of said companion legislation is in

Board of Supervisors File No.

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this- Board finds that this Planning Code

amendment will serve the public necessity, .convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth

in Planning Commission Resolution No. and adopted on , 2018, and- the

Board adopts such reasons as its own. A copy of said resolution is on file with the Clerk. of

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

Section 2. The Planning Cade is hereby amended by adding Section 249.84, to read.:

as follows:

SEC. 249.84. INDIA BASINSPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a Purpose and Boundaries. A Special Use District entitled the "India Basin Special Use

District" (SUD) is hereby established, located generally at Inner Avenue between Griffith Street and

Earl Street, along the India Basin shoreline, in the southeast part ofSan Francisco. The precise

boundaries of the SUD are shown on Sectional Map SU09 of the Zoning Map. The purpose of this SIlD

is to implement the DevelopmentAgreement fnr the India Basin Mixed-Use Protect ~ProLt~,, approved

the Board of Supervisors in the ordinance in Board File No. .The Protect will provide

several benefits to the Ciiv, such as a significant amount of open space, increased public access,

Supervisor Cohen
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2 ~



commercial space, extensive infrastructure improvements, and a(fordable.housing while creatingjobs,.

housings and a vibrant community.

Lb) Public Trust. Within this SLID, certain property is or will be subiect to the public trust for
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commerce, navigation, and sheries (the Public Trust) in accordance with a public trust exchange and

title settlement agreement with the State of California. The Port of San Francisco (Port) has

jurisdiction over the Public Trust property, with the ri ~h t to prohibit uses that are not consistent with

the Public Trust. The Port also shall issue permits for ariv improvements on the Public Trust~perty,_

subiecf to arry dele ~ga tion by the Port to another Ci a encv. The Recreation and Park Department

will operate and maintain the public parks and open spaces located on Public Trust property, in

accordance with an agreement with the Port and in accordance with the open space covenant attached

to the Development Agreement (Open Space Covenant). The Planning Commission has jurisdiction

ouer the permitting for arzv development o f property within the SLID that. is not subject to the Public

Trust.

(c) Relationship. to Design Standards and. Guidelines. The Design Standards and Gzr delines

(DSG~ as mrry be periodically amended, are. incorporated into this SUD and set forth standards. and.

guidelines applicable within the_ SUD. A cop~of the DSG is on file with the Plannin~Department and

is available on its website. This SUD and the DSG shall be read and construed together so as to avoid

any conflict to the greatest extent passible. I{there is an unavoidable conflict between the SUD and the

DSG, the SUD shall prevail. The Planning Director may make adjustments to the DSG for areas within

the Planning Commission's jurisdiction, provided any material amendment to the DSG, as determined

by the Planning Director, will be subject to the review and approval of the Planning Commission.

Adjustments to the DSG for areas outside of the Planning Commission's jurisdiction, such as

adjustments to the public right-of-ways, public in{rastructure, or recreational facilities within the

parks, may be made by the Public Works Director, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

General Manager, or the Recreation and Park Department General Mana eg r, as applicable, su~ect to

Supervisor Cohen
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the requirements of the Development Agreement and the Open.Space Covenant and ollowing

consultation. with the Planning Director.

Ld) Relationshiv to Other Planning .Code Provisions. Applicable provisions of the Planning

4 Code shall control except as otherwise provided in this SUD, the DSG within the control of the

Planning Commission or Recreation and Park Commission, and the' DevelopmentAgreement (for so

long as the DevelopmentAgreement is in e ect). In the event ofa conflict between other provisions o f

the Planning Code and the DSG or this SZJD (and further subject to subsection (e) below), this SUD

shall control first, ollowed by the DSG and the Planning Code•

(e) Relationship to the DevelopmentA~reement: This SUD shall be read and construed
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consistent with the DevelopmentAgreement, and all development within the Protect Site shall satisfy

the requirements of the:DevelopmentAgreement for so Zones as it remains in e ect or each part ofthe

Proiect Site. As described in the DevelopmentAgreement, the Project is divided into Development

Phases, and no development may occur within a Development Phase until after the Planning

De~artmeMt issues a Development Phase Approval. Upon expiration or termination o the

Development Agreement for any part o the Project-.Site, any new development.- other than replacement

ofwhat was built under the DevelopmentA~reement, shall requixe a conditional use approval under..

Section 303 of this Code.

~~efinitions. I not expressly superseded by definitions set forth in this Section 249.84 the

DSG, or the DeveZopmentAgreement, all definitions, procedures, and requirements ofthe Planning

Code shall apply to this SUD. The following deftnittons shall govern interpretation of this Sectiotx:

'Applicant"means the owner or authorized agent of the owner ofa parcel that applies for. an

~proval under this SUD.

"Building Standards" means the standarcLr applicable to Vertical Improvements and arty

associatedQrivately-owned open spaces within the SUD, consisting ofthe standards speci ed in

subsection ~Fi) below and the standards identified as such in the DSG. It does not mean Building Code

Supervisor Cohen
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requirements under either the California, the San Francisco, or the Port of San Francisco Building

Codes, which this SUD and the DSG do not override.

"Development Agreement"sholl mean the DevelopmentA~reementBy and Between the Ciiv

and County of San Francisco and India Basin Investment LLC, a California limited liability co~arzy,.,

Relative to the Development-Known as India Basin Mzxed-Use Project, approved by the Board of

Supervisors in the ordinance in Board File No. , as it may be amended from time to time.

"Development Phase "and "Development Phase Approval "have the meaning set forth in the

Development Agreement.

"General Manager"means the General Manager o{the Recreation and Park Department.
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"Horizontal Development" or ̀ .`Horizontal Improvements" means all improvements and

construction required to prepare land for Vertical Improvements, including streets, right_o~a~s;

utility lines, and infrastructure to serve development lots, transit improvements, public parks and omen

spaces, bicycle paths, and shoreline improvements. Horizontal Development shall include all Public

Improvements-and all Privately-Owned Community Improvements, as-those terms are defined in the

Development Agreement.

"India Basin DSG" or "DSG" shall mean the document adopted by Planning Commission

Motion , as may be amended from time to time. The DSG is incorporated into this SUD by

re erence.

"Major Modification " means a deviation of I D% or more from any dimensional or numerical

standard in this SUD or in the DSG, except as explicitlyprohibited per subsection (i) below.

"Minor Modification" means a deviation ofless than 10% from any dimensional or numerical

standard in this SUD or in the DSG, except as explicitlYprohibited per subsection (i) below, or any

deviation from any non-numerical standard in the DSG.

"Privately-Owned Community Improvement" shall mean a facili that is privately owned and

privately maintained, at no cost to the City, for the public benefrt, that is not dedicated to the City. The

Supervisor Cohen
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Privately-Owned Communiiv Improvements include certain right-of-wavy, pedestrian paths and bicycle

lanes, open spaces, the public market, and storm drain facilities, as more particularly described in the

Development Agreement.

"Project Site "has the meaning set forth in the Development Agreement.

"Public improvements"means the {acilities, both on- and off-site, to be improved, constructed,
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and dedicated by Developer and, upon completion in accordance with the DevelopmentAQreement.

accepted by the City. Public Improvements include the streets within the Proiect Site described in the

Development Agreement, and all infrastructure and public utilities within the accepted streets (s~ech as

gas, electricity, and water and sewer lines, but excluding any non-municipal utilities), as well as

sidewalks, bicycle lanes, street niture, paths, and intersection improvements (such as curbs,

medians, signaling, traffic controls devices, side, and striping}. Public Improvements also include

the Parks: and open Spaces, the SFP UC Infrastructure, and the SFMTA Infrastructure, as those terms

are defined in the DeveZopmentAgreement. The Public Improvements do not include Privately-Owned

Community Improvements.

"RPC Open Space" means publicly-owned areas within the SUD that are within the jurisdiction

f the Port Commission or the Recreation and Park Commission, as depicted on Figure 249.84-1._ RFC

Open Space.

[Insert Figure 249.84-1: RPC Open. Space 1

"Vertical Development" or "Yerticallmprovements"means new construction ofa building and

afzy later expansion or addition to a previously rxpproved building: where the building is located withiM

the Mixed-Use, Residential Mixed-Ilse, Multi-Family Residential, or Public Market land use districts

within the SUD shown in Fieure 249.84-2: India Basin Use Districts.

(Insert Figure 249.84-2: India Basin Use Districts (figure 4-6 of the DSG,}J

Uses.

Supervisor Cohen
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~1) Permitted Uses. The ollowing~ uses set forth in Table 249.84-1: India Basin Uses

shall be permitted as indicated within the different use districts of the SUD, where P means Permitted

Use and NP means Non_permiited Use:

Table 249.84.1: India Basin Uses

Use Mixed
Use

Residential Multi,
Family

Residential

Public
Market
/Town
Trian Ye

Privately Owned
Onen SnaceMixed Use

Agriculture Use P (1.2) P 12 P 12

Automotive Use NP 3 NP 3 NP 3 NP NP

Entertainment, Arts & P X4.51 P (4, 5) P S 6 P 5 b NP

Recreation Use

Industrial Ilse NP~(7) 1VP 7 8 NP (3) NP NP

Institutional. Use ~ P (10~ P (10,11 NP 12 NP

Residential Use P P P NP NP

Sales and Services. P {13~ P (13~ NP IVP NP

Non-Retail Use

Sales and Services,

Retail Use

P 14 P 14 I S NP NP 16 NP

Utility and

Infrastructure Use

NP 17

I S

NP (17,

~

NP (17.

18

NP I S NP (18)

Supervisor Cohen
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Notes:

1. Use permitted with the exception ofLar,~e Scale Urban Agriculture and Industrial

Agriculture.

2. Use permitted with the exception of greenhouses.

3. Use not permitted with the exception. o{Puhlic and Private Parking facilities.

4. Use permitted with a rrcaximum limit of three. screens or any Movie Theater use.

5. use permitted with the exception oflivery Stables a~cd Sports S`tttdiums.

6. Use permitted with the exception ofMovie Theater and Nighttime Entertainment.

7. Use not permitted with the exception o{Cat Boarding-: Kennel. Light Manu acturing, Metal

Working Parcel Trade O„~fice, Trade Shop. Animal Processing 1, and Food Fiber and Beverage.

Processing:

8. Use not,~ermitted except on ground Floor.

9. Cannabis Dispensary permitted with Conditional Use.

1 D. Use permitted with the exception of Cannabis Dirpensary and_Hospital.

11. Use Permitted with the exception ofJob Training. Trade School and Post-secondar-~

~ Educatianallnstitution.

12. Use natpertnitted with the exception ofPublic Facilities.

13. Use permitted with the exce  ption ofLaboratorv, Life Sciences, Commercial Storage,

yYholesale Sales, and Wholesale Storage.

14. Use permitted with the exception ofAdult Business, Mortuaru Limited Financial Services.

Motel, Se1~Storage and ?'obacco Paraphernalia Store.

1 S. Use permitted with the exception ofAnimal Hospital. Fringe Financial Services.

16. Use notpermitted with the exception o Groeeru Food and Beverage. uses.

17. Use not permitted with the exception oflnternet Service Exchange, Wireless

Telecommunication Services ~WTS Facility, which shall be permitted with a Conditional Use permit.
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l8. Use not permitted with the exception o Utility Installation.

(2) Uses within RPC Open Space. Subiect to the limitations imposed by the Public

Trust, uses within RPC Open Space sha11 be subiect to review under Planning Code section 211, which

controls land uses within P (Public) Districts. Notwithstanding Planning Code Sections 21l , 211.1.

and 211.2, the ollowing uses shall be considered principally permitted.• concessionaire stands and

infrastructure as described in the Development Agreement and the DSG.

(3 Temporary Uses. Subject to the limitations imposed by the Public Trust, arcv of the

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

following temporary uses (collectively. Temporary UsesZmav be authorized by the General Manager

for uses located within the RPC Open Space or the Planning Director for uses located within.the SUD

but outside the RPC Open Space without a public hearing or a period not to exceed 90 days: booths

for charitable, patriotic, or welfare:purposes; markets: exhibitions, festivals, circuses, musical and

theatrical performances.. and other orms of live entertainment including setup/load-in and

demobilization/load-out; athletic events,- open-air sales of agriculturally produced seasonal

decorations such as Christmas trees'and Halloween pumpkins; meeting rooms and event staging

mobile ood on private property; _arid temporary retail establishments. Such authorization may be

extended for another 90 days, as approved by the General Manager or Planning Director, as

applicable. The General Mana~(for uses located within the RPC Dpen Space) or the Planning

Director (for uses located outside the RPC Open Space~av authorize recurring Temporary Uses.

on the

are subject to permitting as required under the Municipal Code.

~4) Interim Uses. Subject to the limitations imposed by the Public Trust, interim uses

for. a period not to exceed five years may be authorized by the General Mana aer (for uses located

within the RPC Open Space) or the Planning Director (for uses located outside the RPC Open S,pace,~

without a public hearing if the General Manager or Planning Director, as applicable, finds that such

Interim Use will not impede orderl  ydevelopment consistent with this SUD, the DSG, and the
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Develo~mentAgreement Additional time for such uses may be authorized upon a new application.

Arcv Interim Use listed in this subsection (~)(4) that is integral to development under the Development

Agreement, as determined by the General Manager or Planning Director, as a~~licable: sha11 not

require s~arate authorization as an Interim or Temporary use (for example, uses incidental. to

environmental clean-up, demolition and construction, storage, and automobile and truck parking and

loading related to construction activities). Arty authorization granted pursuant to this subsection (~)(4)

shall not exempt the applicant from obtainin~cmv other permit required by law. All such uses on the

public right-of-way are subiect to permitting as required under the Municipal Code. In addition to

temporary uses integral to the development. Interim Uses shall include, but are. not limited to:

L) Retail activities, which may include the on-site assembly, production, or sale

of food, beverages, and goods, the 'operation of restaurants or other retail food service in temporary

structures, outdoor seating food trucks, and ood carts;

(B) Temporary art installations, exhibits, and sales;

(C}Recreational facilities and uses (such as play and climbing structures and

outdoor fitness classes):

(D) Motor vehicle and bicycle parkin, i accessory to other permitted.

temporary, or interim uses;

~E) On-site assembly and production of foods in enclosed or unenclosed 'I

temporary. structures:

(F) Educational activities, including but not limited to after-school day camp and

activities;

(G) Site management service, administrative functions, and customer amenities

and associated Zoadin~;

,(H) Rental or sales offices incidental to new development;
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rI) Entertainment uses, both unenclosed and enclosed, which may include

temporary structures to accommodate stages, seating and support facilities or patrons and

aerations: and

~~ Trailers, recreational vehicles, or other temporary housing for construction

workers, seasonal labor, or other wor orce employment needs.

(5) Nonconforming Uses. The Planning Director and the General Manager may allow

the reasonable continuance, modification, or expansion of existing uses and structures that do not

comply with this Section 249.84 or the DSG upon a determination. that the use would not impede. the

orderl ~d pment o{the SUD consistent with this Section and the Development Agreement.

L) Ground Floor Use Requirements. Ground Floor Uses are required as indicated m

Table 249.84-2: Types of Ground Floor Uses and Figure 249.84-3: Ground Floor Uses, below. Such

uses cannot ace a public right-of-way or public open space yvith non-transparent walls or irrvolve the

stora ~e o~~oods or vehicles at a rate greater than I S% o the required frontage-length, as further

governed by-the Ground Floor Use Requirements in the DSG.

Table 249.84-2: Types of Ground Floor Uses

Gxound Floor Allowed Use
Use Tvve Cafe~ories (can

be nrincinal,
conditional.. or
accesso

Type A Entertainment.

Arts, and

Recreation Uses,

Sales and

Services. Retail

Uses
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Tune B Sales and

Services. Non-

Retail and

Institutional Use

Tune C Residential Use

Cate~ory

jlnsert Fi,~cre 249.84-3: Ground Floor Uses (DSO Fi~ur-e No. 4-7)7

,~li Building Standards. Building Standards shall be as follows, unless modified in accordance

with subsections ~i)(2) or ji)(3), below.

U Residential Unit Density. There shall be no reszdential unit density limit within this"

SUD.

,~2,) Floor Area Ratio. .There shall be no floor-area-ratio limit within this. SUD.

(3) Building Height. The height limits shall be as set forth on Sectional Map HT09. of

the Zoning Map and as further limited and detailed in Figure 249.84-4: Building I~ei~hts Maximum,

and as further governed by the DSO.

Insert Figure 249.54-4: Buildin,~Heights Maximum.l

4) Measurement ofHeiPht. Buildings shall be measured from predeterm_ ined~oints

as provided in Figure 249 84-5 - Measurement o~eig~ht and as further set forth in Chapter 5 of the

DSG. Portions of the Site tivithin the "OS" Height designations shall be subject to the same

requirements and review .procedures of other properties throughout San Francisco with an "OS'_'

Height and Bulk designation•
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[Insert Figure 249.84-5: Measurement ofHei~(DSG Fi reu e 5-SZJ

~5) Bulk. No building dimension shall be Qreater than 270 eet along atzv~ublic right;

of-way or public open space. No portion of anv building above 80 feet in height shall have a dimension

greater than 130 feet.. Buildings shall also meet the DSG requirements or building modulation and_

sculpting

L) Setbacks. Buildings shall be set back from or built to the respective right-of-wavy'

as shown in Figure 249.84-6: Setbacks, and as further governed by the DSG_

[Insert Figure 249.84-6: Setbacks (DSG Figure S-7). 7
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17
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24
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(7) Rear Yard. There shall be no rear void requirement within the India Basin SZID.

L) Usable. Open Space. In addition to anv publicly-accessible open spaces described

in the DSG, a minimurrc of 36 square feet of open space ifprivate, or 48 square feet open space i, f

common; shall be_provided for each dwelling unit. Such open space may. be on the ground, on decks;

balconies, porches, or otherfacilities and shall be provided on the same development block as the unit

to be served. The standards for open spaces shall be governed by the DSG. Notwithstanding the above.

dwelling units within "the Cove "portion of the site, as described in the Development Agreement and

shown in Figure 1-38 of the DSG, are exempt from this usable open space requirement, given their

immediate adjacency to "the Market Place" open space.

(9) Minimum Dwelling Unit Exposure. All required dwelling unit windows and

openin ~gs as defined by Section 504: Light and Ventilation of the San Francisco Housing Code shall

face directly on an open area such as a public street, lanewav, parcel breal~ trail, or unobstrucfed open

mace. for a minimum horizontal clear dimension of 25 feet, measured perpendicularly from the

reAuired window or openin face, as further provided in the DSG.
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(10) Maximum .D,,~f-St~"eet Parking. The standards for o =street parkin- shall. be

governed by the DSG. O -Street pttrking is not required and shall be limited to the oZlowin maximum

ratios:

Table 249.84-3: Maximum Off Street Parking Ratios ner Land Use

Land Use Off-SireetParkin~Ratio

Residential 1 space: 1 unit

O ce 1 space: 1,200 gross square eet

Refail, except General Grocery or Special I space: 700 dross .square, eet

Grocery Use

General Grocery O7' Special Grocery Uses

below 20, 000 square eet

1 space: 500 gross square feet

General Grocery or Special Grocery Uses with 1 space: 250 gross square feet

20.000 amass square feet or more,

Pursuant to subsection X1)(4), parkiMg~ amounts may be greater on a parcel-bv parcel basis than

otherwise allowed by Table 249.84-3, but not to exceed 1, 800 0 -street parking spaces in the SAID:

Notwithstanding the maximum o ff-street parking ratios established in Table 249.84-3, up to 225 public

narking spaces may be provided to visitors to India Basin's parks,. subiect to the 1,800-parking s -pace

~:

j111 Loading. O~street Zoadin~spaces shall be provided in the following amounts;

and as shown in Table 249.84-4: Loading Spaces, and Figure 249.84-7: Loading Spaces, subject to

modi~tcations in accordance with Section 4.7 of the DSG.
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Table 249.84-4: Loading Svaces

Garage Loading Spaces

Tlie Cove 5

Hillside 7

Flats 2

[Insert Figure 249.84-7: Lottding Spacesl

(12) Bicycle Parking. The amount o~bicycle parkin required shall be governed by the

Planning Code, but the location and design o~the required bicycle parking shall be governed bu the

DSG and the transportation plan attached to the DevelopmentAgreement.

j13) Showers and Lockers. Showers and Zockers shall be provided pursuant to the

Planning Code•.

(14~Permitted Obstructions. Obstructions shall extend no more than three feet within

required setbacks and right-okays and no more than four feet within required setbacks greater than ~I

one. oot, as,further described in the DSG.

75) Streetscane Improvements. Implementation ofthe Rights-of-Wav Public Realm

Improvements as described in the DSG shall be required pursuant to the DeveZopmentAgreement.

(16) Signage. Notwithstandin  gthe si ~rcage controls ofArticle 6 for business and

identi in signs within NG2 and MUG Districts, the following signa~e controls shall be applied

within the M~ced Use, Residential Mixed-Use, and Multi-Family Residential districts of this SUD, in

addition to reg,•ulation ofsigns in the DSG:

(A) Freestandin~gns are not permitted.

(B) Signs shall be placed no higher than 30feet above~erade•

(C) Identi ~in~ signs shall be no larger than 10 square eet.
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,~D) There is no limitation on the area of business signs as lon  ~as they meet the

controls o the DSG.

LE,) Proiectin~ si ~n  av project no more than 50% of the sidewalk width and

must be oraented perpendicular to the building faee.

j17) Inclusionary Housing Requirements. For so long as the DeuelopmentAgreement

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

is in of fect with respect to a portion a the Project Site, the affordable housing requirements of the

DevelopmentAgreementshall govern that portion of the Proiect Site. Upon expiration or termination

o{the DevelopmentA~xeement as applied to a portion of the Proiect Site, the then-applicable

affordable housin~~requirements of the Planning Code sha11 a~ply to that portion of the Proiect Site.

without reference to the date o~nv earlier environmental revzew application.

(I8) Impact Fees. For so Zang- as the Development agreement remains in e ect with

respect to a portion ofthe Proiect Site the developer impactfees payable or any Tjertical Development

on that portion o{the Proiect Site wi11 be determined in accordance with the DevelopmentA~reement.

Unon expiration or termination of the DevelopmentA~reement as applied to a portion of the Proiect

Site the then-applicable developer impact fees in the Planning Code shall apply to that portion of the

Project Site.

,[i) Modifications to &uildin,~ Standards and Ground Floor Use Requirements. Modifrcation

of the Building Standards and Ground Floor Use Requirements set forth in this SUD and as more

specifrcally set forth in the DSG may be approved on a pro'ecJ t_bv_proiect basis accordin  gto the

urocedures set forth below.

(1) No Modifications or Variances. No modifications or variances are permitted for

maximum height and maximum o -street parking ratios established in this SUD, except as urovided in

subsection X11(4). Other Building Standards set forth in this SUD or in the DSG may only be modi~

as provided in subsections (i)(2} and (i)(3).
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(2) Minor Modifications. The Planning Director mawapprove a Minor Modification

administratively in.accordance with the procedures set forth in subsection (lZ

(3) Major ModiFcations. The Planning Commission shall hear arc application for a

Mayor Modification in accordance with the procedures set forth in subsection (1).

~i) Develo~mentPhaseApproval. The Plannin~Department shall approve onl  ythose

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

applications for individual buildin~proiects that are consistent with a Development Phase Approval.

The Development Phase Approval process, as set forth in the DeveZopmentA~reement, is to ensure that

all Horizontal Improvements and Vertical Improvements within a Development Phase are consistent

with the Development Agreement and this SUD. The Planning Director shall act on a Development

Phase Application within 60 days after submittal of a complete Development Phase A,~plication.

(k) Design Review and Approval To ensure that Vertical Improvements and Privately-Owned

Community Improvements meet the DSG and DeuelopmentAgxeementrequirements, an Applicant shall

submit a design review application and receive approval from the Planning Department, or the

review. and approvdl for- all RPC Open Spaces shall be per ormed by the Recreation and Park

Department, with Planning Department cansultafion, subject to the Port's approval for consistency

with the Public Trust for arty lands that are subject to the Public Trust. Standards and limitations on

design review c~proval are set forth in the Development Agreement and in subsection (1), below.

Nothing in this Section 249.841imits the Charter authority ofanv Cii~epartment or commission or the

ri~o~iv agencies to review and approve proposed infrastructure as set forth in the Development

Agreement.

(1) Design ReviewAvplications and Process.

(1) Applications. Each desi~rc review application shall include the documents and

other materials necessary to determine consistency with this SUD and the DSG, including site plans,

sections, elevations, renderings, landscape plans, and exterior material samples to illustrate the overall
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concept design o the proposed buildings. I an Applicant requests a Major or Minor Modification, the

application shall describe proposed changes in reasonable detail, including narrative and supporting

imamŝ ifappropriate, and a statement o the purpose or benefits o the proposed changes._

Substitutions should be o~qual or superior quality to existing. standards.

~) Completeness. Planning Department staff shall review the application for

completeness and advise the Applicant in writiM~o~~eficiencies within 30 days o the date o the

implication.

(3) Desire Reuiew of Vertical Irnvrovements and Privately-Owned Community
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Improvements. Upon a determination of completeness, Planning Department sta{fshall conduct

design zeview and prepare a st~eport determining compliance with this SUD and the DSG.

including a recommendation re ;~a rding any modifications sought. The std ff'report shall be delivered to.

the Applicant and any third parties requesting notice in writing shall be kept on file, and shall be

posted on the Department's website or public review, within 60 da~of the determination of

completeness. IfPlannin~De,~artmentstaffdetermines that the design is not comnliantwith this SUD

or the DSG, the Applicant may resubmit the Application, in which case the requirements of this

subsection ~l) for.determinatiotz of completeness, staffreview and determination o compliance, and

delivery, fling and posting ofthe staf~eport, shall apply anew.

L) Off-StteetParking. Design review applications for Vertical Improvements shall

include the requested number oho -street parking spaces sought for the Vertical Improvement. It is the

intent of this SUD that at full build-out of all parcels in the SUD: the total number oho -streetparking

spaces within the SUD shall not exceed the applicable maximum parking ratios specked in Table

249.84-3. The maximum parking ratios shall not apply to individual Irertical Improvements or parcels,

but shall be considered cumulatively for the Vertical Improvements within the SUD rrs a whole, as set

forth in the DevelopmentAgreement. Each application shall include both the individual reguestfor o~
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street parking related to the specific location and the cumulative number oho -street parking spaces

previously approved.

~5) Approvals and Public Hearings for Vertical Improvements and Privately-Owned

Community Improvements.

(A) Vertical Improvements Seeking No Modifications, or Minor Modifications.
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YVithin 10 drafter the delivery and postin~ofthe sta~eport on the design review a,~plication; the

Planning Director shall approve or disapprove the desi,Qn and any Minor Modiftcations based on its

compliance with this SUD, the DSG, and the General Plan. If the Vertical Improvement is consistent

with the numeric standards set forth in this SAID and the DSG, the Planning Director's discretion to

approve or disapprove the Yerticallmprovementshall be limited to the Yerticallmprovement's

consistency with the non-numeric elements of the DSG and the General Plan. Notwithstanding anY

other provisions of this SUD, the Planning Director may, at his- or her discretion, re er an Application .

that proposes. a Minor Modification to the Planning Commission if the Planning Director determines

that the proposed modification does not meet the intent of the DSG standards.

B1 Yextical Improvements Seeking Mayor Modifications. If an application_for

Vertical Improvements seeks one or more Major Modifications, or ifa design review application is

otherwise referred to the Planning Commission, the Planning Commission shall calendar the item for a

public hearing, subiect to any required noticing: The Planning Commission's review shall. be limited to

the proposed Major Modification or the modi cations re erred by the Planning Director for allure to .

meet the DSG standards. The Planning Commission shall consider all comments om thepublic and

the recommendations o the sta~eport and the Planning Director in making a decision to approve or

disapprove the I/ertical Improvement design, including the -ranting of any Maior Modifrcations.

[C) Notice of Hearings. In addition to complying with the notice requirements

of the Brown Act and the Sunshine Ordinance, notice o Planning Commission hearings required .by

subsection ~1)(S)(B) shall be provided as ollows:
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(icy mail not less than 10 days prior to the date ofthe hearing, to the
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Vertical Improvement applicant, to property owners within 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the

property that is the subiect o the application, usin~for this purpose the names and addresses as shown

on the cit~rvide assessment roll in the O ce ofthe Tax Collector, and to any person who has re  quested

such notice,- and

(ii~_v posting on the subject property not less than 10 da~prior to the

date o{the hearing

(m) Change of Use. Each building permit application submitted to the Department ofBuilding

Inspection for Vertical Improvements shall be forwarded to the Planning Department. The applicable

department shall review the building permit application for consistency with the authorizations granted

pursuant to this Section 249.84. No buildingpermit may be issued for any Vertical Improvement or

a permit o Occupancy that would authorize a new use unless the Planning Department determines

such permit is consistent with the .Standards set forth in the DSG.

(n) Discretionary Review. No requests {or discretionary review shall be accepted by the

Planning department or heard by the Planning Commission for arty Building in the SUD.

Section 3. The Planning Code is hereby amended in accordance with Planning Code

Section 106 by revising Sectional Map ZN09, Height Map HT09, and Special Use District Map

SU09 of the Zoning Map, as follows:

(a) To change the Zoning Map (ZN09) from M-1 (Light Industrial) to MUG (Mixed-

Use General):

Assessor's Parcels (Blocks/Lot Land Use District New Land Use

Numbers) Superseded District

4606/10Q; 4607/025; 4620/001, 002; M-1 MUG

4621 /0 7 6, 018, 100, 101; 4630/005,
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100; 4631 /001, 002; 4644/001, 010,

010A, 0106; 010C, 011; 46451001,

010, 010A, 011, 012, 013

(b) To change the Zoning Map (ZN09) from M-1 to P (Public):

4646/001; 4629A/010; 4630/002 M-1 P

(c) To change the Zoning Map (ZN09) from NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial, Smail

4646/002, 003, 003A, 019 NC-2 P

(d) To change the Zoning Map (ZN09) from M-2 (Heavy Industrial) to P:

4646%002, 003,. 003A,:019 NG2 P

(e) To change the Height and Bulk Map (HT09) from 40-X to 201160-IB:

Parcels Height and Bulk New Height and Bulk

District District

Superseded

4606/100; 4607/025; 4620/001, 002; 40-X 20/160-IB

4621/016, 018, 100, 101; 46301005,

100; 4631/001, 002; 4644/001, 010,

010A, 0106; 010C, 011; 4645/ 001,

010, 010A, 017 , 012, 013;
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4644/004A, 005, 006, OQ6A, 007,

008, 009; 4645/003A, 004, 006, 007,

007A, 014, 015

(fl To change the Height and Bulk Map (HT09) from 40-X to QS:

Parcels Height and Buik New Height and Bulk

District District

Superseded

4601 /001, 002, 003, 003A, 019; 40-X OS

4629A/101; 4630/002; 4596/026;

4597/026; 4606/026; 4607/024;

462'1 /021; 4630/Q02, OQ6, 007

(g) To change the Special Use District Map (SD09) by creating the new fndia Basin

Special Use District and assigning the following parcels to be within the India Basin Special

Use District:

Parcels Special Use District

4606/100; 4607/025; 4620/001, 002; 4621/016, 018, 100, India Basin Special

101; 46'30/005, 100; 4631 /001, 002; 4644/001, 01 Q, 010A, Use District

0106; 010C, 011; 4645/001, 010, 010A, 011, 012, 013;

4644/004A, 005, 006, 006A, 007, 008, 009; 4645/003A,

004, 006, 007, 007A, 014, 015; 4596/026; 4597/026;

4606/026; 4607/024; 4621 /021; 4630/002, 006, 007
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Section 4: The Figures presented in this ordinance (Figures 249.84-1, 249.84-2,

249.84-3, 249.84-4, 249.84-5, 249.84-6, and 249.84-7) have been placed in Board of

Supervisors File No. ,and are incorporated herein by this reference.

Section 5. Effective and Operative Dates.

(a) This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after enactment. Enactment occurs

when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the ordinance unsigned or does not

sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board of Supervisors overrides the

Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

(b) This ordinance shall become operative on its effective date or on the effective date

of the Development Agreement for the India Basin Mixed-Use project, enacted by the

ordinance in Board of Supervisors File No. ,whichever date occurs later; provided,

that this ordinance shall not become operative if the ordinance regarding the Development

Agreement is not approved.

APPROVED AS ~ O FORM:
DENNIS J. HER ERA, City Attorney

By:
ANDREA ' UI~ lfl
Depu ~Cttom y

n:~egana1as201 S\18007~6101291938.docx

Supervisor Cohen
BOARD OF SUPERVI50RS Page 23
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I~~1~EA'I'~~~ Al~I) ~ARI~ COIVINgIS~SIOI~
City and County of fan ~'~°ancisco

Resolution No. 107-004

RESOLUTION R~COMMENDFNG TO THE PLAIVN.CIVG COMMISSION THAT THE
NAT NEW SHADOW CAST BY THE PROPaSED PROJECT AT 70Q INNES WrI,L NOT
HAVE A SIGlYIFICANT ADVERSE IMPACT ON THE USA QF INDIA BASIN
SHORELINE PARK, THE 900 INNES FUTURE PARK SITE, AND INDIA BASIN OPEN
SPACE, AS REQUII2ED BY PLANNING CODE SECTION 295 (THE SUNLIGHT
ORDINANCE).

WHEREAS, Under Planning Code Section 295, the Planning Commission may not approve a buitding
permit application for a sh~tzcture with a height of 40 feet or higher if the resulting shadow will have an
adverse impact on property under the jurisdiction of, or designated for acquisition by, the Recreation
and Pa~•k Commission, unless the Planning Commission, apon recotrxnaendatian from the General
Manager of the Recreation and Park Departinant in consultation will;the Recreation and Park Commission,
makes a determina#ion that flee shadow impact will not be significant; and

WHEREAS, the Recreation and Paxk Commission {"Commission") has jurisdiction aver real property
located in San Francisco known as India Basin Shoreline Park, 90Q 1i~►nes, and India Basin Open Space; and

WHEREAS, BUILD Inc., ("Project Sponsor"} proposes to construct a mixed-use urban village consisting
of residential, retail, commercial, off ce, institutional, flex space, and recreational and art uses. `The EIR for
the project contains twa options: 1) aresidentially-oriented project with approximately 1,575 dwelling units,
209,106 square feet of commercial space, and 1,800 parking spaces; or (2) a conunercially- oriented variant
with approxir►~ately 500 dwelling units, 1,000,00Q square feet of comme►•cial space, 54,Ofl0 square feet
of institutional space, and 1,932 parking spaces. BotI~ BUILD options would include recreation and open
space facilities; and

WHEREAS, BMT Fluid Mechanics Limited analyzed the new shadow cast by the proposed Project' on
700 Innes and determined that the Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight ("TAAS") for India Basin
Shoreline Park is 1,030,667,780 square feet hours ("s#h"), The approximated amount of shadow cun-ently
cast on India Basin Shoreline Pax•k by existing buildi~:gs is 0.44% of the TARS for the park. The additional
shadow cast by the Project would constitute 0.05% of TARS, bi7nging the approximated total annual
shading of India Basin Shoreluia Park as' a percentage of TA.AS to 0.49%; acid

WHEREAS, BMT Fluid Mechanics Limited analyzed tha new shadow cast by the proposed Project on 700
Inner and determined that the Theorefrcai Annual Available Sunlight {"TAAS"} for 90d Innes is
329,764,4 Z 8 square fe~Y hours ("sfla"), The approximated amount of shadow currently cast an 900 Inner by
existing buildings is 8.98% of the TAAS fot• the park. The additional shadow cast by the Project would
constitute 4.53% of TAAS, bringing the approximated total annual shading of India Basin Shoreline Park as
a percentage ofTAAS to 13,51%; and

WHEREAS, BMT Flttid Mechanics Limited analyzed the new shadow cast by the proposed Project on 70~
Inner and determined that the Theoretical Annual Available Sunlight ("TAA.S") for India Basui Olen Space
is 1,187,539,675 square feet hours ("sfh"), The approximated amount of shadow cfu~rently cast on India
Basin Shoreline Park by existing buildings is 0.07% of the TAt1S for the park. The additional shadow



cast by the Project would constitute 5.23% of TAAS, bringing the approximated to#al annual shading of

I~idia Basin Shoreline Parlc as a percen#age of TARS to 530%; and

WHEREAS, the 700 Innes project is subject to environtnentat review and approval under the California

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the Planni~~g Cannmission will de#ermine the EIR certification

on July 26, 2d 18; and

WHEREAS, the Project wilt provide the following public benefits to the City: Appro~rnately 440 units

of below 2na~•ket rate and inclusive housing, t.~e 5.7 acres Big Green Open Space and improvements to the

existing India Basin Open Space natural a~•eas —totaling 12 acres of naw a11d unproved park, annual payment

of $ I.5 million for a Community Facilities District ("CFD") to peovide enhanced maintenance and public

ope~•ations, overall corrununity-wide transit, bicycle, and pedestrian ztetwork improvements, new green

infiastriioture onsite, and formation of Facilities ("CFD") to address long-term Sea Level Rise; and

WFI~ItGA5, the Commission finds that the additional shadow cast by the Project will not have a

significant adverse impac# on the use of India Basin Shoreline Park foi-tlie following reasons: (1) all of

the new shadow cast by the Project would occur during winter in the morning with all shadows gone no

later than 9;OOam, affecting a maximum area of 2,522 square feet shadowed at a single time, or 8.94% of

the park area (8:23am on December 28); (2) all ne~v shadows occur in the morning, and thus the Project

would not cast shadows during mid-day and early afternoon hours when usage of the Park is generally

higher;

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that the additional shadow cast by the Project will not have significant

adverse impact on the use of the potential park site at 940 Innes far the following ieasans: (1) the new

shadow cast by the Project would occur throughout the year in areas currently not accessible to the public;

(2}the proposed park design has incorporated the expected impacts of this neighboz•ing project into its

design; and (3) rile duration of proposed project-generated new shadova would vary throughout the year,

with most of the shading occurring on transitory pathways and would not significantly unpact the usage of

the future park site;

WHEREAS, the Commission finds that the additional shadow cast by the Project will not have a

signiftcaut adverse impact on the use of India Basin Open Spaca for the following reasons: (I) the

proposed park, which will be designed and improved by the Project Sponsor, has incorporated the

expected impacts of this project [nta the park design; and (2}the duration of proposed project- gene~•ated

new shadow would vary throughout the year, with most of the shading occurring on transitory pathways

and does not significantly impact the usage of the Park; now therefate be it

RESOLVED, the Commission recaznmez~ds that the PIat~ning Comauission find that t1~e shadow cast by the

proposed project at 700 ~ilnes will not have a significant adverse impact on the use of India Basis Shoreline

Park, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 (the Sunlight Ordinacice); and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, the Coznzniss3on recommends that the Planning Cointnission find that the shadow

cast by the proposed project at 700 Inner will not have a significa2~t adverse impact on the use o£fi1~e potential

pack site at 900 Tnnes, pursuant to Planning Code Section 295 (tl~e Sunlight Ordinance}; and be it



FLTRTFI~R RESOLVED, the Commission recain~neuds tl~atthe Planning Commission findthat the shadow
cast by the proposed Project at 700 Innes will riot have a significant adverse impact on the use of India
Basin Open Space, pursuant to Plamiing Code Section 295 (tl~e Sunlight Ordinance).

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

I hereby certify that the foregoing resolution
was adopted at the Recreation and Park
Commission meeting held o21 July 19, 2018.

~rn~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~-
Marga~e A. McArthiu, Commission Liaison
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INDIA BASIN NEIGHBORHOOD ASSOCIATION

July 24, 2018

Mat Snyder
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Snyder:
The India Basin Neighborhood Association (IBNA) supports the Build, Inc /India Basin

r Investment, LLC (Developer) 700 Innes project to revitalize the India Basin community by
creating a 21st century village for all San Francisco to enjoy. This support is based on our
shared goals

• Comprehensive Planning
• Economic Success
• Environmental Protections
• Transportation Improvements
• Recreation Opportunities

Advocating for
our community
since 1994

IBNA created the above goals in its 2010 Community Vision for the India Basin waterfront,
which is considered a starting document for Developer. IBNA has continued involvement
in fashioning this addition to our community by meeting regularly for the last four years to
provide input to Developer and participating in the India Basin Parks Task Force.

IBNA support of the 700 Innes project is subject to the IBNA Board of Directors'
Resolution of May 6, 2017, Establishing Public Benefit Criteria for Supporting Proposed
Height Increases in India Basin Neighborhood, which established clear guidelines
surrounding any proposed building height increases in certain limited situations due to the
clear public benefit conferred by a particular development, and not to be precedent setting
for the entire neighborhood. It is also subject to the IBNA and Developer agreement
signed July 24, 2018, pledging to continue to work together on both interim and
permanent community benefits at the 700 Innes project and throughout the neighborhood.
Please contact IBNA for document review.

Advocating for our community since 1994, the India Basin Neighborhood Association is a
membership organization of residents, local business owners and workers, and friends of
the community who support the IBNA mission to "preserve the maritime history, natural

Board of beauty, diverse character and unique ambiance of the vibrant mixed-use neighborhood of
Directors India Basin through community organizing." IBNA is managed by an all-volunteer Board of

Jill Fox, Chair Directors elected by members.

Allen Frazier IBNA looks forward to welcoming new neighbors. The hope is that the 700 Innes project,
together with efforts by various city departments to plan and execute long-neededMichael Hamman
improvements, will make this a more livable, walkable, safe community where residents

Sean Karlin and visitors can all enjoy the history, natural beauty, and stunning views —and find the
Richard Laufman recreation, shopping, transit, city service, education, and entertainment amenities other

San Francisco neighborhoods enjoy.
Monica Padilla-
Stemmelen

Sue Ellen Smith
Jill Fox, Chair

p0 Box 880953, San Francisco, CA 94188
w ww.INDIABASIN.org



Mat Snyder

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Snyder:

Please accept this letter of support in favor of the proposed India Basin Project and related

public approvals. I represent BAR Architects, and we performed a peer review of the project's

Design Standards and Guidelines. I am extremely proud to endorse such a thoughtful, well-

designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision for positive

transformation.

It is clear that the project sponsor has a commitment to sustainable placemaking. The India

Basin project proposes a transformation of acres of former industrial land on San Francisco's

Southeastern Waterfront into an active waterfront destination and a vibrant, diverse village. The

multi-phased, mixed-use project creates a complete community that is human scaled with local

amenities. It interweaves parks, plazas, and open space with new pedestrian and bicycle-friendly

connections, as well as buildings for residential, commercial, and community serving purposes.

am confident that BUILD will continue to support our vision to redevelop the site into a

valuable community asset that honors the area's history.

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. BUILD has focused on

creating a plan that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors in the design ~~~,~~t~~~~

process and I look forward to seeing the project gain approval. I hope that you will move SAN FP ANCl5C0 I LOS ANGELES

expeditiously to approve India Basin.

Sincerely,

Dl
Name

Chris Haegglund 
Architecture

Planning
Firm — --

BAR Architects Interiors

Address

901 Battery Street, Suite 300

San Francisco, CA-94111

Date

July 25, 2018

BAR Architects

401 SetteryStree#
Suite 300
San Franclsca, CA 9d11i

475 293 5700

www.berarch.com



Mat Snyder ~~ S~~y ~~~I'~C~SL~
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Snyder.

want to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 lnnes Ave within the "India Basin
Project", as a community member who Eives in Bayview/Hunters Paint. I am extremely proud to endorse such
a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision for positive
transformation.

] support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 700 Innes Avenue and
applaud their persistent efforts to engage our group and other l<ey stakeholders as the plans unfold. BUILD
has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to develop the type of plan that we had
envisioned for this area.

BUILD and their consultant team have met with us several times to receive feedback and direction on the
development of the conceit plan. I am confident that BUILD will continue to support our vision to redevelop
the site into a valuable community asset that honors the area's history.

Once again, I would li{ce to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. BUiLQ has focused on creating a plan
that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors in the.design process and I lo~kforward to
seeing the projectgain approval.

Sincerely,

Name

~, fCdcri q d~s~► c~,

Association

~v~e'er! ~esic c~'

Address

cam- ~C{~~V~€ ,, T`~+c r ~rrl t"~Q~SCF)Ct3 J C./~

Date

I



~~INDIABA IN
Mat Snyder ~~ ~H~ ~~~~~~~~0

San Francisco Planning Department

1550 Mission Street, Suite 460

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Snyder:

want to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 Innes Ave within the "India Basin

Project", as a business owner in the Bayview/Hunters Point. I am extremely proud to endorse such a

thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision for positive

transformation.

support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 7Q0 Innes Avenue and

applaud their persistent efforts to engage our group and other key stakeholders as the plans unfold. BUILD

has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to develop the type of plan that we had

envisioned for this area.

am confident that BUILD will continue to support our vision to redevelop the site into a valuable community

asset that honors the area's history. We loofc forward to partnering with BUILD as they move to the

construction phase of the project. We are enthusiastic that the project will provide jobs to residents of the

Bayview/Hunters Point area and 1,575 housing units in the future.

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan, BUILD has focused an creating a plan

that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors and local businesses in the planning process

and I look forward to seeing the project gain approval.

Sincerely,

Name

.!

,~ 1 ~ l~'l c,~ S ~, tG~~~~t) ~,

Association

Address

~~ ~S ~ffl~i—I~~2 t/G ~i t` CJ+ ~~~z

Date

7 ~. /~



July 24, 2018

Mat Snyder
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Mr. Snyder:

am pleased to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 Inner Ave within the "India
Basin Project", as a community member who lives in Bayview/Hunters Point. I am extremely proud to
endorse such a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision
for positive transformation.

As a Bayview Hunters Point resident, it is important to me to remain involved in highly relevant dialogue
surrounding environmental justice and literacy, and remediation; historically paramount matters impacting
the Bayview Hunters Point community.

support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 700 Inner Avenue and
applaud their persistent efforts to engage community members and other key stakeholders as the plans
unfold. BUILD has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to develop the type of plan
that we had envisioned for this area, inclusive of socio-economic and cultural heritage lens of the community.

BUILD and their consultant team have met with us several times to receive feedback and direction on the
development of the concept plan. I am confident that BUILD will continue to support ou.r vision to redevelop
the site into a valuable community asset that honors the area's history.

Additionally, as a board member for bay.org, which operates community programs in close proximity to the
"India Basin Project" at the EcoCenter at Heron's Head Park, my discussions with the BUILD team have
uncovered synergies between BUILD and the EcoCenter's public purpose around community revitalization; a
unique opportunity for perspective residents and the surrounding community to learn about environmental
justice and literacy, urban sustainability, workforce development, and how to adopt more environmentally-
conscious lifestyles promoting the health of the community and quality of life matters.

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. BUILD has focused on creating a plan
that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors and community organizations in the design
process and I look forward to seeing the project gain approval.

Sincerely,

Angelique Tompkins

Address

25 Thornton Av San Francisco. CA 94124

Date

July 24, 2018



Ji~nesh Desai, PE, BCEE, DBIA
105 Dia~no~id Cove Terrace, San Francisco, CA ~3~12=~

415-2Q0-g7~9 jc~~sai200i~gmail.cam

Mathew Snyder

San Francisco Planning Qepartment

'1650 Mission Street, Suite 4Q0

San Francisco, CA 941 U3

Dear Mr. Snyder:

~
' 

`

~'.6

want to express my suppart for the proposed development p9ans at 704 Innes ~1ve within the

"India basin Project", as a community member who lives in Bayview/Hunters Point.

have been SF resident for last 25 years and 1 have been involved with many large multi-billion

dollars in#restructure programs over last 25 years as Project engineer and Project Manager.

Since last 2a years 1 have been working in Bayv~ew and for test ~ years my wifie and I live in

beautiful Bayview. I rern~mber riding my bicycle to India Basin area during lunch break or in

the evening to just relax and meditate by sitting at the shoreline.

was assigned to sit on design review committee by Supervisor Cohen approximately two

years ago. 1 have attended every update meetings and have provided my professional opinion

on the mat#ers. I have asked right questions on not only technics! and environmental aspects,

but als+~ brought up subjec#sJopportunities questions on career jabs in construction

management, project management, urgent care facility, and EV charging fiacilities far my

fellow D-1 D residents.

1 am e:ctremely proud to endorse such a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project,

1 support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Bas~t~ development prajecf at 7Q0 Innes

Avenue. Every time, we brought up questions or concerns, HUILq was very responsive and

respectful. I applaud their persistenfi efforts to engage our gresup and other key stakeholders

as the plans unfold.

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support ~f BUILD's project plan. BUILD has focused

on creating a plan that refiec#s the neighborhr~od's vision by engaging neighbors in the

design process and 1 look forward to seeing the project gain approval.

Sincerely ~~_~~ f~~~1 ,
r ~_~~ ~~ j"~Tf

Jignesh Desai, PE, SCEE, DBtA

Candlestick Cove Neighborhood Resident



~~~INDIA~ASIN
teat s~yaer SA~I FRANCISCO
San Francisco Planning Department
1 b50 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 44103

Dear Mr. Snyder:

want to express my support for the proposed developmenk plans at 700 Innes Ave within the
"India Basin Rroje~t", as a corr~munfty member who lives in Bayview/Hunters Point. t am
extremely proud to endorse such a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few
projects provide such a brand vision for positive transfarmatic~n.

support BUI~O's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 7~0 innes
Avenue and I applaud their persistent efforts to engage our group and other key stakeholders as
the plans unfold. BUILD has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to
develop the type of plan that we had envisioned for this area.

BUILD and kheir consultant team have met with us several times to receive feedback and direction
on the development of the concept plan. I am confident that BUILD will continue to support our
vision to redevelop the site intt~ a vaivabte community asset that honors the area's history.

Once again, !would like to reiterate my support of BUfLD's project plan. BUll.Q has focused an
creating a plan that reflects the neighl~arhood's vision by engaging neighbors in the design process
and I look fonrrard to seeing,the project gain approval.

Sincerely, y

Name

lieu ~~~ ~~ M~rt,~s~

AsSaciatian

&~-~ti~~ I~stdc~-

address

2tr~[ L"~+~)CtC'+i1~W art. SF, Ck1. fi1tZ~

Date

~-I ~~}~~~
I
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i
1 ~1ti
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J une 27, 2018

Mat Snyder

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear M r. Snyder:

f want to express my support for the proposed development plans at 700 Innes Ave within the "India Basin
Project", as a community member who lives in Bayview/Hunters Point. I am e~ctremely proud to endorse such
a thoughtful, well-designed and civic-minded project. Few projects provide such a grand vision for positive
transformation,

support BUILD's latest conceptual plans for the India Basin development project at 700 Innes Avenue and
applaud their persistent efforts to engage our group and other key stakeholders as the plans unfold, BUILd
has listened to our concerns and responded with creative solutions to develop the type of plan that we had
envisioned for this area.

BUILD and their consultant team have met with us several times to receive feedback and direction on the
development of the concept plan. I am confident that BUILD will continue to support our vision to redevelop
the site into a valuable community asset that honors the area's history.

Once again, I would like to reiterate my support of BUILD's project plan. BUILD has focused on creating a plan
that reflects the neighborhood's vision by engaging neighbors in the design process and I look forward to
seeing the project gain approval.

Sincerely,

Name

/~ —~ vv

Association

~o~~s °~~ ~~~
Address

~o~~~~n 1 ~'k``~
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1418 Newcomb Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94124

July 25, 2018

Dear Planning Commission and Planning Department,

am writing to express grave concern and objection about the plans proposed for development around India
Basin by BUILD Inc. Although I welcome positive development in southeast San Francisco, the proposed project
overdevelops the shoreline and will undercut the livability benefits for existing communities. A development
project for India Basin is worthwhile, but it should scaled to something closer to half the density and height in
the proposed project to garner the support of the surrounding neighborhood.

In this letter I want to (1) summarize why this project fails, (2) describe problems for this project in more detail,
(3) point out positive characteristics of the design, and (4) recommend features that could help it win support
from residents, voters, neighbors, concerned onlookers, and anyone interested in preserving the shoreline
beauty and outdoor livability of southeast San Francisco by setting an appropriate precedent for development.

(1) To start at a high level, this project fails in the following top-level ways:

It fails to justify why anything more than afour-story building is desirable or necessary for
development on this site. Surely it is possible to reimagine this parcel and to develop it profitably with
four-story buildings. One only need look one block away to the Shipyard, where buildings respect the
existing zoning. One only need look around the neighborhood to find many areas where density could
be increased rather than overdeveloping one site. If BUILD Inc is not able to see these opportunities or
to build a business model that can develop at an appropriate scale, it may bean indication that it is
time for the City to look for a different business partner for this development project.

It has failed to win the consent of its neighbors. There are many voices —from local businesses to
homeowners associations to a neighborhood association —who oppose this project as an unwelcome
wall of waterfront development. If so many are opposed, the project needs revision, and the obvious
revision is a more prudent amount of building.

It has failed to demonstrate itself as a concerted effort to win the consent of its neighbors. BUILD Inc
offers claims of a large number of meetings, but the neighbors directly impacted by the construction
and buildings have erratically received notices, if they have received notices at all. It has produced 3D
renderings of the site, but they never show the aesthetic impacts from the vantage of any of the
existing developments. Instead, it shows an extreme densification of a relatively small parcel from an
angle that makes it look shorterthan existing buildings rather than sticking out and looming in front of
them. The current zoning plan was created to empower development and prevent overdevelopment.
BUILD Inc is not respecting this community-based plan. Instead, it is asking for a special district
designation to circumvent current zoning. The hubris is remarkable.

(2) The following statements provide a more specific summary of the problems with this project:

An adversely dense overdevelopment in a sensitive area. The density and clustering of buildings
exceeds everything in the area without just cause. The plan would easily double the density used in the
brand new Shipyard and would triple, quadruple, or quintuple the residential density of other existing
developments. There is no reasonable justification for this increase. Nowhere else in the City has there
been such a rapid densification of what has been a relatively quiet, residential area. We would prefer
to see BUILD Inc go back to the drawing board and develop a business model that enhances the look
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and feel for this shoreline community rather than supplant it with an urban neighborhood out of

nowhere. Quite simply, this project proposes far too many units in too small of an area. Its number of

built units should be scaled back to something more like half its current number.

Building heights incompatible with the rest of the neighborhood. Even the brand new Shipyard tops

out afour-story buildings. The other buildings in the area are one-, two-, and three-story projects. Yet

half of the buildings in the BUILD Inc proposal would cluster five, six, or seven stories and loom over

everything around it. Such aggressive development is unnecessary and detrimental to the fabric of the

existing community. Just as importantly, the rezoning (for buildings above 40 feet) necessary to enable

this level of building sets an unsustainable and bad precedent for future development in southeast San

Francisco. While redevelopment on this land makes sense, this level of density does not, and a special

use district for such a small parcel is also without cause. People worked for the better part of two

decades to develop a zoning plan for this area, and this plan upends it unjustly.

Two inappropriately tall and unnecessary mid-rise towers. The new plans from BUILD Inc include two

14-story residential towers. Nowhere outside of the high-rises in SoMa are we seeing this intensity of

development. (Not even Mission Bay has buildings that tall, and it was a brownfield without residential

neighbors.) These towers are not proposed as architectural marvels for the community to enjoy, but

two large pillars of concrete sticking up out of nowhere and visually distracting from the shoreline and

the basin. Elsewhere the plans imagine a naturalized perched beach, but the building model looks

more like South Beach. That is wrong and will balkanize the community. Again, it sets an unsustainable

and bad precedent for development in southeast San Francisco.

Densification without appropriate transportation infrastructure. Innes Avenue is the only clear

roadway into and out of Hunters Point. It is not a commercial transportation corridor and not well

enough equipped to handle the number of residents planned for this project. The Final EIR for this

project proposal an additional 500 residential units, reduces commercial space and schools, yet

assumes that these changes will result in a net decrease in trips and vehicle miles traveled. It is hard to

accept these conclusions as anything other than rosy.

Insufficient aesthetic consultation with the neighborhood. BUILD Inc has held public meetings on this

project, but these meetings have offered insufficient aesthetic consultation with existing residents.

Although the CEQA process includes aesthetic analyses, they are not a complete view of the scenic and

aesthetic impact that the community will feel. For example,, why has BUILD Inc not created a 3D

rendering of the project that simulates views from the housing on the hillside above Inner Street? The

obvious answer is that it would demonstrate precisely what many concerned residents —from the

India Basin Neighborhood Association to Archimedes Banya —have been pointing out in their public

comments to date: the plans will drop a disproportionately tall set of buildings into what is otherwise a

shoreline community that enjoys a fluid relationship to the Bay and India Basin. The absence of these

analyses is telling. All 3D renderings of the project conveniently look from the northeast, thereby using

a vanishing point behind the tall buildings to minimize the apparent visual impact on the existing

neighborhood. This is all part of a larger pattern of neighborhood consultation. There has not been

timely, adequate, nor widespread enough notice to the neighborhood about design review meetings,

including this one before the Planning Commission. All neighbors were supposed to receive notice. We

did not. As a result, too few of the residents are present to give voice to these concerns.

• Insufficient thought about community adjacencies. The current plan does not contemplate economic

marginalization in the neighborhood. The project needs features that will bring commercial access to

all members of the area, not just people who can afford to buy into new condos. By supplanting a

community-led zoning plan and densifying this site to the detriment of it neighbors , it shows little

regard for the existing community and the overall compatibility of this project with its surroundings.
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Too little respect for an ecologically sensitive area. The wetlands that line the shoreline are home to a
large number of nesting animals, who are part of the attraction. Overdevelopment will bring too many
habitat disruptions, and too much density will undermine the vitality and environmental function of
the shoreline's many ecological communities. The need for mitigation measures in the environmental
impact report only underscore my points so far: this is too much in too small of an area.

Unwisely Merged Environmental Impact Review. The environmental review for this project has been
combined with an initial study for the parklands around India Basin, rather than being viewed as a
separate project under CEQA. This approach is contrary to the sensibilities of CEQA, and it is likely to
provoke a court challenge. To avoid a lengthy legal fight, we encourage the Planning Commission to
insist on separate initial studies and environmental impact determination for each project.

(3) The project includes many wonderful ideas that deserve recognition:

• Awareness of the natural beauty of the area as an asset. The plan includes open space and
landscaping that can create visual, recreational, and economic benefits. Such features include an open
meadow, endemic plants, boat launch, perched beach, and shoreline walk. These features should be
aesthetically available to the maximum number of people.

• Inclusion of the Bay Trail to create regional connectivity and to draw people visually, recreationally,
and economically into southeastern San Francisco.

• A mixed-use plan that provides much-needed commercial venues and economic opportunities. This
plan may empower at least some people to live, shop, and potentially work in the same neighborhood.

• Attractive pedestrian and bike opportunities. This approach support San Francisco's urban planning
requirements under SB 375 (Sustainable Communities Strategy). More importantly, it supports the
outdoor livability of the Bav Area that motivate many of us to live here.

• Cascading building heights to avoid overdevelopment ofthe Bay's edge. The creation of sight lines to
the Bay across the acreage and beyond is an important part of empowering and activating the entire
area, notjustone master planner's development. Amaximum offour-stories and a decrease to three-
and two-story buildings as development approaches the shoreline is a welcome and ecologically smart.

Without attention to ways that this development blocks the rest of the neighborhood, this project will hoard
the area's best features for newcomers. While this project may avoid residential displacement through the
creation of a large number of new housing units, the current plan will result in an environmental displacement
of existing residents because of its overly dense, overly tall, aesthetically disruptive overdevelopment. It needs
to be scaled back to a size appropriate for the area.

Like other members of the sixty-three household Morgan Heights Homeowners Association, my current
position about this project is "oppose." In the strongest possible terms, I encourage the Planning Commission
to oppose the current version of the project and send it back for redesign.

(4) However, I could imagine supporting this project if the Planning Commission instructed BUILD Inc to revise
their plans in the following ways:

• Reject the special district zoning and retain the existing zoning of NC-2, M1, M2, and P/40-X to bring
the scale and scope of this project into line with the shoreline neighborhood and the decades-long
zoning and planning efforts from the community;

Page 3 of 4



• Respect existing development by restricting maximum building heights to those less than or equal to

the four-story buildings already along Innes Street, per that zoning;

• Construct three-dimensional diagrams of the buildings to evaluate how they will visually, aesthetically,

and economically impact the existing neighborhood;

• Continue, as in current plans, to cascade building heights to maximize the primary asset in the area,

the Bay shoreline and India Basin;

• Respect the wetland and maintain the Basin and its shoreline as an accessible feature for the entire

neighborhood;

• Design for a density that offers the neighborhood and City a step forward without a 2-5x increase in

density of developing on one small parcel adjacent to a wetland;

• Maintain the following features: Bay Trail connection, open space abutting India Basin, commercial

development, ample bike and walk lanes, and infrastructure that boosts the attractiveness of mass

transit connectivity and utility for people who live here; and

• An environmental impact review that is specific to this project (i.e., not combined with a recreational

project) and that includes 3D renderings of building heights from all sides in its aesthetic analysis.

The current plan includes many amenities, whose funding may be tied to the density in this broken plan. We

existing residents would understand if an appropriately-sized project necessitates a scaling back or delay of

some nice-to-have features. (For example, the perched beach is a nice feature to have, but not at the expense

of overdevelopment.) The most important decision that you make today is to sustain the beauty of India Basin

and the livability of the existing community. Doing so means cutting in half the density and height of

development in this project.

This greenfield conversion is part of a larger effort to reimagine the waterfront from Islais Creek down to

Candlestick Point. The design choices made today will not only affect generations to come, but will likely

permanently reshape the ecology of the shoreline. The Planning Commission should support development, but

it should assure that it does not overbuild. We implore you to think beyond this individual development

project and toward the longer-term vitality of the shoreline and the compatibility with the surrounding

neighborhood that is also trying to rise.

Please help us help scale this back and build it right.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Chad White, PhD

Environmental Planner

Member of Morgan Heights Homeowners Association

Member of India Basin Neighborhood Association

contact email: charlesdavidwhite@gmail.com

contact phone number: 415-378-9954
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INDIA BASIN WATERFRONT STUDYTASKFORCE

• A. Philip Randolph Institute

• Golden Gate Audubon Society
• Bay Institute Aquarium Foundation

• Build Inc.
• San Francisco Bicycle Coalition

• Green Action for Health and Environmental
Justice

• Hunter's Point Family
• Hunter's Point Shipyard Citizen's Advisory
Committee

• Hunter's View Tenant Association

• India Basin Neighborhood Association
• Lennar
• Literacy for Environmental Justice
• Morgan Heights Tenants Association

• Office of Community Investment and
I nfrastructure

• Office of Economic and Workforce
Development

• Office of Supervisor Malia Cohen

• Parks 94124
• PG&E
• Port of San Francisco
• Public Housing Tenants Association
• Rafiki Coalition for Health and Wellness
• Recreation and Parks Department

• Samoan Community Development Center
• San Francisco Municipal Transit Authority

• San Francisco Parks Alliance
• Sierra Club
• The Trust For Public Land
• Young Community Developers
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Planning Commission Approval Hearing
1. Overview of Project

• Recreation and Park Department Component
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Planning Commission Approval Hearing
1. Overview of Project

• Recreation and Park Department Component
• BUILD Component

• Context: Southern Bayfront Strategy
• 1,575 units (25%affordable)
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• Community facilities
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Approvals Before
the Commission

Planning Code Amendments
• 9001nnes

• M-1 to P
• 40-X to OS

• India Basin Open Space
(IBOS)

• Zoning clean-up M-1
and M-2 to P

• 40-X to OS
• 700 Innes Avenue

• Portion Zoned M-1 to
MUG

• 40-X to 20/160-IB
• 700 Innes and IBOS

• India Basin Special
Use District
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the Commission

Planning Code Amendments
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INDIA BASIN
MIXED-USE PROJECT

Approvals Before the Commission

Design Standards and Guidelines Document
• Comprehensive Vision Document
• Standards and Guidelines for Rights-of-Way

and Open Space
• Standards and Guidelines for Vertical

Development
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Approvals Before the Commission

Shadow Findings Under Planning Code Section 295
• Finding of No Significant Adverse Effect
• Allows Individual Buildings to Uti l ize Findings
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Equinox
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21st
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
Negotiation Framework

HOUSING • ' EQUITY &
AFFORDABLITY ' ~` ̀ DIVERSITY
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WORKFORCE
DEVELOPMENT

• Ensuring equitable
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• Developing a unified
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT

• 14 Acres new and
i mproved public open
space

BUILD

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
Open Space

• 14 Acres new and
i mproved public open
space

• 1.5 Mile continuous
waterfront park
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
Open Space

• 14 Acres new and
i mproved public open
space

• 1.5 Mile continuous
waterfront park

• $1.5 Million annual
operation and
maintenance CFD

BUILD

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 
=aci l ities CFD

~..n

-$43 Million
Community Faci l ities District
For Future Sea-Level-Rise Mitigation
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PLANNING TO DATE

• Bayview Transportation Improvements Project
• The Bayview Transportation and Infrastructure Plan
• Blue Greenway Planning Design Guidelines
• Candlestick Point Hunters Point Shipyard Transp. and IP
• EcoCenter At Heron's Head Park
• Heron's Head Park
• Hunters Point Shipyard and Candlestick Point Phase I I
• Hunters View
• India Basin Shoreline/Area C
• India Basin Shoreline —The Community Vision
• India Basin Shoreline Park
• India Basin Shoreline Plan
• Muni Forward
• Northside Park and Streetscape Improvements
• San Francisco Bay Plan
• San Francisco Better Streets Plan
• San Francisco Bicycle Plan
• The San Francisco Shipyard
• Transit Effectiveness Project
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT TO DATE

PROJECTADVISORY
21GROUPS

• Bayview Working Group (BVWG)
• India Basin Working Group (IBWG)

GROUP &INDIVIDUAL 59
STAKEHOLDERS.
• Audubon and Sierra Clut~s
• Banya Spa
• Bay.org / EcoCenter
• Bay Trail and Water Trail
• Greenaction
• Local Residents and Easiness Owners

ADJACENT BUILDING
23HOAS & TENANT ASSOC.

• Alice Griffith
• Hunters Point East
• Hunters Point West
• Hunters View
• Morgan Heights
• Westbrook Residents
• 8001nnes
• 8281nnes
• 7481nnes
• 860/870/8801nnes

NEIGHBORHOOD GROUPS / 
14ASSOCIATIONS ,~_,. --~,~.

• Bayview Residents ImprovingTheir EnvironmHnt
(BRITE)

• Economic Development on Third (EDOT)
• India Basin Neighborhood Association (IBNA)
• Merchants of Butchertown

HOSTED WORKSHOPS 21
• Affordable Housing and Workforce Outreach
• India Basin Transportation Action Plan
• India Basin Waterfront Parks and Trails Task

Force

NEIGHBORHOOD TASK 
14FORCES & CACS

• Bayview Hunters Point Environmental Justice
Task Force

• Hunters Point Bayview CAC (Bayview CAC)
• Hunters Point Shipyard CAC (HPS CAC)

152 Total Outreach Meetings

MAXIMIZE OPEN SPACE

Streets, Shared Ways,
Sidewalks &Bike Lanes

EXISTING ZONING IBNA PLAN PROPOSED PROJECT (BUILD)
- . s:~ ,~

Parks, Plazas, Open Space,
Pedestrian Pathways &Stairs

Developed Building Area
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GUIDING PRINCIPLES
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COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH
Park Environmental Graphics

COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH
fveighbarhood Services &
amenities Inventory
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COMPREHENSIVE APPROACH
cology and Biodiversity ,e,~
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RESPONDING TO PLACE
~ r fan Form Concept
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RESPONDING TO PLACE
I ncreased Public Access
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e e~q at PC Hearing

I NDIA BAS1 iV NEIGHBORHOOD SSO l~4T ON

July 24, 2f~'! 8

Mat Snyder

~___ San Francisco Plar~nir~g Department

965fl Mission Street, Su~#e 40fl

San Francisco, CP. 94103

-- Dear Mr. Snyder:

The India Basin Ne9ghborhood Association (IBNA) supports the Build, Inc 1 India Basin

Inves#went, LLC {Developer) 700 Innes project to revitalize the India Basin community by

creating a 21st century village for all San Francisco to enjoy. This support is based on our

shared goals:

• Comprehensive Planning

• Economic Success

Environmental Pro#ections

• Transportation Improvements

• Recreation Oppart~nities
Advocating for
ourcommunify ~g~A created the above goals in its 2010 Community Vision for the India Basin waterfront,
since 1994

which is considered a sfarting document for Developer. iBNA has continued involvement

in fashioning this addition to our community by meeting regularly for the last flour years to

provide inpu# to Developer and participating in the India Basin Parks Task Force.

1BNA support of the 700 Innes project is subject to the l8NA Board of Directors'

Resolution of May 6, 2017, Establishing Public Benefit Criteria for Supporting Proposed

Height /ncreases in India Basin Neighborhood, which established clear guidelines

surrounding any proposed building height increases in certain limited situations due to the

clear public benefit confierred by a particular development, and not to be precedent setting

for t#~e enfire neighborhood. It is also subject to the lBNA and Developer agreement

signed July 24, 2018, pledging to continue to work together on both interim and

permanent community benefits at the 700 Innes project and throughout the neighborhood.

Please contact )BNA far document review.

Advocating #or our comr~~anity since 1994, the India Basin Neighborhood Association is a

membership organization of residents, local business owners aced workers, and friends of

the community who support the 18NA mission to "preserve the maritime history, natural

Board of beauty, diverse character and unique ambiance of the vibrant mixed-use neighborhood of
Directors India Sasin through community organizing." IBNA is managed by an al!-volunteer Board of

Jill Fox, cr,air Directors elected by members.

Allen Frazier IBNA looks forward to welcoming new neighbors. The hope is that the 700 Innes project,

together with efforts by various city departments to plan and execute I~ng-needed
Michael Hamman

improvements, will make this a more livable, walkable, safe community where residents
Sean Karlin and visitors can all enjoy the histary, rya#oral beauty, and stunning views —and find the

Richard Laufman recreation, shopping, transit, city service, education, and entertainment amenities other

San Francisco neighborhoods enjoy.
Monica Padilla-
Stemmelen

Sue F(len Smith 
Ji~~ Fox, Chair

PO Box 880953, San Francisco, CA 94188
w ww.1NDIABASIN.org



India Basin Neighhorhood Association

IB~iA Baard Resolution Establishing Public Benefit Criteria for

Supporting Proposed ~-Iei~ht Increases in India Basin Nei~-hborhood

WHEREAS, India Basis ~ieiahborhood association ("IBNA") is a local nat-for-profit organization

vahose primary purpose is to "preser~re [India Basin's] maritime history, natural beauty, diverse

character and unique ambiance....desirc~us of maintaining our vibrant mixed-use neighborhood, where

businesses and neighbors all co-exist in harmony," As our neighborhood is now undergoing extensive

development, eve wish to establish clear guidelines surrounding any proposed building height increases,
which IBNA ma~~ support in certain limited situations due to the clear public benefit conferred by a

particular development, as follows:

IBNA's Reciuirements for Considera#ian of Development Prfliects:

Concentration of higher buildings alon6 hillside: IBNA is open to considerinb building proposals that

concentrate height greater than that currently allowed under existing zoning in limited sites where the

proposed taller building would "hug' t:~~ hillside areas, rather than a3on~ the waterfront, ~v~ich IBNA

believes should be preserved as a public space meant to be enjoyed by all residents of the

neighborhood; an~i

No increase of development capacity: IBNA is open to considering building proposals that

cancentrate height greater than that currently ailotived under existing zoning in limited sites if the

project's proposed re-zoning and height reclassification do not increase develapment capacity beyond

what is currently allowed under existing zoning; and

Generation of significant public benefi~s: IBNA would only consider suppor~ing any proposed building

height increase that m~e~ts the above requirement of "huggin6" tt~e hillside, oniti- if the entire proposed

project also generates considerable publac benefits to the residents of the neighborhood; and

~~ew studies: i$~JA would only consider supporting any proposed buiidin~ height increase inat meets

the above requirements if view studies, conducted by the San Francisco Planning Department or other

such agency, reveal that the proposed development has the Least impact on existing public and private

residential views; and

Shadow studies: IBNA would only consider supporting any proposed building height increase that

meets the above requirements if shadow studies, conducted by the San Francisco Planning Department

Qr other such agency, reveal that the proposed de~e(opment cast the (east shadow impact on existing

and future public open space.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, IBivT~ will actively oppose height increases in the generaP

India Basin neighborhood unless the pa~oject(s) satisfy t.hese strict site c~ite~ic~ and p~ovicle considerable

public benefits to the residents of the neighboNhood.



NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, IBNA's potential support of any such project involving re-

zoning and/or height increases tivill not establish a precedent for similar height increases on any other

site in the gzneral India B~.sin neighborhood, as each potential development will be judged against the

above-listed criteria on acase-by-case basis.

RESOLLTTIO~ ACTION RECO1tD:

Duly adopted at a meting of the Board of Directors held: Nlay 6, 2fli7
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

Re ivecat C~C Hearing

J d~ ~-~'

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on ~ loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India

Basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The cons~ruction is planned on a loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India

Basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes
Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of
the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,
Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades
long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on a loose,
contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India
Basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be
protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand
that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and
avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.



To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

fie, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on a loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the bP~inning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India

Basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on a loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the b~~inning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India

Basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the e~sting neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BiTILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on ~ loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India

Basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.



To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

tfte India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin,~for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on a loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India

Fasin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.
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To: San Francisco Planning Conunission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes
Ranya family, urge you to PROTECT the environme.,:~, ecosystem, and beauty of
the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the
developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE
the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby
creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units- a BAD
PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,
Bayview-Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades
long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on a loose,
contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic
destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India.
B a.s in area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and commurjy~y resource, it must be
protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand
that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and
avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.



To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The co~.struction is planned on a loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India

Basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the e~.sting neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on a loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India.

Basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Tanya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on a loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attenr;~t to illegally rezone India.

basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.
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To: San Francisco Planning Commission:

We, the undersigned members of the Bayview, San Francisco, and Archimedes

Banya family, urge you to PROTECT the environment, ecosystem, and beauty of

the India Basin that is a part of the San Francisco waterfront. BUILD Inc, the

developer of the surrounding property. at 700 Innes Avenue, has proposed to CHANGE

the existing neighborhood ZONING to enable TALL BUILDINGS (towers), thereby

creating a little Manhattan in India Basin, for its proposed residential units - a BAD

PRECEDENT for the City. The project ignores its impact on fragile bay shore nature,

Bayview -Hunters Points' existing communities, surrounding businesses, and decades

long community planning efforts with the city. The construction is planned on a.loose,

contaminated landfill. It is going to be a disaster and the beginning of the catastrophic

destruction of Bayview topography resulting from an attempt to illegally rezone India.

Basin area.

Archimedes Banya is a unique cultural and community resource, it must be

protected and preserved. We urge you to reject this incomplete EIR and demand

that the project assessment and mitigation measures to PROTECT our City and

avoid creating a bad precedent of such rezoning.



Keceive at CPC Hearing

C, ~~~,
THE ASK

1. We as~c on the v~r~st sid3e to se#back tt~e e~#ire ~atl 3' from the
propel line from ground fear to top of the 3rd Boor. Se#back
the 4th floor a~ additional 2' from the property Tine. Main#ain
a 2' indenta#ion along the facade as indicated in the original
design for relief aid maintain vertical wood siting -Agreed

~~,~ ~f

Z. We ask on the north si he 3~d floor be ~cua~.~ ̀ ' c"~"'' ̀~"
4t'' floor be setback ' bo~~i from the rear wall. No decks be
added, Juliet#e ba~lcon~es re~nai~ in place. RDAT
rec~r~nended a Z~'6" s~tb an the 4~'' fFoor

3. We ask all dicks to b~ rernov~ed from the west side of the 4th
floor -Agreed

4. V11e ask afl gua~-c~-a~ s ~:d ctec~Cs be set back 5', in compliance
with the RDAT re~~endat ~'

5. ~e ask f+ar the p~~-~~e# on the west side of the ~~e 4t~' floor
be I~er~d to a curb -Agreed

. VNe ask same of tine p~~~cing and/or s~orag~ be r v~d to
reduce overall envelope

7. Include neighbors in the selection process of chc~osin
a~prvpria#e ~~a~#fr~g for key areas of tt~e project tha# v~ill
~isua~~ly enh~ce the perfm~~rs -Agreed



July 25, 2018

Received at CPC Hearing ~__ __]8

~I ~ ~rY

T0: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: Alisa Sviderskaia

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541 ENV: India Basin Mixed-Use
Project

Dear Planning Commission:

am writing this letter on behalf of 748 Innes Ave HOA and Archimedes Banya SF (the

"Banya"), located at 748 Innes Ave and at the center of the proposed plan for the

India Basin Mixed-use project (the "Project"), which includes 700 Innes Ave., 900

Inner Ave., India Basin Shoreline Park, and India Basin Open Space locations.

This Banya is a Russian cultural symbol, to do away with it will only deprive the

people from an amazing experience and global understanding. This place as well as

others around it are threatened by a project that lacks the vision to see just how

beneficial these businesses are for the community. It pains me to think that I will not

be able to enjoy the amazing view of the San Francisco Bay that illuminates the

Banya's interior.

These types of places should be allowed to continue to provide the public with

international experience and bring us closer together through education and

understanding of each other's culture.

Sincerely,

Alisa Sviderskaia

~-~'" --



July 24, 2018

T0: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: Steven Gerasimoff, San Francisco Resident

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541 ENV: India Basin Mixed-
Use Project

Dear Planning Commission:

am writing this letter on behalf of 748 Inner Ave HOA and Archimedes Banya SF (the
"Banya"), located at 748 Inner Ave and at the center of the proposed plan for the
India Basin Mixed-use project (the "Project"), which includes 700 Inner Ave., 900
Inner Ave., India Basin Shoreline Park, and India Basin Open Space locations.

My main concerns with the development project are a.) Misuse of public land, b
Disruption of an established local business, c.) Cultural gentrification, and d. )
Environmental Risk.

The open space in the area is intended to be developed into a luxury apartment and
boutique shopping oasis that could instead be repurposed for a more beneficial
purpose. The housing units are going to be cost prohibitive for the people in this city
who actually need housing. Build Inc.'s claims of "Below Market Rate" housing means
they will be charging slightly less than the most expensive city in the world: nice. This
land could be used for a real public housing project, or a genuine recreation area, or

a dedicated shopping area, or something else entirely that provides more value to the
area. Build Inc. is simply trying to maximize their profit by exploiting city codes at the
expense of small businesses and the local community.

Archimedes Banya is a flourishing local business owned by dedicated entrepreneurs

that is improving the quality of life for its customers. The business owners were not
properly considered or notified during the planning and development process, and
their business is going to be severely impacted by this development. The entire

surrounding area is going to transform the tranquil, relaxing environment to a busting
urban jungle. The high rise buildings will completely obscure the views of the Bay
from the property. These tall buildings will also render the rooftop completely

unusable. There is no doubt that the business and property will lose value and



revenue due to these developments. Proper compensation must be determined if such

changes are to take place. Otherwise, yet another local bootstrapped business will

succumb to the corporate greed that dominates American life.

San Francisco does not need another luxury living complex promoting consumerism

while the cultural heritage of the city is forgotten. The Banya is the only one of its

kind in the Bay Area, and is representative of an ancient Russian cultural tradition.

Archimedes aims to share this tradition with the community, but will be greatly

limited in the quality of experience that it can provide, diminishing the significance of

the positive message behind the Banya's mission.

The Environmental concerns with this project are clear. The filled land is unstable,

and the surrounding area has been rated "VERY HIGH" in terms of susceptibility to

liquefaction by the United States Geological Survey, and even an average earthquake

could cause significant devastation to large buildings in the area. The sea level is just

24 inches lower than the majority of the plot. This proximity will lead to pollution,

erosion, and potential amplification of a natural disaster.

In conclusion, I believe the India Basin Mixed-Use Project by Build, Inc. is a misguided

attempt to generate profit masked as an urban development and affordable housing

project that will turn into yet another gentrified posh living community only the

wealthy can afford. Archimedes Banya as a business is doing to be massively affected

by this project, and their concerns, ideas, su~~estions, and values must be taken into

account as they are an established local staple of culture and wellbeing. If the project

is to continue, they must be compensated fairly for the lost potential revenue.

Sincerely,

Steven Gerasimoff

_~

~~ ~`



~uiy 26, Zola

TO:Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: Tony Molina, Patron of Archimedes Banya SF 748 Innes Ave.

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014-002541ENV: India Basin Mixed-Use Project

Dear Planning Commission:

am submitting formal comments in opposition to the proposed rezoning of the areas

included in the India Basin Mixed-Use Project. I strongly urge the Planning Commission to

deny the application and proposal to rezone this area. To change the zoning and therefore

building restrictions is unjust to the current residence and business located on adjacent

properties. To not include Archimedes Banya in the Environmental Impact Report is equally

unjust.

The current businesses and residence built their homes and buildings based on current zoning

rules for their properties and should have been safe in assuming the surrounding properties, if

developed, would follow the same rules. When one purchases property they are aware of the

zoning and building restrictions and have no justification to destroy the continuity of the

surrounding area by changing the rules (specifically building height) solely for profit. Allowing

new construction to tower over existing properties adds no value to the surrounding

community or benefits the existing community in any way.

was surprised to not see Archimedes Banya considered in the EIR. The statement in the EIR:

"The proposed project or variant would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of

the site and its surroundings" is appalling. The proposed project/variant would allow building

as high as 160 feet in front of the Archimedes Banya and current business and residence

located along Innes Avenue.

For these reasons I am strongly opposed to the rezoning and sincerely hope you will consider

the impacts to the surrounding community when you deny the request.

Sincerely,

V" l~

Tony Molina



July 26, 2018

TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 941 Q3

FROM: Alice Wright, Loyal Banya Customer

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541 ENV: India Basin Mixed-Use Project
Dear Planning Commission:

The banya is a gem of San Francisco culture that will be greatly depleted by the plans to build
around it. Not only will the views of the surrounding bay be destroyed, but toxic chemicals are
going to be released by disturbing the landfill. Not only is this project unnecessary, but it is
putting a local business at risk. The new buildings would be built at a very low water level and
on very unstable ground, potentially even more unstable when water levels rise.
There is already enough overpopulation in San Francisco. We don't need more people in a city
that has horrible traffic conditions and too many people crammed in a tiny space.
Do not go forward with the plans to build a new structure.

Sincerely,

Alice Wright



July 24, 2018

T0: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: Matthew Chapman, Employee of Archimedes Banya SF, San Francisco Resident

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541ENV: India Basin Mixed-Use Project

Dear Planning Commission:

am writing this letter to state my opposifion to the construction of the 1500 housing units on

the India Basin. I have been an employee at Archimedes Banya for the last four years and also

have, in the past, been a resident of the Bayview-Hunters Point neighborhood.

It is unfair that the Banya wasn't even considered in the EIR report. The Banya is going to be

so adversely affected that I believe it could have to close down as a result of this project. Many

members of this community will be losing an important piece of culture, access to an

uncomparible health benefit, and many hardworking employees, including myself, could lose

their employment. The construction period alone could be enough to close the Banya. The work

will destroy the fresh air, the peaceful atmosphere, and the privacy that is essential for the

Russian Banya experience.

Please take the Banya, its tenants, the employees, and the community into consideration

when making this decision.

Sincerely,

Matthew Chapman



July 21, 2018

TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: ~~v~l ~II~{ 
~~~~~

_1

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541 ENV: India Basin
Mixed-Use Project

Dear Planning Commission,

So I know that you think you know what's best for us in the sauna, and actually you're completely

right! Relaxation and quiet times is exactly why we think the banya needs to stay. This place not

only allows us to calm our souls, it also lets us believe in relaxation, the way it's meant to be felt.

If we allow excessive construction to take over the little wild life that we have left surrounding the

sanctuary created by Archimedes Banya (for all to share) we are harming not only ourselves but

the animals that reside in these beautiful areas. I'm also speaking as the voice for our furry and

scaly friends that cannot speak for themselves. Save our sanctuary!

Thanks



July 21, 2018

T O: Members o f the Planning C o rriinis s io n and Interested Parties
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: Mario Destefano San Francisco, CA 94121

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541ENV: India Basin
Mixed-Use Project

Dear Planning Commission:

The different neighborhoods and districts of San Francisco are known for their

uniqueness and charm. Parts o f S an Francisco have b een able to maintain their

ch?racter by controlling new development. If a chance in the district's zoning law is

approved it will take away from not only the neighborhood, but the entire San

Francisco waterfront we all love and depend upon. Please keep this in mind when

you are reviewing an proposals for major technical changes to the City's structure.

Sincerely,

Mario Destefano
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ARGHIMED S _ A YA

Venik Platza Steam Therapy ~' ~7

Our signature thera~eutit steam trentmeatt

perforr~icrl itt ogle of our Rzassian saunas. Ideal

f or a s~ur~a or heat enthusiast.

N AMMAM BODVWASN
Archimedes Hammam .~4~

A luxisrious body wadi and scrub c~sirr~ olive
nil soap, foam, aiad exfc~liatin~ spa gloves.
+ 30 minutes

Turkish Hammam

Coarse spa~loi~es u~rd a cotton bad filled u~itli

lz~~it fnatn nre used to exfoliate the skin.

Thousands of~hu~bles nourish the shin before

nr~ari oil is nppliNcl to seal in the moisture.
+ 40 minutes

Moroccan Hammam

Coarse spa glo~~es are issed to polish end primE~
the skin_for ~ rl~assoul clay bvdy rr~as~. As the

mask sets thc~ therapist shampoos ar~d

conditzoaas the hair. Aran vi1 is applied to heal

the skan arad restore moistiere.
+ 60 minutes

.~ 70

.~92

B ODE POIISN
Organic Brown Sugar &Honey .$.~5

+ 30 minuces

Sea Salt &Coconut Oil

+ 30 minutes

,~55

N VD~OINE~~PV
Jetted Aroma '~'herapy Bath $20

Essential oil inf usc~~~ so~~~>
+ 30 minutes

30 minutes ~; ~a

60 minutes .~92

90 minutes $130

120 minutes . 165

Choose from Swedish and Deep Tissue
Couples Massage Option Available

Esscr~tial Uil Ble~i~ls
_Arolrin Therapy I~p~Jrade .~5

OSEA 30 Minute Mini Facial .x_55

Cleanses £~ prepares shin fir steam.

OSEA 50 Minute Facial $9~

Acne Treatment, SerisiCive Shin, Geritlerr~en's,

OSEA Si~r~at~~r~ Sea O f L~e Facial

OSEA 90 Min. Pure Indulgence Facial $145

( SEA ~rod~~cts are vegan, orgnnic ~ fnir

traded.

I NC~~SIVEPA~KA~~S
,D Deluxe Banya Pass Y~16O

-5 Hour Banya Pass 

-I~enik Platza Steam Therapy 

-Hamrr~arri Bor~~~ Wash ~~ Scrrzb

- /Hour Spa Service o f Chotc~

Q Premium Package ~2 30

-All Dny ~;~lnyci Pass 

-I~eslik Platza Stearn Thern~~y 

-Ha~ainiam Body Wasl~i ~ Scruff

-1 Hoerr Sp~i Ser~~ice of Choice 

-A~~chimedes Banya/Sa~~na Hat

-Glass of Russiala Kva~s

-Aroma TlrerapY Upgrade "-



To whom it may concern at the Zoning Commission,

My Warne is Nicole Montoya and I reside at 380 Alabama st.. San Francisco. CA. 94110. I work at

Archimedes Banya on 748 Innes. I feel that the building being proposed to break ground for construction

behind Archimedes Banya will be detrimental to my work community. I feel that this will negatively impact

this neighborhood and I have concerns about the contamination it will do to our bay shore.

Thank you for your time,

Nicole Montoya 7/21/18

~1'~;~~ .~,



July 23, 2018

T0: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission St., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: Olivia Brown

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541ENV: India Basin Mixed-Use Project

Dear Planning Commission:

writing this letter because I'm concerned about the impact both for Archimedes Banya (at 748

Innes Ave) and also on the local environment, from the proposed plan for the India Basin

Mixed-use project (the "Project"), which includes 700 Innes Ave., 900 Innes Ave., India Basin

Shoreline Park, and India Basin Open Space locations.

The Bathhouse is unique to San Francisco, the specific cultural heritage and community it

fosters and cultivates does not have another platform within the city. The proposed project

would significantly impact the business, the community and the neighborhood in a negative

way, and destroy the special environment that has been created here.

The Project would undoubtedly create large amounts of noise and construction dust, thus

i nterfering with the Banya's currently peaceful space and the air quality, which in turn would

affect the guests at the Banya and ,most likely, discourage them from attending the Banya, a

negative impact on the Banya business. In the longterm, the new buildings and businesses

housed in significantly taller buildings would dwarf the Banya building and its view of the Bay,

completely annhilating the unique San Francisco scenic views available here, in the only

establishment of its kind.

Of great concern to me, as a long term resident (21 years) of San Francisco, where there are

few areas left of natural Bay waterfront and wilderness, are the environmental implications of

the proposed development and the message we send to the rest of the world about what kind of

city San Francisco is, one that preserves its special wildlife habitats, or one that bulldozes them

in favor of building expensive sky-rises favoring the increase of wealth creafion, with no regard

or attention for the environment or planet.

The construction in turn would literally un-earth and environmental hazard, specifically: almost

all area of proposed construction is a low density landfill. The soil is contaminated with



petroleum hydrocarbon and heavy metals lead and chromium (both 10 times of the threshold

level), see attached environmental study report. The landfill is very unstable for heavy

construction and the water level is just 2 feet below surface. There are no utilities on the lot.

The main sewer line (already over loaded) is 18 foot above the lot on Innes Ave., so to service

about 1500 residential units a sewer treatment plant is required on the property to properly

pump it up. It is not on the plans. Also the sewer pipes cannot be secured on the landfill and

become a real danger in case of even a small earthquake.39274879441189.

Between the dangerous environmental risks and certain negative impact for local residents and

businesses like the Banya, and the fact that we, San Francisco as a city, are prioritizing the

creation of wealth over the protection and care of our diminishing wildlifes and habitats, i

cannot support the proposed plans.

Sincerely,



To whom it may concern:

am avid fan and frequent patron of the Archimedes Banya in San Francisco. It offers

homeopathic healing via its various steam and dry saunas, pools and treatments. It is truly an

oasis of healing, relaxation, and community. Banya hosts yoga and other classes on the

rooftop.

Putting a building right in front of the banya would violate this space as well as the privacy we

enjoy. The rooftop is clothing optional. This I am sure, will not go over well with whomever has

windows overlooking the banya and especially, with banya guests who expect privacy and

discretion.

Sincer ly,

Y

Alex Begun

1



To whom it may concern:

am writing this on the subject of a new planned development in front of the San Francisco

Archimedes Banya. I firmly believe that this development will be damaging to the natural SF

Bay shoreline, will have an environmental impact because of needed water supply and

drainage, and would put residents of this development in harm's way because of the

contaminated land in the area.

sincerely hope that the local government will make the wise choice and decide against

allowing this development to move forward.

Sincerely,

Andreas Jones



San Francisco Planning Cornrrrission

1650 Mission Street., Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Planning Corrnnission,

I am kindly asking you to consider Archimedes Banya in your assessment for the Indian Basin

Mimed-Use Project. The Project would introduce a significant environmental impact to the Bay View

along with interfering with a great portion of Archdes' business. My relationship with Archimedes

Banya leas allowed me to develop an appreciation for old world traditions that create an escape from

the harshness of city life. Archunedes is the only one of its kindm the Bay Area. It is a place for people

to relax and recharge in order to be happier and more productive. In its brief e~stence is has become a

place of refuge for San Franciscans. Please keep us in mind when deciding if rewning m the area is

more important than providing a pace for all to escape to.

S~cerely,

Cash G.



7/22/2018

Dear SF Planning Commission Members,

Archimedes Banya is a jewel in the crown of San Francisco. The wellness, rest, and relaxation

provided to so many of our cities citizens by Archimedes Banya make it a beautiful healing

influence that we should all welcome and protect. San Francisco also has a world wide

reputation for beautiful views and natural beauty that everyone in the city is able to enjoy. The

Hunters Point waterfront is one of the most scenic areas in our city. The Hunters Point waterfront

experienced from the views from Archimedes Banya a spectacular way to enjoy those views.

Please take care to protect our wonderful banya and our beautiful and rapidly disappearing

natural coasts.

Sincerely,



July 20, 2018

TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: Christian Rozo San Francisco, CA 94121

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541ENV: India Basin
Mixed-Use Project

Dear Planning Commission:

I come to you as an ambassador of our open spaces and long time loyal Banya

patron. Archimedes Banya is one of the few remaining places in the City that offers

a place one can find peaceful solace within its boundaries along the waterfront. The

natural environment sign~cantly enhances the effect of the bathhouse waters and

saunas. As silly as that sounds, the combination of steam and nature have kept me

consistently coming back here, to the communal baths of the Bayview, for over

three years. Changing the zoning laws and height restrictions of the area will change

the area. It will decimate what little natural wild life is left o f S an Francisco .

San Francisco has always set a precedent and standard for environmentalism for

other cities around the world. We must uphold the standards of our environment

for those beyond the boundaries of our great city.

Sincerely,

Christian Rozo



July 21, 2018

TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: Cassandra Blank . ..

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541 ENV: India Basin
Mixed-Use Project

Dear Planning Commission,

Archimedes Banya provides a space for San Franciscans to enjoy the city, its surrounding
beauty, and the natural landscape. Allowing the city to further develop the surrounding area
would take awayfrom the natural beauty, landscape and val~;a of the surrounding areas.
The Banya provides a welcoming and happy space for the diverse residents of the city, so
we cannot allow for any necessary changes within the neighborhood. I work in the waste
management industry and am familiar with the burdening pollution that accompanies
unnecessary excessive construction. The rise in excessive building height and pollution
must be stopped. Please keep this in mind when considering any possible changes to the
current zoning laws in the Bayview.

Sincerely, 1

Cassandra Blank



July 21, 2018

TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: .,~~1 ~~ ~,

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541ENV: India Basin
Mixed-Use Project

Dear Planning Commission:

I am a S an Francisco native and a cus tourer o f the community B anya. I am writing

to you in protest of the possibility of the zoning changes in the Bayview district. It

is important to me that we preserve the culture and natural beauty of the

neighborhood as it is . San Francisco has always b een a lead er in environmental

change and a place that the rest of the world looks to us as an example of how to

initiate change. Therefore we cannot let this happen.

Sincerely,

M Wu

r ~~



Received at PC Hearing

July 16, 2018 ~. ,~

TO: Members of the Planning Commission and Interested Parties
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St., Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

FROM: Mikhail Brodsky, PhD, ScD; President 748 Innes Ave. Home Owners Association (HOA);
Founder of Archimedes Banya SF

RE: Environmental Impact Report Case No. 2014- 002541ENV: India Basin Mixed-Use Project
(the "Project")

Dear Planning Commission:

The goal of this letter is to stop the enviromental disaster that is going to be created by the

Project proposed by Build Inc. The main part of the subject property was zoned Light Industrial

originaly for many reasons, that should be respected. Almost all area of proposed construction

is a low dencity landfill. The soil is contaminated withpetrolium hydrocarbon and heavy metals

lead and chromium (both 10 times of the treshold level, see attached envoromental satudy

report). The landfill is very unstable for heavy construction and the water level is just 2 feet

below surface. There are no utilities on the lot. The main sewer line (already over loaded) is 18

foot above the property on Innes Ave., so to service about 1500 residential units a sewer

treatment plant is required on the property to properly pump it up. It is not on the plans. Also

the sewer pipes cannot be secured on the landfill and become a real danger in case of even a

small earthquake.

writing this letter on behalf of 748 Innes Ave HOA and Archimedes Banya SF (the "Banya"),

located at 748 Innes Ave and at the center of the proposed plan for the India Basin Mixed-use

project, which includes 700 Inner Ave., 900 Inner Ave., India Basin Shoreline Park, and India

Basin Open Space locations. We are committed to improving the quality of life for all that live in

the community and the Banya is aligned with such interests. The Banya is a Russian bathhouse,

the only one of its kind in the Bay Area. It is not only a place for people to experience Russian

culture, it has quickly become a cultural institution and tourist destination in San Francisco. The

Banya is a place where people of all ages, genders, ethnic and cultural backgrounds convene to

relax, socialize, and improve their health. It uniquely attracts visitors to Hunters Point, a

destination in San Francisco that was previously avoided by visitors and locals alike. Thus, the

Banya has contributed to the vibrancy of the neighborhood that has been unprecedented by

any other business. The Banya is the only decendant of the famouse Sutro Bath it has a similar

cultural value and represent specific features of San Francisco.



The roof deck in its current form provides a safe and private space for customers to relax,

socialize, and sunbathe, often in full nudity. The patrons currently enjoy a safe and private

space, shielded from the eyes of the public and anyone not in the Banya. The Project, which

proposes buildings of up to 160 feet completely eliminates this enjoyment from Banya visitors.

Rather than being shielded from public eyes, people can view Banya visitors from any level

above the roof deck, presenting both a privacy and safety concern for visitors. Onlookers can

not only see Banya visitors in their most vulnerable states, but can also ascertain their

identities. Some visitors go to the Banya solely for the roof deck, as it is currently the only place

in San Francisco for visitors to enjoy private and quiet Bay scenery.

The Project would introduce significant amount of noise to the Banya, thus interfering with the

Banya's currently tranquil state. It would also introduce wind to the area and adversely affect

the air quality of the area, thus negatively impacting the health benefits that the Banya can now

provide to visitors, including fresh air. Thus, the Project would substantially interfere with a

significant portion of the Banya's business.

The presented EIR was heavily criticized by many people during intial hearing on October 19,

2017 however the developers ignore all critics and continue to present inaccurate document

where the Banya is not considered.

For example, Impact AE-2 provides that "The proposed project or variant would not degrade

the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings" is "less than significant."

As a mitigation measure the EIR suggests the following, "As an improvement measure to further

reduce impacts of project construction activities on the visual character/quality of the site,

construction documents should require all construction contractors to provide for the

cleanliness of construction equipment stored or driven outside of the limits of the construction

work area. Construction equipment, including equipment used for staging, should be parked on

the project site. Staging areas should be screened from view at street level with solid wood

fencing or a green fence for areas under construction for extended periods of time. Before the

issuance of building permits, the project sponsors (through the construction contractor[s])

should submit a construction staging, access, and parking plan to the San Francisco Department

of Building Inspection for review and approval. Construction worker vehicles should not be

parked at on-street parking spaces." However, this mitigation measure does not take the

Banya's interest into account whatsoever. The mitigation measure only screens staging areas

from the street level, meaning that the construction site would be in full view of Banya visitors

making the impact to the Banya significant.



Impact-C-AE-1 provides, "The proposed project or variant, in combination with past, present,

and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the vicinity of the project site, would substantially

contribute to cumulative impacts related to aesthetics" and points to Mitigation Measure M-

AE-3, which only provides for a lighting plan as mitigation. However, a mere lighting plan does

not mitigate the aesthetic impacts to Banya visitors. Lighting does protect patron's privacy on

the roof deck nor does it mitigate the aesthetic impacts to Banya visitors.

Further, the Banya is not considered in the assessment for the impact on recreation. The draft

EIR provides that "[t]he proposed project or variant would not physically degrade existing

recreational facilities" and " in combination with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future projects in the vicinity of the project site, would not substantially contribute to

cumulative impacts related to recreation." (Impact RE-3 and Impact-C-RE-1). The Banya and 748

Innes Ave. HOA respectfully disagree with this assessment as the Project does substantially

degrade the Banya in that it eliminates the ability for patrons and tenants to fully enjoy the

complete facilities. In addition, those patrons who visit solely because of the roof deck will be

disincentivized from doing so.

We respectfully request that the Banya's and tenatns of 748 Innes Ave. interests be fully

considered.

Sincerely,

Mikhail Brodsky
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REPORT

SOIL SAMPLING AND CHEMICAL TESTING

PROPOSED RUSSIAN SPA

ASSESSOR'S BLOCK 4644, LOT 5A

INNES AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

OUR JOB N0. 1535-001
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TRANS PACIFIC GEOTECHNICAL CONSULTANTS, INC.

445 GRANT AVENUE, SUITE 403, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94108-3249
TELEPHONE: (415) 788-8627 FAX: (415) 788-3121

June 28, 1999

Our Job No. 1535-001

Banya 2000
1600 Shattuck Avenue, #214-II
Berkeley, California 94709

Attention: Mr. Reinhard Imhof

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Report
Soil Sampling and Chemical Testing
Proposed Russian Spa
Assessor's Block 4644, Lot 5A
Innes Avenue
San Francisco, California

This report presents the results of our soil sampling and chemical testing
for the site of the proposed Russian spa in San Francisco, California. The site,
known as Lot 5A of Assessor's Block 4644, is located on the north side of Innes
Avenue between Earl Street and Fitch Street as shown on the Vicinity Map, Plate
1.

PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION

Present plans call for construction of a three-story building with a
basement. The building will house an in-door swimming pool, hot tubs, exercise
rooms, weight rooms, and a restaurant, among others. The basement will be used
for parking and a mechanical room. Details of the proposed development have not
been finalized and details of the loading information are not available at this
time.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF SERVICES

The purpose of our service was to explore the subsurface soil and rock
conditions at the site and to collect soil samples for analytical chemical
testing. Our service was performed substantially in accordance with our proposal
dated May 13, 1999. The scope of our services included a field exploration
program of excavating two test pits and performance of analytical chemical
testing.

FIELD EXPLORATION

The subsurface conditions were explored on June 9, 1999, by excavating two
test pits with a backhoe at the locations shown on the Plot Plan, Plate 2. The
test pits were excavated to depths of about 11 feet to 19 feet below the existing
ground surface. The field exploration was performed under the technical
direction of one of our geologists who examined and visually classified the soil
encountered, maintained a log of test pits, and obtained samples for visual
examination and analytical chemical testing. Graphical presentation of the soils
encountered is presented on the Log of Exploratory Pit, Plates 3A through 3B.
An explanation of the nomenclature and symbols used on the Log of Exploratory
Pits is shown on Plate 4, Soil Classification Chart and Key to Test Data. The

Page 1



Banya 2000 June 28, 1999

logs of test pits show subsurface conditions on the date and at the locations
indicated, and it is not warranted that they are' representative of subsurface
conditions at other times or locations. After completion of the excavation
operation, the test pits were loosely backfilled with the excavated soils and
randomly rolled with the rubber-tired wheels.

The soil samples were collected with appropriate sampling protocol. These
samples were initially stored in an ice chest and subsequently refrigerated for
proper storage and eventual transport to the analytical laboratory. A chain of
custody of these samples was maintained.

DISCUSSION

Soil samples were hand delivered to the premise of Caltest Analytical
Laboratory in Napa, California on June 7, 1999. We were directed by Mr. R. Imhof
to hold the testing of soil samples obtained in Test Pit 1 in abeyance;
therefore, analytical testing was assigned only on soil samples obtained in Test
Pit 2. These tests included testing for heavy metals, asbestos, total petroleum
hydrocarbons as gas and total petroleum hydrocarbons as diesel and
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB).

The results of the analytical testing, as presented by Caltest Analytical
Laboratory, are presented in the Appendix.

CLOSURE

Our services have been performed with the usual thoroughness and competence
of the engineering profession. No other warranty or representation, either
expressed or implied, is included or intended.

If you have any questions regarding this report or require additional
information, please contact us. The following plates and appendix are attached
and complete this report.

Plate 1
Plate 2
Plates 3A and 3B
Plate 9

Appendix

Vicinity Map
Plot Plan
Log Of Exploratory Pit
Soil Classification Chart and Key to Test Data

Report prepared by Caltest Analytical Laboratory
and dated June 25, 1999

Yours very truly,
Trans Pacific Geotechnical Consultants, Inc.

~ ~,~.

(Six copies submitted)

Eddy T. Lau P.E.
Reg. Civil Engineer 019897
Reg. Geotechnical Engineer 506
Expiration 9/30/2001

cc: ARCUS Architecture and Planning (2)
445 Grant Avenue, Suite 409
San Francisco, California 94108
Attention: Mr. Samuel Kwong

WPN:1535001.RE2

Page 2
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SF Digital Basemap
1535-001 Proposed Russian Spa, Innes Avenue, San Francisco, California
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TEST PIT 1 SURFACE ELEVATION:

LOGGED BY: DRF EQUIPMENT backhoe

■ INDICATES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED SAMPLE

INDICATES DEPTH OF DISTURBED SAMPLE

DATE EXCAVATED: 64/99

DATE BACKFILLED: 
6/4/99

A GC, Sandy GRAVEL with Vace day and serpentine rock fragments, occasional
cobbles, dry to damp, (loose), [FILLJ.

B. CL, Brown silty CLAY with rock fragments, moist.

J

t1') LOG OF EXPLORATORY PIT Trans Pacific Geotechnical Consultants, Inc.
PLATE 3A



TEST PIT 2 SURFACE ELEVATION:

LOGGED BY: DRF EQUIPMENT

1 J

DATE EXCAVATED: 6/4/99

backhoe DATE BACKFILLED: 6
4/99

. INDICATES DEPTH OF UNDISTURBED SAMPLE

INDICATES DEPTH OF DISTURBED SAMPLE

O PIPE

A. C3W, Sandy GRAVEL, dry, (loose), (FILL].

B. CUGC, Dark brown and black layered sandy CLAY with wood, brick,
reinforcing steel, large rock fragments, and a block of granite, moist,
(loose and soft), [FILL]. Grading to yellowish brown clayey GRAVEL
at around 11 feet to 12 feet, moist, (loose), [FILL].

LOG OF EXPLORATORY PIT Trans Pacific Geotechnical Consultants, Inc.
PLATE 3B
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SPT -STANDARD PENETRATION TEST SAMPLER AND KEY TO TEST DATA
U -UNDERWATER SAMPLER 

Trans Pacltic Geotechnlcal Consultants, If1C.
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APPENDIX

Report

Prepared By

CALTEST ANALYTICAL LABORATORY

Laboratory No. 9906-181

June 25, 1999
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1885 N. Kelly Rd. •Napa, California 94558
CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
CALIFORNIA ELAP X1664

(707) 258-4000 •Fax: (707)226-1001

June 25, 1999

Mr. Eddy T. Lau, P.E.
Trans Pacific GeoTechnical
445 Grant Avenue, Suite 403
San Francisco, CA 94108

Dear Mr. Lau:

On June 7, 1999, Caltest received four soil samples which were logged into our system as
lab order number 9906181. Per your request, two of the four samples were analyzed for
California Assessment Manual (CAM) Metals, Asbestos, Total Petroleum Hydrocazbons
(TPH) as Gas, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH) as Diesel, and Polychlorinated
Biphenyls (PCB).

The following analytical report indicates a detection on both soil samples for an
unidentified petroleum hydrocarbon pattern which was quantitated as Diesel # 2. All
metals were below the Total Threshold Limit Concentration (TTLC) Limits, however,
Chromium and Lead were detected above 10 times the Soluble Threshold Limit
Concentration (STLC) Limit. This is an indication that an STLC Extraction and analysis
needs to be performed on both soil samples for Chromium, and Lead.

Please do not hesitate to call me at the laboratory if you have any questions regarding this
report.

Sincerely,
Caltest Analytical Laboratory

cs~~~
Todd M. Albertson
Project Manager

Enclosure(s):
Caltest Lab Order # 9906181
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1885 N. Kelly Rd. •Napa, California 94558 CALIFORNIA ELAP X1664

(707) 258.4000 •Fax: (707) 226-1001

LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181
Page 1 of 6

REPORT of ANALYTICAL RESULTS
Report Date: 25 JUN 1999
Received Date: 07 JUN 1999

Clierrt: Eddy T. Lau, P.E.
Trans Pacific GeoTechnical
445 Grant Avenue. Suite 403
San Francisco. CA 94108

Project: 1535-001 RUSSIAN SPA Sampled by: DON FOWLER

Lab Number Sample Identification Matrix Sampled Date/Time

9906181-1 2-1 (A & B) 3'6" SOIL 04 JUN 99 09:20
9906181-2 2-2 (A & B) 5'6" SOIL 04 JUN 99 09:40
9906181-3 1-1 (A & B) 3'3" SOIL 04 JUN 99 08:30
9906181-4 1-2 (A & B) 6'6" SOIL 04 JUN 99 08:40

Todd M. A bertson ristine Horn
Project Manager Laboratory Director

CALTEST authorizes this report to be reproduced on y in its entirety.
Results are specific to the sample as submitted and only to the parameters reported.
All analyses performed by EPA Methods or Standard Methods (SM) 18th Ed. except where noted.
Results of 'ND' mean not detected at or above the listed Reporting Limit (R.L.).
'D.F.' means Dilution Factor and has been used to adjust the listed Reporting Limit (R.L.).
Acceptance Criteria for all Surrogate recoveries are defined in the QC Spike Data Reports.
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1885 N. Kelly Rd. • Napa, California 94558
CER~TIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
CALIFORNIA ELAP X1664

(707) 258-4000 •Fax:(707) 226-1001

LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181
INORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 2 of 6

ANALYTE RESULT R.L. UNITS D.F. METHOD ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6"
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20

Antimony ND 2. mg/kg 10 60106 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Arsenic 6.7 0.8 mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Barium 110. 1. mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Beryllium ND 1. mg/kg 10 60108 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1,2.3
Cadmium ND 0.2 mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Chromium 57. 1. mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Cobalt 11. 0.4 mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Copper 56. 1. mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Lead 210. 0.6 mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Mercury 0.6 0.1 mg/kg 5 7471A 06.16.99 A990428MER 2.4
Molybdenum ND 1. mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Nickel 80. 1. mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Selenium ND 2. mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Silver ND 0.6 mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Thallium ND 2. mg/kg 10 60106 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Vanadium 42. 0.4 mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Zinc 150. 4. mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Asbestos RR ~ 1 PLM 5.6

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2
SAMPLE ID: 2-2 (A & B) 5'6"
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40

Antimony ND 2. mg/kg 10 60106 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Arsenic 4.7 0.8 mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Barium 84. 1. mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Beryllium ND 1. mg/kg 10 60106 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1,2.3
Cadmium ND 0.2 mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Chromium 51. 1. mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Cobalt 10. 0.4 mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Copper 41. 1. mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Lead 89. 0.6 mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Mercury 1.2 0.2 mg/kg 10 7471A 06.16.99 A990428MER 2,4
Molybdenum ND 1. mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Nickel 55. 1. mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Selenium ND 2. mg/kg 10 60108 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2

1) Sample Preparation on 06-14-99 using 30508
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample.
3) The Reporting Limit (R.L.) was raised due to background interference noted in the sample.
4) Sample Preparation on 06-15-99 using 7471A
5) Analysis performed by EMSL Analytical, ELAP certification # 1620.
6) Refer to the attached reference laboratory report for the original certificate of analysis and supporting

Quality Control data.
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LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181
INORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 3 of 6

ANALYTE RESULT R.L. UNITS D.F. METHOD ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 (continued)

Silver ND 0.6 mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Thallium ND 2, mg/kg 10 60106 06.16.99 A990421ICP 1,2
Vanadium 45. 0.4 mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Zinc 100. 4. mg/kg 10 60106 06.15.99 A990421ICP 1.2
Asbestos RR ~ 1 PLM 3,4

1) Sample Preparation on 06-14-99 using 30506
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample.
3) Analysis performed by EMSL Analytical, ELAP certification # 1620.
4) Refer to the attached reference laboratory report for the original certificate of analysis and supporting

Quality Control data.
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ORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS
LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181

Page 4 of 6

ANALYTE RESULT R.L. UNITS D.F. ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6"
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20
METHOD: EPA 8082

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBs)
PCB 1016 ND 0.1 mg/kg
PCB 1221 ND 0.1 mg/kg
PCB 1232 ND 0.1 mg/kg
PCB 1242 ND 0.1 mg/kg
PCB 1248 ND 0.1 mg/kg
PCB 1254 ND 0.1 mg/kg
PCB 1260 ND 0.1 mg/kg
Surrogate TCMX 94. ~
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 103. ~

1 06.19.99 T9901510CP 1,2,3

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 (continued)
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6"
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20
METHOD: EPA 8015M

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM
HYDROCARBONS

Diesel Fuel ND 4. mg/Kg
TPH-Extractable, quantitated as 14. 4. mg/Kg
diesel
Surrogate o-Terphenyl 85. ~

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 (continued)
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6"
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20
METHOD: EPA 8020A

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS
Benzene ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Toluene ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Ethylbenzene ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Xylenes (Total) ND 0.0025 mg/kg

1 06.18.99 T990148TPH 2,4.5

1 06.09.99 V990064G9A 2.6

1) Sample Preparation on 06-15-99 using EPA 3550
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample.
3) The final volume of the sample extract was higher than the nominal amount, resulting in (a) higher

reporting limit(s).
4) Sample Preparation on 06-11-99 using EPA 3550
5) An unidentified petroleum hydrocarbon was present in the sample. An approximate concentration has been

calculated based on Diesel #2 standards.
6) Sample Preparation on 06-09-99 using EPA 5030
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ORGANIC ANALYTICAL RESULTS

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
CALIFORNIA ELAP #1664

LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181
Page 5 of 6

ANALYTE RESULT R.L. UNITS D.F. ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1 (continued)
SAMPLE ID: 2-1 (A & B) 3'6"
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:20
METHOD: EPA 8020A

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS
(continued)
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PID] 106. ~

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2
SAMPLE ID: 2-2 (A & B) 5'6"
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40
METHOD: EPA 8082

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBs)
PCB 1016 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1221 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1232 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1242 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1248 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1254 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1260 ND 0.02 mg/kg
Surrogate TCMX 87. ~
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 100. %

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 (continued)
SAMPLE ID: 2-2 (A & B) 5'6"
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40
METHOD: EPA 8015M

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM
HYDROCARBONS

Diesel Fuel ND 4. mg/Kg
TPH-Extractable, quantitated as 59. 4. mg/Kg
diesel
Surrogate o-Terphenyl 94. ~

1 06.09.99 V990064G9A

1 06.19.99 T9901510CP 1,2

1 06.18.99 T990148TPH 2,3.4

1) Sample Preparation on 06-15-99 using EPA 3550
2) Result expressed as wet weight of sample.
3) Sample Preparation on 06-11-99 using EPA 3550
4) An unidentified petroleum hydrocarbon was present in the sample. An approximate concentration has been

calculated based on Diesel #2 standards.
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ANALYTE RESULT R.L. UNITS D.F. ANALYZED QC BATCH NOTES

LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2 (continued)
SAMPLE ID: 2-2 (A & B) 5'6"
SAMPLED: 04 JUN 99 09:40
METHOD: EPA 8020A

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 1 06.09.99 V990064G9A 1,2
Benzene ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Toluene ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Ethylbenzene ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Xylenes (Total) ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PID] 110. ~

1) Sample Preparation on 06-09-99 using EPA 5030
2> Result expressed as wet weight of sample.



382 Soull~ Abbo11 Avenue

EMSL Analytical, Inc. M<<~~ras~ ~A 95035
Phone: (408) 934-7010 Fax: (408) 934-7015

Attn.: Todd Albertson

Caltest Analytical Laboratory
1885 N. Kelly Road
Napa, CA 94558

Tuesday, June 15, 1999

Ref Number: CA993492

POLARIZED LIGHT MICROSCOPY (PLM)

Performed by EPA 600/R-93/116 Method*

Project: 9906181

Sample ASBESTOS NON-ASBESTOS
Sample Location Appearance Treatment % Type % Fibrous % Non-Fibrous

9906181-1 2-1 (A & B) 3' 6" Black Crushed None Detected 25°/a Quartz
Non-Fibrous 75% Other
Homogeneous

9906181-2 2-2 (A 8 B) 3' 6" Black Crushed None Detected 25%Quartz
Non-Fibrous 75% Other
Homogeneous

Comments: For all obviously heterogeneous samples easily separated into subsamples, and for layered samples, each component is analyzed separately.
Also, "# of Layers" refers to number of separable subsamples.

' NY samples analyzed by ELAP 198.1 Method.

Nonette Pa ron Approved
Analys Signatory

Disclaimers. PLM has been known to miss asbestos in a small percentage of samples which contain asbestos. Thus negative PlM resufls cannot be
guaranteed. EMSL supgesis that samples reported es <1 % or none detected be tested with edher SEM a TEM. The above test report relates only to ~
We items tested. This report may not be reproduced, except in full, without written approval by EMSL. The above test must not be used by the client to
claim product endorsement by NVLAP nor any agency of the United Stales Government Leboretory is not responsible for the accuracy of results when

~ „ ~ _ _ _~ LJ requested to physically separate and analyze layered samples.
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CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
1885 N. Kelly Rd. •Napa, California 94558 CALIFORNIA ELAP ~r1664

(707) 258-4000 •Fax: (707)226.1001

LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181
Page 1 of 6

SUPPLEMENTAL QUALITY CONTROL (QC) DATA REPORT
Report Date: 25 JUN 1999
Received Date: 07 JUN 1999

Client: Eddy T. Lau, P.E.
Trans Pacific GeoTechnical
445 Grant Avenue, Suite 403
San Francisco, CA 94108

Project: 1535-001 RUSSIAN SPA

QC Batch ID Method Matrix

A990421ICP 60106 SOIL
A990428MER 7471A SOIL
T990148TPH 8015M SOIL
T9901510CP 8082 SOIL
V990064G9A 8020A SOIL

Todd M. Alb rtson Christine Horn
Project Manager Laboratory Director

CALTEST authorizes this report to e reproduced on y in its entirety.
Results are specific to the sample as submitted and only to the parameters reported.
All analyses performed by EPA Methods or Standard Methods (SM) 18th Ed. except where noted.
Results of 'ND' mean not detected at or above the listed Reporting Limit (R.L.).
Analyte Spike Amounts reported as 'NS' mean not spiked and will not have recoveries reported.
'RPD' means Relative Percent Difference and RPD Acceptance Criteria is stated as a maximum.
'NC' means not calculated for RPD or Spike Recoveries.
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1885 N. Kelly Rd. Napa, California 94558
CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
CALIFORNIA ELAP x1664

(707) 258-4000 •Fax: (707) 2Z6-1001

METHOD BLANK ANALYTICAL RESULTS

ANALYTE

QC BATCH: A990421ICP

Antimony
Arsenic
Barium
Beryllium
Cadmium
Chromium
Cobalt
Copper
Lead
Molybdenum
Nickel
Selenium
Silver
Thallium
Vanadium
Zinc

QC BATCH: A990428MER

LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181
Page 2 of 6

RESULT R.L. UNITS ANALYZED NOTES

ND 2. mg/kg 06.16.99
ND 0.8 mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 1. mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 0.2 mg/kg 06.16.99
ND 0.2 mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 1. mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 0.4 mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 1. mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 0.6 mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 1. mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 1. mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 2. mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 0.6 mg/kg 06.15.99
ND 2. mg/kg 06.16.99
ND 0.4 mg/kg 06.15.99
4.45 4. mg/kg 06.15.99 1

Mercury, TTLC ND 0.01 mg/kg 06.16.99

QC BATCH: T990148TPH

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM HYDROCARBONS 06.18.99
Diesel Fuel ND 4. mg/Kg
TPH-Extractable, quantitated as diesel ND 4. mg/Kg
Surrogate o-Terphenyl 97. ~

QC BATCH: T9901510CP

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBs) 06.19.99
PCB 1016 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1221 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1232 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1242 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1248 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1254 ND 0.02 mg/kg
PCB 1260 ND 0.02 mg/kg
Surrogate TCMX 59. ~
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 142. ~

1) Low level contamination noted in the Method Blank; sample results less than the RL or greater than 10
times the contamination level are reported.
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LABORATORY
CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES

CALIFORNIA ELAP #1664

(707) 258.4000 •Fax: (707)226-1001

METHOD BLANK ANALYTICAL RESULTS
LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181

Page 3 of 6

ANALYTE RESULT R.L. UNITS ANALYZED NOTES

QC BATCH: V990064G9A

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 06.09.99
Benzene ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Toluene ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Ethylbenzene ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Xylenes (Total) ND 0.0025 mg/kg
Methyl tert-Butyl Ether (MTBE) ND .125 mg/kg
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PID] 112. ~
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(707) 258-4000 •Fax: (707) 226-1001

LABORATORY CONTROL SAMPLE ANALYTICAL RESULTS

CERTIFIED ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES
CALIFORNIA ELAP~1664

LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181
Page 4 of 6

SPIKE SPIKE\DUP SPK\DUP ACCEPTANCE RELX
ANALYTE AMOUNT RESULT XREC XREC \RPD DIFF ANALYZED NOTES

QC BATCH: A990421ICP

Antimony 19.8 20.9\ 106\ 75-125\35 06.16.99
Arsenic 19.9 21.2\ 107\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Barium 99.6 105.\ 105\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Beryllium 19.8 21.6\ 109\ 75-125\35 06.16.99
Cadmium 9.96 10.6\ 106\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Chromium 19.9 21.2\ 107\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Cobalt 19.9 20.4\ 103\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Copper 19.9 20.8\ 105\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Lead 99.6 106.\ 106\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Molybdenum 19.9 21.1\ 106\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Nickel 19.9 20.3\ 102\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Selenium 19.9 20.7\ 104\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Silver 19.9 20.3\ 102\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Thallium 99.2 104.\ 105\ 75-125\35 06.16.99
Vanadium 19.9 20.8\ 105\ 75-125\35 06.15.99
Zinc 99.6 108.\ 108\ 75-125\35 06.15.99

'1C BATCH: A990428MER

Mercury. TTLC 0.200 0.229\ 114\ 75=125\35 06.16.99

QC BATCH: T990148TPH

TOTAL SEMI-VOLATILE PETROLEUM 06.18.99
HYDROCARBONS
Diesel Fuel 66.7 58.6\ 88\ 59-134\
Surrogate o-Terphenyl 6.7 7.40\ 110\ 60-111\

QC BATCH: T9901510CP

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBs) 06.25.99
PCB 1260 0.133 0.166\ 125\ 70-130\
Surrogate TCMX 0.0133 0.0125\ 94\ 13-147\
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl 0.0133 0.0158\ 119\ 23-167\

QC BATCH: V990064G9A

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS 06.09.99
Benzene 0.033 0.0450\ 136\ 79-134\
Toluene 0.195 0.227\ 116\ 56-140\
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PID] 0.100 0.113\ 113\ 72-123\
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CALIFORNIA ELAP X1664

(707) 258.4000 •Fax: (707) 226-1001

LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181
MATRIX SPIKE ANALYTICAL RESULTS Page 5 of 6

ORIGINAL SPIKE SPIKE\DUP SPK\DUP ACCEPTANCE RELX
ANALYTE RESULT AMOUNT RESULT XREC XREC \RPD DIFF ANALYZED NOTES

QC BATCH: A990421ICP
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Antimony ND 19.8 18.0\19.0 91\96 75-125\35 5.4 06.16.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Arsenic 6.67 19.9 26.3\25.9 98\96 75-125\35 1.5 06.15.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Barium 111. 99.6 207.\209. 96\98 75-125\35 1 06.15.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Beryllium ND 19.8 19.2\19.1 97\96 75-125\35 0.5 06.16.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Cadmium ND 9.96 9.61\9.53 96\96 75-125\35 0.8 06.15.99
~C BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Chromium 57.2 19.9 67.8\64.5 53\37 75-125\35 5.0 06.15.99 1
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Cobalt 10.9 19.9 28.8\28.7 90\89 75-125\35 0.4 06.15.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Copper 55.8 19.9 72.0\66.5 81\54 75-125\35 7.9 06.15.99 1
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Lead 211. 99.6 289.\329. 78\118 75-125\35 13. 06.15.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Molybdenum ND 19.9 20.4\20.3 103\102 75-125\35 0.5 06.15.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Nickel 80.3 19.9 83.6\91.5 17\56 75-125\35 9.0 06.15.99 1

1) Spike recovery outside control limits. Spike added less than one half sample concentration. LCS/LCSD
and Method Blank are in control.
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LAB ORDER No.: 9906-181
Page 6 of 6

ORIGINAL SPIKE SPIKE\DUP SPK\DUP ACCEPTANCE RELX
ANALYTE RESULT AMOUNT RESULT XREC XREC \RPD DIFF ANALYZED NOTES

QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)

QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Selenium ND 19.9 20.3\20.1 102\101 75-125\35 1 06.15.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Silver ND 19.9 19.5\19.4 98\97 75-125\35 0.5 06.15.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Thallium ND 99.2 97.3\97.2 98\98 75-125\35 0.1 06.16.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Vanadium 42.1 19.9 61.8\58.8 99\84 75-125\35 5.0 06.15.99
QC BATCH: A990421ICP (continued)
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

Linc 154. 99.6 268.\245. 114\91 75-125\35 9.0 06.15.99

QC BATCH: A990428MER
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906289-1

Mercury, TTLC

QC BATCH: T9901510CP
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-1

POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBs)
PCB 1260
Surrogate TCMX
Surrogate Decachlorobiphenyl

QC BATCH: V990064G9A
QC SAMPLE LAB NUMBER: 9906181-2

AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS
Benzene
Toluene
Surrogate 4-Bromofluorobenzene [PID]

0.0569 0.200 0.268\0.254 106\98 75-125\35 5.4 06.16.99

06.19.99
ND 0.133 0.121\0.124 91\93 70-130\20 2.4

94.E 0.0133 0.0112\0.0119 84\89 56-129\
103.% 0.0133 0.0133\0.0135 100\102 19-185\

ND 0.033 0.0280\0.0130 85\39 10-179\31 73.
ND 0.195 0.161\0.185 83\95 10-188\14 14.

110.E 0.100 0.106\0.115 106\115 58-143\

1. 1• ••
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Re eived at CPC Hearing _~ ZSc~I~
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1418 Newcomb Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94124

July 25, 2018

Dear Planning Commission and Planning Department,

am writing to express grave concern and objection about the plans proposed for development around India

Basin by BUILD Inc. Although I welcome positive development in southeast San Francisco, the proposed project

overdevelops the shoreline and will undercut the livability benefits for existing communities. A development
project for India Basin is worthwhile, but it should scaled to something closer to half the density and height in

the proposed project to garner the support of the surrounding neighborhood.

In this letter I want to (1) summarize why this project fails, (2) describe problems in this project in more detail,

(3) point out positive characteristics of the design, and (4) recommend features that could help it win support

from residents, voters, neighbors, concerned onlookers, and anyone interested in preserving the shoreline

beauty and outdoor livability of southeast San Francisco by setting an appropriate precedent for development.

(1) To start at a high level, this project fails in the following top-level ways:

It fails to justify why anything more than afour-story building is desirable or necessary for
development on this site. Surely it is possible to reimagine this parcel and to develop it profitably with
four-story buildings. One only need look one block away to the Shipyard, where buildings respect the
existing zoning. One only need look around the neighborhood to find many areas where density could
be increased rather than overdeveloping one site. If BUILD Inc is not able to see these opportunities or
to build a business model that can develop at an appropriate scale, it may bean indication that it is
time for the City to look for a different business partner for this development project.

It has failed to win the Consent of its neighbors. There are many voices —from local businesses to
homeowners associations to a neighborhood association —who oppose this project as an unwelcome
wall of waterfront development. If so many are opposed, the project needs revision, and the obvious
revision is a more prudent amount of building.

It has failed to demonstrate itself as a concerted effort to win the consent of its neighbors. BUILD Inc
offers claims of a large number of meetings, but the neighbors directly impacted by the construction
and buildings have erratically received notices, if they have received notices at all. Build Inc has
produced 3D renderings of the site, but they never show the aesthetic impacts from the vantage of
any of the existing developments. Instead, it shows an extreme densification of a relatively small
parcel from an angle that makes it look shorter than existing buildings rather than sticking out and
looming in front of them. The current zoning plan was created to empower development and prevent
overdevelopment. BUILD Inc is not respecting this community-based plan. Instead, it is asking for a

special district designation to circumvent current zoning. The hubris is remarkable.

(2) The following statements provide a more specific summary of the problems with this project:

An adversely dense overdevelopment in a sensitive area. The density and clustering of buildings

exceeds everything in the area without just cause. The plan would easily double the density used in the

brand new Shipyard and would triple, quadruple, or quintuple the residential density of other existing

developments. There is no reasonable justification for this increase. Nowhere else in the City has there

been such a rapid densification of what has been a relatively quiet, residential area. We would prefer

to see BUILD Inc go back to the drawing board and develop a business model that enhances the look

Page 1 of 4



and feel for this shoreline community rather than supplant it with an urban neighborhood out of

nowhere. Quite simply, this project proposes far too many units in too small of an area. Its number of

built units should be scaled back to something more like half its current number.

Building heights incompatible with the rest of the neighborhood. Even the brand new Shipyard tops

out afour-story buildings. The other buildings in the area are one-, two-, and three-story projects. Yet

half of the buildings in the BUILD Inc proposal would cluster five, six, or seven stories and loom over

everything around it. Such aggressive development is unnecessary and detrimental to the fabric of the

existing community. Just as importantly, the rezoning (for buildings above 40 feet) necessary to enable

this level of building sets an unsustainable and bad precedent for future development in southeast San

Francisco. While redevelopment on this land makes sense, this level of density does not, and a special

use district for such a small parcel is also without cause. People worked for the better part of two

decades to develop a zoning plan for this area, and this plan upends it unjustly.

Two inappropriately tall and unnecessary mid-rise towers. The new plans from BUILD Inc include two

14-story residential towers. Nowhere outside of the high-rises in SoMa are we seeing this intensity of

development. (Not even Mission Bay has buildings that tall, and it was a Brownfield without residential

neighbors.) These towers are not proposed as architectural marvels for the community to enjoy, but

two large pillars of concrete sticking up out of nowhere and visually distracting from the shoreline and

the basin. Elsewhere the plans imagine a naturalized perched beach, but the building model looks

more like South Beach. That is wrong and will balkanize the community. Again, it sets an unsustainable

and bad precedent for development in southeast San Francisco.

Densification without appropriate transportation infrastructure. Innes Avenue is the only clear

roadway into and out of Hunters Point. It is not a commercial transportation corridor and not well

enough equipped to handle the number of residents planned for this project. The Final EIR for this

project proposal an additional 500 residential units, reduces commercial space and schools, yet

assumes that these changes will result in a net decrease in trips and vehicle miles traveled. It is hard to

accept these conclusions as anything other than rosy.

Insufficient aesthetic consultation with the neighborhood. BUILD Inc has held public meetings on this

project, but these meetings have offered insufficient aesthetic consultation with existing residents.

Although the CEQA process includes aesthetic analyses, they are not a complete view of the scenic and

aesthetic impact that the community will feel. For example, why has BUILD Inc not created a 3D

rendering of the project that simulates views from the housing on the hillside above Innes Street? The

obvious answer is that it would demonstrate precisely what many concerned residents —from the

India Basin Neighborhood Association to Archimedes Banya —have been pointing out in their public

comments to date: the plans will drop a disproportionately tall set of buildings into what is otherwise a

shoreline community that enjoys a fluid relationship to the Bay and India Basin. The absence of these

analyses is telling. All 3D renderings of the project conveniently look from the northeast, thereby using

a vanishing point behind the tall buildings to minimize the apparent visual impact on the existing

neighborhood. This is all part of a larger pattern of neighborhood consultation. There has not been

timely, adequate, nor widespread enough notice to the neighborhood about design review meetings,

including this one before the Planning Commission. All neighbors were supposed to receive notice. We

did not. As a result, too few of the residents are present to give voice to these concerns.

• Insufficient thought about community adjacencies. The current plan does not contemplate economic

marginalization in the neighborhood. The project needs features that will bring commercial access to

all members of the area, not just people who can afford to buy into new condos. By supplanting a

community-led zoning plan and densifying this site to the detriment of it neighbors , it shows little

regard for the existing community and the overall compatibility of this project with its surroundings.
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Too little respect for an ecologically sensitive area. The wetlands that line the shoreline are home to a
large number of nesting animals, who are part of the attraction. Overdevelopment will bring too many
habitat disruptions, and too much density will undermine the vitality and environmental function of
the shoreline's many ecological communities. The need for mitigation measures in the environmental
impact report only underscore my points so far: this is too much in too small of an area.

Unwisely Merged Environmental Impact Review. The environmental review for this project has been

combined with an initial study for the parklands around India Basin, rather than being viewed as a
separate project under CEQA. This approach is contrary to the sensibilities of CEQA, and it is likely to
provoke a court challenge. To avoid a lengthy legal fight, we encourage the Planning Commission to
insist on separate initial studies and environmental impact determination for each project.

(3f The project includes many wonderful ideas that deserve recognition:

• Awareness of the natural beauty of the area as an asset. The plan includes open space and

landscaping that can create visual, recreational, and economic benefits. Such features include an open
meadow, endemic plants, boat launch, perched beach, and shoreline walk. These features should be
aesthetically available to the maximum number of people.

• Inclusion of the Bay Trail to create regional Connectivity and to draw people visually, recreationally,

and economically into southeastern San Francisco.

• A mixed-use plan that provides much-needed commercial venues and economic opportunities. This
plan may empower at least some people to live, shop, and potentially work in the same neighborhood.

• Attractive pedestrian and bike opportunities. This approach support San Francisco's urban planning
requirements under SB 375 (Sustainable Communities Strategy). More importantly, it supports the

outdoor livability of the Bay Area that motivate many of us to live here.

• Cascading building heights to avoid overdevelopment ofthe Bay's edge. The creation of sight lines to

the Bay across the acreage and beyond is an important part of empowering and activating the entire
area, not just one master planner's development. A maximum offour-stories and a decrease to three-
and two-story buildings as development approaches the shoreline is a welcome and ecologically smart.

Without attention to ways that this development blocks the rest of the neighborhood, this project will hoard
the area's best features for newcomers. While this project may avoid residential displacement through the
creation of a large number of new housing units, the current plan will result in an environmental displacement
of existing residents because of its overly dense, overly tall, aesthetically disruptive overdevelopment. It needs
to be scaled back to a size appropriate for the area.

Like other members of the sixty-three household Morgan Heights Homeowners Association, my current
position about this project is "oppose." In the strongest possible terms, I encourage the Planning Commission
to oppose the current version of the project and send it back for redesign.

(4) However, I could imagine supporting this project if the Planning Commission instructed BUILD Inc to revise

their plans in the following ways:

• Reject the special district zoning and retain the existing zoning of NC-2, M1, M2, and P/40-X to bring
the scale and scope of this project into line with the shoreline neighborhood and the decades-long
zoning and planning efforts from the community;
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• Respect existing development by restricting maximum building heights to those less than or equal to

the four-story buildings already along Innes Street, per that zoning;

• Construct three-dimensional diagrams of the buildings to evaluate how they will visually, aesthetically,

and economically impact the existing neighborhood;

• Continue, as in current plans, to cascade building heights to maximize the primary asset in the area,

the Bay shoreline and India Basin;

• Respect the wetland and maintain the Basin and its shoreline as an accessible feature for the entire

neighborhood;

• Design for a density that offers the neighborhood and City a step forward without a 2-5x increase in

density of developing on one small parcel adjacent to a wetland;

• Maintain the following features: Bay Trail connection, open space abutting India Basin, commercial

development, ample bike and walk lanes, and infrastructure that boosts the attractiveness of mass

transit connectivity and utility for people who live here; and

• Conduct an environmental impact review specific to this project (i.e., not combined with a recreational

project) that includes 3D renderings of building heights from all sides in its aesthetic analysis.

The current plan includes many amenities, whose funding may be tied to the density in this broken plan. We

existing residents would understand if an appropriately-sized project necessitates a scaling back or delay of

some nice-to-have features. (For example, the perched beach is a nice feature to have, but not at the expense

of overdevelopment.) The most important decision that you make today is to sustain the beauty of India Basin

and the livability of the existing community. Doing so means cutting in half the density and height of

development in this project.

This greenfield conversion is part of a larger effort to reimagine the waterfront from Islais Creek down to

Candlestick Point. The design choices made today will not only affect generations to come, but will likely

permanently reshape the ecology of the shoreline. The Planning Commission should support development, but

it should assure that it does not overbuild. We implore you to think beyond this individual development

project and toward the longer-term vitality of the shoreline and the compatibility with the surrounding

neighborhood that is also trying to rise.

Please help us help scale this back and build it right.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Chad White, PhD

Environmental Planner

Member of Morgan Heights Homeowners Association

Member of India Basin Neighborhood Association

contact email: charlesdavidwhite@gmail.com

contact phone number: 415-378-9954
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Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Thursday, February 08, 2018 9:46 AM

To: Andrew Gregg
Cc: Townes, Chris (CPC); De Moore; Moti Kazemi; Isabel Kazemi; Jacqueline; Elizabeth

Prudden;josie.sadan@gmail.com;josie946@aol.com; Adam Tom; Anne Gable; Felicity;
Nicholas Anderson; John Friedman; Beverly; Jim Curran; Laurel Anderson

Subject: Re: 556 27th Street Project

Mr. Gregg,

assure you that Noe Neighborhood Council stands by what we've always preached in such
situations: negotiate, negotiate, negotiate. At the meeting at the library, I recommended a 5 foot side
setback, which is very reasonable given the huge impact that your building will impose on its
surrounding neighbors.

Your response was that such setback will result in the loss of 1500 square feet, which I have a hard
time imagining. Your offer as outlined in the thread below is for a nominal side setback of only 3 feet
with the same justification: the loss of 1500 square feet. Sounds like any compromise on your part
results in the same loss of 1500 square feet!

You're asking for a letter of support for a compromise that is not much of a compromise and that is
why our position is not to support your project.

Best,

Ozzie



Townes, Chris (CPC)

From: Schur <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, July 25, 2018 10:14 PM
To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC); mooreurban@aol.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC); Johnson, Milicent

(CPC); Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com
Cc: Townes, Chris (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC)
Subject: Agenda Item No. 19 tomorrow July 26th. 556 27th Street Request for Discretionary

Review

Dear Vice President Melgar and Fellow Commissioners,
Good evening and congratulations on the reappointment of the four of you.
That is happy news.
I just had a chance to look at the packet, so sorry for the late email.
This screenshot below is actually on Cesar Chavez Street, not 26th Street and the large blocky building on the far left is
4173 Cesar .Chavez Street. (Page 60 of the Packet from the Project Sponsor)
4173 is one of those. "alterations" that should have been reviewed as a demolition.
It is now a single family home...very, very large...and abuts the proposal at 556 27th. It sold for $4.5 million a few years
ago in 2016. And it replaced a fine looking home that was more in keeping with the neighborhood character in my
opinion and was a sound, relatively affordable home. I have shown it to you during General Public Comment sometime
during the last four years.
4173 Cesar Chavez should not be used to justify this very massive proposal at 556 27th Street which is adjacent to the
more modest homes surrounding the empty lot.
I recognize this lot at 556 27th is zoned for density, and that is fine and necessary, but I do hope you will seriously
consider the DR Requestors concerns and requests for revisions to the proposed project at the hearing tomorrow.
Good evening and thank you.
Georgia
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Sv ~~--From: Townes, Chris (CPC) [mailto:chris.townes@sfgov.org] ~~
Sent: Friday, May 18, 2018 4:40 PM
To: Megan Fishmann <mfishmann@gmaif.com> 2 [ L
Cc: Berglund, Matthew <mberglund@handelarchitects.com>; Rescalvo, Glen T<gresca(vo@handelarchitects.com>,
Subject: RE: Support for development at 556 27th St

Ms. Fishmann,
Your comment has been received and will be incorporated into the public record and maintained in the casefile. I will also provide a copy of your support letter to the Planning Commission for their consideration at thehearing.

Thank You,

Chris Townes, Senior Planner
Southvrest Team, Current Planning Division
San Francisco Panning Department

- 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direci: 415.575.9195 ~ www.sfnlanninca.ora
San Francisco Property Information Mao

From: Megan Fishmann [mailto:mfishmann@grnail.cam]
Sent: Friday, May 18, 2018 4:35 PM
To: Townes, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Support for development at 556 27th 5t

Dear Mr. Townes,

I'm writing to express support for what I believe is case 2016-015727DRP -- the building of seven (!) units at556 27th St in Noe Valley.

I'll keep this short as I'm sure you're very busy. I live in Noe with my husband and toddler daughter -- and lovethis neighborhood. I love the vibrancy, the families, the retirees, the sense of community. But, we are frequentlyshutting down projects that will bring more families into the neighborhood. I believe there's a challenge to limitthis project down, making it smaller, making it less family friendly. I'd.like to ask that you support the projectas-is -- adding a majority 3 bedroom units to a vacant lot that can help folks live in Noe who can't afford thelarge single family houses that surround this lot.

What can I do to properly express my support for this project, as planned, in light of the group of neighbors whoseem to prefer an empty lot or a shrunken project that will house fewer people?

Thank you for your help with this!

Thank you,
Megan



From: Ted Getten [mailto:ted.getten@gmail.com]

Sent: Friday, May 18, 2018 4:34 PM

To: Townes, Chris (CPC)

Subject: Case 2016-015727DRP

Hi Chris,

I'm a Noe Valley resident and live just down the street from this location at Clipper and Diamon
d. I was really

excited to see that we potentially can 7 units to a vacant lot in the neighborhood. The opportun
ity to add

housing for seven families without anyone being displaced is amazing.

very much support this development! Indeed it gives me hope that my own growing family (
3 soon to be 4) has

potentially more opportunities for housing in the neighborhood in the future.

The fact that Phis project has several 3 bedroom units planned is amazing and rare!

A single family home is out of reach or myself and many members of the community. Building mu
lti family

buildings like this is not only what San Francisco needs, it's what Noe Valley needs!

Please let me know the best way to share my enthusiasm for this project.

Best regards,

Ted



Nfay 1$th, 2Q9

f~resid~t~ Rici~ard H'iliis
Sa~~ Fr~nciscc3 Planning Commission
1~i 0 N[ission Sfreet, 4fh Floor
fan Francisco, CA 94103

Deer President Hil(is and ~omrnissianers,

grit a Noe 1~aiiey resident writing fo voice my support for the ?-unit ~rroject at 55a - 27th S#r~t.

This project is the exec# type of housing that San ~ran~sct~ nerds. ~(off~r~ a. dense, urban
living aPPortun'~ty to add 7 new uc~~s uvifhout displaying anyone. Suc o~ tYte units are cfesi~n~ct stn
families with 2 or 3 bedrooms.

T#ie p~oj~ct fa[Is within the. zoning standards as set €rart~ by San FranusrA planning and the
project sponsor has worked hard to mitigate the impact of the deveit~pmer~# on r~eighbo~s by
reducing the size of the building by close to 2;0(}0 sf. 'ihe ar~h7fecE has also sculpted the prajec i
a~tcJ re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a sflfter traRsi#ion between lots.

Please approve the proposed d~ue~opment at 5~~ - 27th Street so that new families have are
opportunity to move into the nes`ghboriioad.

Think you,

4~ ~~~~

~-

ti t

r~~ ~q- ,~
,~a,~ ~c~.~,. ~.:'c~a



IG9ay i StF~, 2Q1

Pce~si~nt f~tt~ard Millis
San Frana~cxr Rl~nnin~ ~Gommssian
16~Q hAiss~on ~trE~l, 4th Fl~r
Sin Francis . GA 94~~3

dear President Hlilis and ~~mmis~~on~r:~,

am a Igoe Vall+~y r~sidet~t end A ~m meting to ask you to pf~a~~ aP~+rowe i#ae Pry i
d~vel~pment f~c 7 new unity at 5~~ - ~~'tfi Str~~t.

~~n Frartc3s is losing families aitd this dev~l~a~ment c~f~ers a ~mi1~ f~endly fi~+ng vpp~rtur;it~r
in a d~n~~ ar~~ ~rb~n devela~m~r~t ►n+ ~#av~t dasp~r~n~ an~vne~ ~i~t ~f the 7 un~ have 2#
~edre~c~rn~.

l~~ pr~pt~se~, the protect faits vt~ith~n zoning anti t ie Rraj~ct sponsor has w~cke~l diGgentfp with
the n~~~ bars fn r~ tlg~te tie irn~a~ afi tt~e dia l~~r~ent ~y ~edu~cinc~ the ~~e ~f ~e bur't~ipng b
c#c~~a t~ ~,~Cl~ sf. The ~uitdir~g has alp t een s 1pt~~! and r~-rn~ss #t~ sere r~sighbars ~ ~Qft~r
tt-~ns~tr3r~ bei~v~~ I ts,

Pt~~i~ ~p~~~ 1~i~ p~~ ~! develQp~~nt at 55~i ~ ~7t#~ ~trfret,

'wank ~+~u,

~* ''~' j

~ ~r ~ ~ ~ ,

~'~ _ 1 ~~'



May 18th, 2018

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650. Mission .Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valiey resident writing to voice my support for the 7-unit project at 556 - 27th Street.

-~~ This project is the exact type of housing thaf San Francisco needs. If offers a dense, urban
living opportunity to add 7 new units without displacing anyone. Six of the units are designed for
families with 2 or 3 bedrooms.

The project falls within the zoning standards as set forth by San Francisco planning and fhe
project sponsor has worked hard to mitigate the impact of the development on neighbors by
reducing the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project
and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street so that new families have an
opportunity to move into the neighborhood.

Thank you,



May '15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4tfi Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Niflis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valley resident and I am writing to ask you to please approve the proposed

development for 7 new units at 556 - 27th Street.

San Francisco is losing families and this development offers a family friendly living opportunity

in a dense and urban development without displacing anyone. Six of the 7 units have 2+

bedrooms.

As proposed, the project falls within zoning and the project sponsor has worked diligently with

the neighbors to mitigate the impact. of the development by reducing the size of the building by

close to 2,000 sf. The building has also been sculpted and re-massed to give neighbors a softer

transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,



May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hiilis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

As a Noe Valley resident, I am asking for you to approve the proposed development at 556 -

27th Street.

San Francisco is in a housing crisis and this development offers 7 units, 6 of which have 2+

bedrooms. Noe Valley is a family friendly neighborhood. .Since the lot is currently vacant, this

developmen#provides new opportunities forfamilies to move in without displacing anyone. The

project also falls within the zoning for this lot.

The project sponsor has worked extensively to appease neighbors' concerns by offering to

reduce the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also scu►pted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between tots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

.~ ~L~~-



May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

As a Noe Valley resident, I am asking for you to approve the proposed development at 556 -

27th Street.

San Francisco is in a housing crisis and this development offers 7 units, 6 of which have 2+

bedrooms. Noe Valley is a family friendly neighborhood. Since the lot is currently vacant, this

development provides new opportunities for families to move in without displacing anyone. The

project also falls within the zoning for this lot.

The project sponsor has worked extensively to appease neighbors' concerns by offering to

reduce the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

~~ -o~`o~ 
`vim_



May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco Planninb ComTnission
1654 1~Iission St~•eet, 4th Floor
~a~l Francisco, CA~ X4103

Dear President Hiilis and Camrnissioners,

I am a Noe Valley resident and I am writing to ask you to please
approve the proposed development for 7 new units at 556 - 27th
Street.

San Francisco is losing f-amilies and this development offers a
family friendly living opportunity in a dense and urban
development without displacing anyone. Six of the 7 units have
2+bedrooms.

As proposed, the project falls within zoning and the project
sponsor has worked diligently with the neighbors to mitigate the
impact of the development by reducing the size of the building
by close to 2,000 sf. The building has also been sculpted and re-
massed to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

ti~

~~.~¢ s~ lc v-~r"~



DocuSign Envelope ID: ACFAA985-EBF7-4747-8130.79A3103658F3

May 21st, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

! am a Noe Valley home owner writing to voice my support for the 7-unit project at 556 - 27th

Street.

This project is the exact type of housing that San Francisco needs, It offers a dense, urban

living opportunity to add 7 new units without displacing anyone. Six of the units are designed for

families with 2 or 3 bedrooms.

The project falls within the zoning standards as set forth by San Francisco planning and the

project sponsor has worked hard to mitigate the impact of the development on neighbors by

reducing the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street so that new families have an

opportunity to move into the neighborhood.

Thank you,
o~usgnee nr:
~ A 5/ I:/2018
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1559 Church Street



May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

Asa 20 year resident of Noe Valley and President of the Noe Vailey Dems, I am writing to voice

my support for the 7-unit project at 556 - 27th Street.

As proposed, the project falls within the zoning standards as set forth by San Francisco

planning. Five of the units have three bedrooms, thereby providing much needed family friendly

housing. The lot is currently vacant so the development will add 7 new units of housing without

displacing any current residents.

The project sponsor has offered to mitigate the impact of the development by reducing the size

of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project and remassed

the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

f;~- ~, `
1 :c~A .•.~ ~

Todd David



May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valley resident and I am writing to ask you to please approve the proposed

development for 7 new units at 556 - 27th Street.

San Francisco is losing families and this development offers a family friendly living opportunity

in a dense and urban development without displacing anyone. Six of the 7 units have 2+

bedrooms.

As proposed, the project falls within zoning and the project sponsor has worked diligently with

the neighbors to mitigate the impact of the development by reducing the size of the building by

close to 2,000 sf. The building has also been sculpted and re-massed to give neighbors a softer

transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

C
DocuSigned by:
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From: Megan Fishmann [maiito:mfishmann@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, May 18, 2018 4:35 PM
To: Townes, Chris (CPC)
Subject: Support for development at 556 27th St

Dear Mr. Townes,

I'm writing to express support for what I believe is case 2016-015727DRP -- the building of

seven (!) units at 556 27th St in Noe Valley.

I'll keep this short as I'm sure you're very busy. I live in Noe with my husband and toddler

daughter -- and love this neighborhood. I love the vibrancy, the families, the retirees, the sense

of community. But, we are frequently shutting down projects that will bring more families into the

neighborhood. I believe there's a challenge to limit this project down, making it smaller, making

it less family friendly. I'd like to ask that you support the project as-is -- adding a majority 3

bedroom units to a vacant lot that can help folks live in Noe who can't afford the large single

family houses that surround this lot.

What can I do to properly express my support for this project, as planned, in light of the group of

neighbors who seem to prefer an empty lot or a shrunken project that will house fewer people?

Thank you for your help with this!

Thank you,

Megan



May 18th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valley resident writing to voice my support for the 7-unit project at 556 - 27th Street.

This project is the exact type of housing that San Francisco needs. It offers a dense, urban

living opportunity to add 7 new units without displacing anyone. Six of the units are designed for

families with 2 or 3 bedrooms.

The project falls within the zoning standards as set forth by San Francisco planning and the

project sponsor has worked hard to mitigate the impact of the development on neighbors by

reducing the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street so that new families have an

opportunity to move into the neighborhood.

Thank you,
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May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valley resident and I am writing to ask you to please approve the proposed

development for 7 new units at 556 - 27th Street.

San Francisco is losing families and this development offers a family friendly living opportunity

in a dense and urban development without displacing anyone. Six of the 7 units have 2+

bedrooms.

As proposed, the project falls within zoning and the project sponsor has worked diligently with

the neighbors to mitigate the impact of the development by reducing the size of the building by

close to 2,000 sf. The building has also been sculpted and re-massed to give neighbors a softer

transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,
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May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

As a Noe Valley resident, I am asking for you to approve the proposed development at 556 -

27th Street.

San Francisco is in a housing crisis and this development offers 7 units, 6 of which have 2+

bedrooms. Noe Valley is a family friendly neighborhood. Since the lot is currently vacant, this

development provides new opportunities for families to move in without displacing anyone. The

project also falls within the zoning for this lot.

The project sponsor has worked extensively to appease neighbors' concerns by offering to

reduce the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

1 Z2 ~~

~.~1 ~~



May 29 st, 2018

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

As a Noe Valley resident and a neighbor on 27th Street, I am asking for you to approve the

proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

San Francisco is in a housing crisis and this development offers 7 units, 6 of which have 2+

bedrooms. Noe Valley is a family friendly neighborhood and since the lot is currently vacant, this

development provides new opportunities for families to move in without displacing anyone. The

project also falls within the zoning for this lot.

The project sponsor has worked extensively to appease neighbors' concerns by offering to

reduce the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

Jake Manning
733 27th Street
San Francisco, CA



May 15th, 2418

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 .Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Niilis and Commissioners,

am a home owner in Noe Valley and I am writing to ask you to please approve the proposed
development for 7 new units at 556 - 27th Street.

San Francisco is losing families and this development offers a family friendly living opportunity
in a dense and :urban development without displacing anyone. Six of the 7 units have 2+
bedrooms.

As proposed, the project falls within zoning and the project sponsor has worked diligently with
the neighbors to mitigate the impact of the development by reducing the size of the building by
close to 2,000 sf. The building has also been sculpted and re-massed to give neighbors a softer
transition betweeh lots.

Please approve tt~e proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

~~ '~~` ~
,_(.tk ~ J
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May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

As a Noe Valley resident, I am asking for you to approve the proposed development at 556
27th Street.

San Francisco is in a housing crisis and this development offers 7 units, 6 of which have 2+
bedrooms. Noe Valley is a family friendly neighborhood. Since the lot is currently vacant, this
development provides new opportunities for families to move in without displacing anyone. The
project also falls within the zoning for this lot.

The project sponsor has worked extensively to appease neighbors' concerns by offering to
reduce the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project
and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.



21 May 18

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco F~fannin~q Dept.
165a Mission Street, 4t Floor
San Francisco CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valley resident and merchant expressing my support for
the proposed 7-unit project at 556 27t" Street.

It is the type of housing that San Francisco needs, offering a dense,
urban living opportunity via seven brand-new units that do not
displace anyone. Six of the units are designed with 2 or 3 bedrooms,
ideal for families.

The project falls within the zoning standards set forth by San
Francisco Planning and the project sponsor has worked hard to
mitigate the impact of the development on neighbors, reducing the
size of the building by nearly 2,000 square feet. The architect has
also sculpted the project and re-massed the elevations in a manner
that provides neighbors a softer transition between lots.

urge you to approve this development and aElow families an
opportunity to move into the neighborhood.

Thank~rou,

Ci
Docu3ipn 6y:
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May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valley resident and I am writing to ask you to please approve the proposed
development for 7 new units at 556 - 27th Street.

San Francisco is losing families and this development offers a family friendly living opportunity
in a dense and urban development without displacing anyone. Six of the 7 units have 2+
bedrooms.

As proposed, the project falls within zoning and the project sponsor has worked diligently with
the neighbors to mitigate the impact of the development by reducing the size of the building by
close to 2,000 sf. The building has also been sculpted and re-massed to give neighbors a softer
transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

~
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May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

As a Noe Valley resident, I am asking for you to approve the proposed development at 556

27th Street.

San Francisco is in a housing crisis and this development offers 7 units, 6 of which have 2+

bedrooms. Noe Valley is a family friendly neighborhood. Since the lot is currently vacant, this

development provides new opportunities for families to move in without displacing anyone. The

project also falls within the zoning for this lot.

The project sponsor has worked extensively to appease neighbors' concerns by offering to

reduce the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

C
oocuSfgnca ny;
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Tim Touchstone



May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valley resident and I am writing to ask you to please approve the proposed

development for 7 new units at 556 - 27th Street.

San Francisco is losing families and this development offers a family friendly living opportunity

in a dense and urban development without displacing anyone. Six of the 7 units have 2+

bedrooms.

As proposed, the project falls within zoning and the project sponsor has worked diligently with

the neighbors to mitigate the impact of the development by reducing the size of the building by

close to 2,Od0 sf. The building has also been sculpted and re-massed to give neighbors a softer

transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

DoeiiSlg,~t! f~}w,
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May 18th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

I am a Noe Valley resident writing to voice my support for the 7-unit project at 556 - 27th Street.

This project is the exact type of housing that San Francisco needs. It offers a dense, urban

living opportunity to add 7 new units without displacing anyone. Six of the units are designed far

families with 2 or 3 bedrooms.

The project falls within the zoning standards as set forth by San Francisco planning and the

project sponsor has worked hard to mitigate the impact of the development on neighbors by

reducing the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street so that new families have an

opportunity to move into the neighborhood.

Thank you,

~
OocuSipnetl by:
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DocuSign Envelope ID: 4E96EE51-6C66-4438-8261-CODE2868FDD4

May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

As a Noe Valley resident, I am asking for you to approve the proposed development at 556 -
27th Street.

San Francisco is in a housing crisis and this development offers 7 units, 6 of which have 2+
bedrooms. Noe Valley is a family friendly neighborhood. Since the lot is currently vacant, this
development provides new opportunities for families to move in without displacing anyone. The
project also falls within the zoning for this lot.

The project sponsor has worked extensively to appease neighbors' concerns by offering to
reduce the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project
and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,
DoeuSlgned 6y:
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May 18th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valley resident writing to voice my support for the 7-unit project at 556 - 27th Street.

This project is the exact type of housing that San Francisco needs. It offers a dense, urban

living opportunity to add 7 new units without displacing anyone. Six of the units are designed for

families with 2 or 3 bedrooms.

The project falls within the zoning standards as set forth by San Francisco planning and the

project sponsor has worked hard to mitigate the impact of the development on neighbors by

reducing the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street so that new families have an

opportunity to move into the neighborhood.



DocuSign Envelope ID: 9F37F582-0111-410D-BBBQ-313A31DED5DD

May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

am a Noe Valley resident and I am writing to ask you to please approve the proposed

development for 7 new units at 556 - 27th Street.

San Francisco is losing families and this development offers a family friendly living opportunity

in a dense and urban development without displacing anyone. Six of the 7 units have 2+

bedrooms.

As proposed, the project falls within zoning and the project sponsor has worked diligently with

the neighbors to mitigate the impact of the development by reducing the size of the building by

close to 2,000 sf. The building has also been sculpted and re-massed to give neighbors a softer

transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

~
°~"~~~"~' °y 5/21/2018
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May 15th, 2018

President Richard Hillis

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, 4th F)oor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President Hillis and Commissioners,

As a Noe Valley property owner, J am asking for you to approve the proposed development at

556 - 27th Street.

San Francisco is in a housing crisis and this development offers 7 units, 6 of which have 2+

bedrooms. Noe Valley is a family friendly neighborhood. Since the lot is currently vacant, this

development provides new opportunities for families to move in without displacing anyone. The

project also falls within the zoning for this {ot.

The project sponsor has worked extensively to appease neighbors' concerns by offering to

reduce the size of the building by close to 2,000 sf. The architect has also sculpted the project

and re-massed the elevations to give neighbors a softer transition between lots.

Please approve the proposed development at 556 - 27th Street.

Thank you,

Kevin Kropp



a

Cesar 
Chavez St

~~..
W Nr+

w • • f
a ~ :~ ~: .

to 1' :'. 1 .;'~:;
Cesar Chavez

St

;l:
• ~ q a ~

•

~ 1

~ ~ .
o e. o
.N
.~

27th St
~ ~ ~

L O

- C' ~_i rr. a r-i ~.

~e

UUlic.al~ St

~ ,.i ..

0 100 ~3bOft puncan St
3 ,.i

Step 2: '~_ . ~~';' °~ ; ,''' a G E f_,a < < -s<~~ s

Click the tabs below to view the reports.

,~...,a

Maps ~~

u

Q

.-►

Sc~su

td



WE SUPPORT NEW HOUSING that is affordable and affirms the existing neighborhood character for which San Francisco is so highly regarded among

tourists and residents alike. To that end, we ask that the San Francisco Planning Commission take DR on the proposed apartment building at 556 27 ǹ

Street and approves the project with the maximum allowed density, in a building envelope that incorporates sculpting and terracing to transition from

the eleven single family homes around it, absent large decks which create direct sight lines into our homes, and we further suggest reduction in the

~- _ ..

massive penthouse unit to ensure affordability.

Printed Name Signatu Address email
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WE SUPPORT NEW HOUSING that is affordable and affirms the existing neighborhood character for which San Francisco is so highly regarded among

tourists and residents alike. To that end, we ask that the San Francisco Planning Commission take DR on the proposed apartment building at 556 27 ǹ

Street and approves the project with the maximum allowed density, in a building envelope that incorporates sculpting and terracing to transition from

the eleven single family homes around it, absent large decks which create direct sight lines into our homes, and we further suggest reduction in the

massive penthouse unit to ensure affordability.

Printed Name Signature Address email
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WE SUPPORT NEW HOUSING that is affordable and affirms the existing neighborhood character for which San Francisco is so highly regarded among

tourists and residents alike. To that end, we ask that the San Francisco Planning Commission take DR on the proposed apartment building at 556 27
tH

Street and approves the project with the maximum allowed density, in a building envelope that incorporates sculpting and terracing to transition from

the eleven single family homes around it, absent large decks which create direct sight lines into our homes, and we further suggest reduction in the

massive penthouse unit to ensure affordability.

Printed Name Signature Address email
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556 27th Street -BUILDING MASS REDUCTION STUDY
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LEVEL 1- REDUCED 5' NORTH SIDE

* GREEN AREAS INDICATE OPPORTUNITIES
FOR PLANTINGS
**ARROWS INDICATE ORIGINAL FLOOR
PLATE SIZE
***UNIT +BEDROOM COUNT MAINTAINED

TERRACED SOLUTION:

LEVEL 2- REDUCED 3' NORTH SIDE LEVEL 3- REDUCED 3' NORTH SIDE
AND 3' WEST SIDE

- REMOVE TENANT STORAGE FLOOR
REDUCE FLOOR SPACE PER FLOOR

- REMOVE RAISED DECK IN REAR; REPLACE WITH LANDSCAPED GARDEN
- TERRACING PROVIDES OPPORTUNITIES FOR GREEN PLANTINGS ALL LEVELS

556 27th Street -BUILDING MASS REDUCTION STUDY

LEVEL 4- REDUCED 3' NORTH SIDE
AND 3' WEST SIDE

2of2



CURRENT VIEW FROM GARDEN SHOWING MATURE TREES
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SAME VIEW -PROJECTED MASS OF BUILDING FROM NEIGHBORS' YARDS

556 27th Street -BUILDING MASS REDUCTION STUDY 1 of 2
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Facts and Intent

Code Compliant Project

• No Variences or Exceptions requested by sponsor

Existing empty-lot selected, no displacement of units or homes

Add 7 family-sized units to the neighborhood

• Approved by Planning and RDT on various submissions

Attempted negotiations with neighbors and DR filers

Have offered reductions to the mass and bulk

Maintan 7 units regardless of square-footage loss

Today I wish to present a solution we believe is fair to al l stakeholders

I~ 5i6771H 51 HEI,I ~ SqN FRANf15CO.~5iG Il.C.



2016 May 5th First meeting with planning department Devon Washington TIME-LI N E
.tune 1st Submit pre-application package to planning TRACKING TH E APPROVALS PROCESS
Sept. 2nd Neighborhood pre-app meeting (on site meeting)

Nov. 14th Issue site perrrii mining

2017 Jan. 3rd Neighbor (De M~ur~~j r~~~uesfi r~erm~t set 

--_PI~~.# ~~or~me~t~= r ~- ~r~~ de a~t~n_nt,lnc,~ud.in:_RDAT#1)

April 24th De Moore issues letter to Planning on behalf of neighborhood group

May 9th Resubmit design to planning incorporating NOPDR #1 comments (Including RDAT #
1)

July10th Review new design with planner Chris Townes

July 14th Re-submit site permit set incorporating NOPDR comments

July 25th Review revised site permit design with planner Chris Townes

August 1st Submit special exhibits for further RDAT review

August 9th RDAT continues review of the project

-. n~~
Oct. 23rd Notice of project receiving environmental review -approved

2018 fan. 25th Community and neighborhood update meeting -discuss possible alterations

Feb. 6th Sponsor offers neighbors an alternative setback along west facade as discussed

Feb. 15th Neighbors (De Moore) rejects our offer to adjust the west facade

Feb. 18th DR is filed by De Moore -hearing date set for May 24th

March 3rd Meet with planner Chris Townes to discuss design

March 8th Respond to DR comments and reissue drawings and diagrams

March 9th Call with planner Chris Townes to discuss design

April 1st Reach out to DR applicant (De Moore) to discuss design issues

April 16th Ozzi Rohm (community leader) refuses to meet to discuss design issues

April 17th Project sponsor offers sketches to De Moore as an alternative massing solution

April 20th Project~onsor offers additional sketches to De Moore showing more detail on alternative 
massing solution.

April 27th DR applicant makes counter offer which exceed RDAT comments

May 4th Sponsor offers a revised massing incorporating both RDAT comments and neighbor iss
ues in a consolidated alternative to address al l issues

May 9th DR applicant makes counter offer which again exceeds RDAT comments and what proje
ct sponsor was willing to offer.

May 16th Planning informed Project Sponsor that a second DR was filed but mis-placed due to "c
lerical error" by Planning

May 22nd Planning informed Project Sponsor that the second DR filer requested a contivance of the p
reviously scheduled hearing

May 23th Planning honors DR filer's request for continuance and DR hearing is to be rescheduled
 to July 26th

DR #1 rejects sponsors third offer for mitigation

DR #2 was emailed 5 times and has never responded 
3



Building Typologies
Over 50% of the Surrounding Buildings are Multi Family Units
Ranging from 2 to 18 units, at Height of 3 to 5 Stories
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Distance to Surrouding Buildings

150' Radius

DR (De Moore)

1825 Castro St.

3044 Sq Foot

3-Story Home

DR (James Curran)

1831 Castro St.

1500 Sq Foot

2-Story Home

f 55('-nIS1!a C.l ~ SAN FIiANCISC0~556 LLC.



Sun Exposure

DR (De Moore)

1825 Castro St.

DR (James Curran)

1831 Castro St.
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Aerial View of the Vicinity
,,,

~ SSb 27T11 STREF.1 ~ SAN FRANf_ISCO ;, 556 LLC.



Aerial View of the Vicinity
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Surrounding Building Fabric

550 27th Street

South Elevation of Adjacent Building, 550 27th StreetSouth Elevation of Adjacent Building, 55027th Street

Existing Western Elevation of Adjacent Building, 550 27th StreetSouthwest Corner of Adjacent Building, 550 27th Street



Surrounding Building Fabric

~- ~ ,-
_;;_.

.~ . ;r~~ t
d

~~ ~: 't~ ~~~
J y$$

_ '~a" ~ 'f~ 1 ~1

559 27th Street
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544 27th Street
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1847 Castro Street

Castro Street

575 27th Street

27th Street

4155 Cesar Chavez Street4173 Cesar Chavez Street



Building Envelope
by Zoning Requirement

Original Site Permit Scheme
6 Units -Submitted on ~~ 1 4/20 6

.~
10'

40'

~ ~ ~ i v~cb~y~

~c~P

11



New Scheme: Reduced Massing, 7 Unit Project
Comparison to Maximum Building Envelope 7/14/201 ~7

Low height screen for mechanical equipment

Minimum mass for elevator
/~ and stair \ f

Rooftop Equipment: Solar Panels & ~ . ~ 10'j ,~~~\\ HVAC Condensing Units ~ ~~ f

~,~~~ ~;~ Setback of top floor at all ,~ ~ ~ i i ~ ?,~~ 10'
~,`, ~ sides 

~ ~ ' ~ ~ /' ~~=~<~ ~ 1 70' by 10' setback at toP ~,,;t.~ t~ ~ i'
~,i~lY`,i i floor 

~`~,~~~ ~~ ~ ~~ ~~
~+.~~✓ '' ~ ~ ~ ~'' Added vertical texture I ~, ~~ I 30'
~,~ ~ ~`~ ~ •.~ in natural wood finish ~,r'-~\~ _ ~ ,,fi~ ̀ ,~.,

1 to compliment wooded ~ ~
'~ ~ surroundings ~ r`~~'% ~ ,~ ~

~ ~~ ~ ~P

, i ,~ ~,~~ ~ ~" E

~ ~- ~, .~'
~y ; ~ .

2j~
~ ~~ ~" -~: "~.. 

i ~ I i' , ~~-- i p , -+ ~ • Living wall /
S _~ ~ ~ ,~ i .~~ ~ ~~~~ { ~ Vertical garden

~\ FT ~a~ ~ ~ f ~U~~j~ ~ '{~ ~ .~ ~ ~ Variety of sizes

Glass area reduced and articulated ~ 2 ~.~~ ~~ ~ &material at
with solid areas per RDT comment ,f ~` ~ lot line wall

Bay windows added to street ~,{ `~~Q p,~ e~~e~
frontage for residential scale and ~., ~ ~,e ,`'~~`
more rhythmic pedestrian experience -~ ~ ~

~~

/r

TOTAL REDUCTION IN MASSING,
COMPARED TO MAXIMUM BUILDING ~~L`~
ENVELOPE = 2,291 SF/ 25,918 CF

12



West Elevation Comparison- Scale

~ 50' b"

t ■ 1

1 14' 0" ~ ~
65, 6„ o ~, ~„

1 1 /14/2016 7/14/2017
13

q ~ Revised scheme post-Planning, RDAT and Neighbor
comments. Reduced massing, setback at top floor,

Original Site Permit Scheme sculpting along west facade and architectural changes



West Elevation Comparison -Architecture &Materials

Revised scheme post-Planning, RDAT and Neighbor
comments. Reduced massing, setback at top floor,Original Site Permit Scheme sculpting along west facade and architectural changes

1 1 /1x/2016 7/'i 4/2017

j 55G 77TH Sl Rf[T ~ SAN PNANOSCO I SSG LI.C.

■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ~ ~ ~ ~ F~ ~ ~ 4~ ~1 AIM '~ 9~ ~4 ~4 1~ 14 !~M 1~ 1~ 1~ ~ rt rr rr rr



M ate ri a I Pa I ette

Q SWISSPEARL Fiber Glass Guard Rail Q Metal Penal Q3  Dark Natual

Cement Cladding -Deco Zinc Wood Fins

~4  Dark Coated Metal Floor to Ceiling 03  Dark Natural Wood Perforated Metal
Panel Window Siding Garage Door



SUPPLEMENTAL INFQRMATION

The following pages represent the Project Sponsor's effort to
mitigate the current design and massing to address the
concerns and comments of al l stakeholders including the
planning department, RDAT, and adjacent neighbors.

We believe the proposed resolution mitigation on page 20 is a
fair and justifiable compromise that meets the spirit of good
urban-planning, addresses neighbor concerns, and provides

wel l-designed family housing for San Francisco°

-Project Sponsor

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ !~ ~ ~t ~ ~ ~ T~ n Ti t~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r~ ~ ~



Proposed Scheme Prior to DR .(APPROVED BY PLANNING & RDAT F4R 311 SUBMITTAL)

Low height screen for
mechanical e

Minimum mass
and s

Rooftop EquiF
Panels & HVAC

Unix

Setback of toF
side

10' by 10' sett
floc

Added vertic<
in natural woo.
compliment

surround

~I
j— i,

_ == ~jrh'ST
-- ~i \F 

\.,

--_ ~T

So~~'yF~̀  -` ~,
F~,~Tjo

ti

-~.

~~ Glass area reduced and
articulated with solid areas
per RDT comment

Bay windows added to
street frontage for residen-
tial scale and more rhyth-
mic pedestrian experience

Pc,~

9/12/2017

Si627'I'H STNEET ~ SAN FRANCISCO~SSG LIC.



Mitigation 1: Resolution Proposed After Community Meeting
Area Reduction 1,667 S.F. ,

~,~ .b

PROPER
LINE

S~~/

PROPERTY LINE

.~ -, ~,..~u ~

~~ ~~'rr._ ~, ~
i

~ ~I f/ ,°,\ 
~

~~n `~

~'/' '{~~ . ~ f~"'
~ ~-~ a~

b~~~°~as ,~a
~~~' i - P e~' 

e~0

4/18/2018
ADDITIONAL 2'-0"
SETBACK AT 4TH

FLOOR

PROPERTY LINE

5,

•?~~
.f
~~

3'-0" SETBACK
ENTIRE WEST FA-

CADE, GROUND TO
f̀OP OF 3RD FLOOR

~ ~

~ ~~~~ 5~ A

~~':

MAINTAIN 2'-0".
INDENTATION
TOTAL OF 5'-0"

RECESSED

~~`~, ~~ ~
P

c~~~~qT ~,~~ b ~~r,~

NEIGHBOR
STRONG
REQUEST

~r~~T ~r-

/~N



Mitigation 2: Massing Reduction Per RDAT Comments (POST DR FILING) RECEIVED 4/24/2018

Area Reduction 1,240 S.F. j

~̀T

S~~TtiF~ ~ ,
F~gT/o

ti

(CORRECTION PER RDAT 7/'18/2018)

~, . r ~,` .

r"~~
~~~~,

~, Fq~~~ j --, ,

~~.,~ `~
.: ~,,

N -'`~ ~
0~~

~ •

.. .. ;, iiG 27TH 5iNf:ET ~ SAN FRHNCISfpi56 LLf.



Mitigation 3: Sponsor Proposed Resolution 5/4/2018
Area Reduction 1,825 S.F ADDITIONAL2-_o--

SETBACK AT 4TH
FLOOR

13'-0" SETBACK AT ~1 'b b
4TH FLOOR `La ;% 

PROPERTY LINE
PROPERTY LINE

13 % ~ ~ ,:
5'

PROPERTY 5 ~,~~ ~~iJ 2'
LINE '~' fi~ ~_r~ ~ "~~' _ ~ .~~ ~,- 3--

< q .

PROPERTY 3 ~=`~ / 0 ,-i ~~,~```~'` "`~
y.- ~3 " ~ `~ ''~ 3'-0" SETBACKLINE ---► ~ - ~ ~ , 1, .rte

ENTIRE WEST FA-
~~ ..ter . ~' ~ 

. " ~~ ~ j ~ ~ %/ 
CADE, GROUND TO

~ DTQP OF 3R F

n

...~ ~ ~, ~ ~ ~~ ̀  - - ~ P

~ ': _ i j j l i _,~ ~TyST ,~ ~,, _ `,y\n f r .- . - J M DENTATION,

~'FFT ~ PROJECT ~ ~ ~ - %'~' TOTAL OF 5'-0"~ ,

S~~~' ~,~GJP~\O~ PRO OSOED I~'~I,~ ~"` ' / 
RECESSED

y~~Fj,,~T~ ~PS~ ~ RESOLUTION ~r , ~F,~~ aa~~ \~,~
Ory _ Y,9 P ~e ,e

JP

ti 'L b ~~F~F~ ~~; ~
qT~~

~ 20



New Proposed Elevation

84 - 0"
DISTANCE TO BUILDING ON ADJACENT

PROPERTY AT REAR YARD

_ . .,
w ~~

.• ~,

t
~ R t ~1~~

4177 Cesar Chaves St 
Subject Property

556 27th Street
P.L

64' - 0"
DISTANCE BETWEEN

BUILDINGS

~Y

-1

J

P.L

27th Street 577 27th Street

i, SSo 27TI 15111Ft_T ~ SAS fRf,~CISCn 5561 10



TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE REDUCTION BASED ON RDAT COMMENTS v. PROJECT SPONSOR (By floor)

FLOOR
Loss of square footage (sf) per
RDAT recommendations

Loss of square footage (sf) proposed
by Project Sponsor

B 1 0 -96 sf
B2 0 -256 sf
Ground 0 -211 sf
2nd 0 -211 sf
3rd 0 -211 sf
4th -460 sf -306 sf
Roof Terrace -780 sf -534 sf
TOTAL PROPOSED
REDUCITON IN
SQUARE FOOTAGE -1,240 sf (3296 MORE TF~AN RDAI~ -1,825 sf

TOTAL SQUARE FOOTAGE REDUCTION BASED ON RDAT COMMENTS v. PROJECT SPONSOR (By program)

TYPE
Loss of square footage (sf) per
RDAT recommendations

Loss of square footage (sf) proposed
by Project Sponsor

Residential Area -460 sf -939 sf
Below Grade Area 0 sf -352 sf
Terrace/Outdoor Space -780 sf -534 sf
TOTAL: -1,240 sf (3296 MORE THAN RDAT) -1,825 sf

~ 55627TH STREET ~ 4AN FRANUSC0~556 LLC.



Mitigation 3:
Area Reduction

Sponsor Proposed Resolution
1,825 S.F.

~~►
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