
From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen

Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2017-002545ENV-03-2417 Green Street-Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 11:01:55 AM
Attachments: 2017-002545ENV-03 2417 Green NN.docx

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) 
Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2019 4:13 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: 2017-002545ENV-03-2417 Green Street-Notification of Project Receiving Environmental
Review
 
Hello,
 
Please forward the attached notification to the HPCommissioners.
 
Thank You,
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Notification of Environmental ReviewCASE NO. 2017-002545ENV
2418 Green Street



February 14, 2019

[bookmark: _GoBack]

Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review



Date:	February 14, 2019

Case No.:	2017-002545ENV

Project Address:	2417 Green Street

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

	40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot:	0560/028

Lot Size:	2,500 square feet

Staff Contact:	Jeanie Poling – (415) 575-9072

	jeanie.poling@sfgov.org





project description: 

The project site is on the south side of Green Street on the block bound by Green, Pierce, Scott, and Vallejo streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood. The 2,500-square-foot project site contains an approximately 4,100-square-foot, four-story single-family residential building, constructed circa 1905. The project would lower all floor plates by approximately 2 feet, construct one- and three-story horizontal rear additions, and construct third and fourth floor vertical additions above the existing single-family dwelling. A one-bedroom accessory dwelling unit measuring approximately 1,023 square feet would also be constructed on the first floor. At completion, the floor area would be approximately 5,100 square feet. The project also proposes a partial excavation of the rear yard for a sunken terrace, façade alterations, and interior modifications, including the expansion of the existing basement level garage to accommodate one additional vehicle, for a total of two vehicle parking spaces.



purpose of notice: 

The project is being studied by the Planning Department’s Environmental Planning Division to determine its potential environmental effects. No environmental documents have been issued for this project. Public comments concerning the potential environmental effects of this project are welcomed. In order for your concerns to be fully considered or to ensure your receipt of future environmental review documents for this project, please contact the staff identified above by February 28, 2019. This notice is routinely sent to community organizations, tenants of the affected property and properties adjacent to the project site, and those persons who own property within 300 feet of the project site. Anyone receiving this notice is encouraged to pass on this information to others who may have an interest in the project. 



Environmental review provides information on physical environmental effects and does not make recommendations on the project itself. Other review or approval actions may be required for the project. These actions may involve further public notification and public hearings. If you have comments on the proposed project that pertain to matters other than physical environmental effects, please note the file number and call Christopher May at (415) 575-9087.



Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.

中文詢問請電:  415.575.9010  |  Para Información en Español Llamar al: 415.575.9010  |  Para sa Impormasyon sa Tagalog Tumawag sa:  415.575.9121



Revised 5/12/17
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION TO PERMIT EAGLE PLAZA PROJECT
Date: Friday, February 15, 2019 10:59:05 AM
Attachments: 2.15.19 Eagle Plaza.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, February 15, 2019 10:36 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION TO PERMIT EAGLE
PLAZA PROJECT
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, February 15, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION TO PERMIT

EAGLE PLAZA PROJECT 
Eagle Plaza will recognize the contributions of the Leather and LGBTQ communities and

bring needed open space to Western SOMA
 

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed has signed legislation she introduced along
with co-sponsors Supervisor Matt Haney and Supervisor Rafael Mandelman to permit the
construction of a new public gathering space in the Western SOMA neighborhood known as
Eagle Plaza. Once completed, Eagle Plaza will serve as a focal point for the Leather and
LGBTQ Cultural Heritage District.
 
Largely due to its industrial past, there is a significant lack of public open space in the Western
SoMa neighborhood. Eagle Plaza will help address this need as the area continues to
experience growth, and will be designed to recognize the strong cultural influence of the local
LGBTQ and leather communities.
 
“While our Federal Administration is attempting to erase members of the LGBTQ community,
we in San Francisco take pride in celebrating all those who bring diversity to our City. The
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR  LONDON N. BREED 
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 
 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 
Friday, February 15, 2019 
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION TO PERMIT 


EAGLE PLAZA PROJECT  
Eagle Plaza will recognize the contributions of the Leather and LGBTQ communities and bring 


needed open space to Western SOMA  
 


San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed has signed legislation she introduced along with 
co-sponsors Supervisor Matt Haney and Supervisor Rafael Mandelman to permit the 
construction of a new public gathering space in the Western SOMA neighborhood known as 
Eagle Plaza. Once completed, Eagle Plaza will serve as a focal point for the Leather and LGBTQ 
Cultural Heritage District. 
 
Largely due to its industrial past, there is a significant lack of public open space in the Western 
SoMa neighborhood. Eagle Plaza will help address this need as the area continues to experience 
growth, and will be designed to recognize the strong cultural influence of the local LGBTQ and 
leather communities.  
 
“While our Federal Administration is attempting to erase members of the LGBTQ community, 
we in San Francisco take pride in celebrating all those who bring diversity to our City. The new 
Eagle Plaza will be a place where we can recognize the Leather community and all LGBTQ 
people for their contributions to Western SOMA and our City, while also creating a much-
needed new open space for all of our residents in the neighborhood,” said Mayor Breed. 
 
Eagle Plaza will transform an approximately 12,500 square foot portion of 12th Street between 
Harrison and Bernice Streets in San Francisco's Western SOMA neighborhood into a new 
pedestrian plaza with a shared public way, in which traffic calming features create a safe space 
for people of all ages to gather, relax, play, and celebrate. The plaza is designed for both active 
and passive recreation, with more open, hardscape areas that can host neighborhood gatherings, 
events, and performances.  
 
Additional improvements will include approximately 2,400 square feet of additional landscaping, 
accent lighting, temporary seating, and a re-grading of sidewalk and roadway paving. Eagle 
Plaza will stand as an internationally landmarked commemorative public space for Folsom 
Gulch's leather and LGBTQ communities and include a leather pride flag flying above the plaza. 
 
The legislation passed unanimously at the Board of Supervisors. 
 


### 







new Eagle Plaza will be a place where we can recognize the Leather community and all
LGBTQ people for their contributions to Western SOMA and our City, while also creating a
much-needed new open space for all of our residents in the neighborhood,” said Mayor Breed.
 
Eagle Plaza will transform an approximately 12,500 square foot portion of 12th Street between
Harrison and Bernice Streets in San Francisco's Western SOMA neighborhood into a new
pedestrian plaza with a shared public way, in which traffic calming features create a safe space
for people of all ages to gather, relax, play, and celebrate. The plaza is designed for both active
and passive recreation, with more open, hardscape areas that can host neighborhood
gatherings, events, and performances.
 
Additional improvements will include approximately 2,400 square feet of additional
landscaping, accent lighting, temporary seating, and a re-grading of sidewalk and roadway
paving. Eagle Plaza will stand as an internationally landmarked commemorative public space
for Folsom Gulch's leather and LGBTQ communities and include a leather pride flag flying
above the plaza.
 
The legislation passed unanimously at the Board of Supervisors.
 

###
 
 



From: Silva, Christine (CPC)
To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram; Black, Kate (CPC); Dianematsuda@hotmail.com; Ellen Johnck - HPC;

Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - CP TEAM (TAC - Preservation); RUIZ-ESQUIDE, ANDREA (CAT);

WONG, VICTORIA (CAT); Joslin, Jeff (CPC); Rahaim, John (CPC)
Subject: HPC Calendars for February 20, 2019
Date: Thursday, February 14, 2019 2:24:08 PM
Attachments: 20190220_hpc.docx

20190220_hpc.pdf
HPC Advance - 20190220.xlsx
HPC Hearing Results 2019.docx

Commissioners,
 
Attached are your HPC calendars for February 20, 2019.
 
 
Sincerely,
 
Christine L. Silva
Senior Planner, Commission Affairs
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9085 | www.sfplanning.org
San Francisco Property Information Map
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Notice of Hearing

&

Agenda



Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689





Wednesday, February 20, 2019

12:30 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Aaron Hyland, President

Diane Matsuda, Vice President

Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns, 

Jonathan Pearlman, Andrew Wolfram



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin









Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor, Suite 400





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org









Disability accommodations available upon request to:

 commissions.secretary@sfgov.org or (415) 558-6309 at least 48 hours in advance.





Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

[bookmark: _Hlk879281]Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org.

 

Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

Privacy Policy

SF Planning is committed to protecting the privacy rights of individuals and security measures are in place to protect personally identifiable information (PII), i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts.  Members of the public are not required to provide PII to the Commission or Department, as all written submittals and oral communications become part of the public record, which can be made available to the public for review and/or viewable on Department websites.  Members of the public submitting materials containing PII are responsible for redacting said sensitive information prior to submittal of documents to Planning.



San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics.

 

Accessible Meeting Information

Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance. 



Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, call (415) 701-4485 or call 311.



Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall. 



Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing to help ensure availability. 



Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing.



Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings.



SPANISH:

Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia.



CHINESE:

規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提出要求。



TAGALOG:

Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig. 

RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов до начала слушания. 







ROLL CALL:		

		President:	Aaron Hyland 

	Vice-President:	Diane Matsuda 

		Commissioners:                	Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns, Jonathan Pearlman, Andrew Wolfram



A.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items. With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes.



The Brown Act forbids a commission from taking action or discussing any item not appearing on the posted agenda, including those items raised at public comment.  In response to public comment, the commission is limited to: 



(1)  responding to statements made or questions posed by members of the public; or

(2)  requesting staff to report back on a matter at a subsequent meeting; or 

(3)  directing staff to place the item on a future agenda.  (Government Code Section 54954.2(a))



B.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



1.	Director’s Announcements	

	

2.	Review of Past Events at the Planning Commission, Staff Report and Announcements



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



3.	President’s Report and Announcements

	

4.	Consideration of Adoption:

· Draft Minutes for ARC January 16, 2019

· Draft Minutes for HPC January 16, 2019

· Draft Minutes for January 24, 2019 – Joint with CPC

· Draft Minutes for HPC February 6, 2019



Adoption of Commission Minutes – Charter Section 4.104 requires all commissioners to vote yes or no on all matters unless that commissioner is excused by a vote of the Commission.  Commissioners may not be automatically excluded from a vote on the minutes because they did not attend the meeting.



5.	Commission Comments & Questions

· Disclosures.

· Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to the Commissioner(s).

· Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of the Historic Preservation Commission.



D.	CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear the item on this calendar.



6.	2018-003593COA	(J. VIMR: (415) 575-9109)

906 BROADWAY – located on the north side between Mason and Taylor Streets; Lot 009 in Assessor’s Block 0149 (District 3) - Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness to complete interior alterations including the removal of 205 square feet of non-historic flooring to allow for the installation of an egress stair in a storage room at the northeastern corner of the first floor, and to install two new restrooms and glass partitions for conference rooms/classrooms in the basement. The storage room is completely out of view from within the main sanctuary space and does not contain any known character-defining features. The subject property, Our Lady of Guadalupe, is City Landmark No. 204 and is located within a RM-2 (Residential-Mixed, Moderate Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on February 6, 2019)

(Proposed Continuance to March 6, 2019)



E.	REGULAR CALENDAR  



[bookmark: _Hlk957384]7a.	2019-001299LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

3639 18th STREET – located on the south side of 18th Street Dolores and Guerrero Streets in the Mission neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 3587, Lot 073 (District 8). Additional location at 550 DIVISADERO STREET (Assessor’s Block 1203, Lot 037). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Bi-Rite is a full-service grocery store that has served San Francisco for 79 years. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is located within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

	Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



[bookmark: _Hlk957392]7b.	2019-001334LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

2210 FILLMORE STREET – located on the east side of Fillmore between Clay and Sacramento streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 0629, Lot 020 (District 2). Additional locations at 288 NOE STREET (Assessor’s Block 3561, Lot 014) and 1624 POWELL STREET (Assessor’s Block 0117, Lot 014). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. La Mediteranee is a restaurant serving Meditterranean cuisine that has served San Francisco for 40 years. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is located within the Upper Fillmore NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



[bookmark: _Hlk957400]7c.	2019-001335LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

3725 BALBOA STREET – located on the south side of Balboa Street between 38th and 39th avenues in the Outer Richmond neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 1606, Lot 045 (District 1). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Let’s Do Wash Coin Launderette is a self-service laundromat that has served San Francisco for 23 years. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is located within a NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial, Small-Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



[bookmark: _Hlk957408]7d.	2019-001336LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

3225 22ND STREET – located on the southeast corner of 22nd Street and Bartlett Street in the Mission neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 3636, Lot 048 (District 9). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. The Make Out Room is a "21 and over" club featuring live music, DJs and special events that has served San Francisco for 23 years. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is located within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 55-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



[bookmark: _Hlk957417]7e.	2019-001337LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

1950 INNES AVENUE, #3 – located on the north side of Innes Avenue between Selby Street and the Caltrain right-of-way in the Bayview neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 5250, Lot 005 (District 10). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Mon Sing Noodle Company is an artisanal family-owned noodle shop that has served San Francisco for 87 years. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is located within a PDR (Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning District and 80-E Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



[bookmark: _GoBack][bookmark: _Hlk957424]8.	2016-013156SRV	(P. LAVALLEY: (415) 575-9084)

CITYWIDE CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY – Informational Presentation regarding the Citywide Cultural Resources Survey. Planning Department staff will present an overview of the Citywide Cultural Resources Survey, including: survey methodology; outreach plan; Arches data collection and data management platform; survey phasing; and, information on survey staffing and budget. 

Preliminary Recommendation:  None - Informational



ADJOURNMENT




Historic Preservation Officer

Timothy Frye

tim.frye@sfgov.org

(415) 575-6822



Hearing Procedures

The Historic Preservation Commission holds public hearings on the first and third Wednesday, of most months. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item. 

· When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.



Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings).



For most cases that are considered by the Historic Preservation Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. Presentation by Staff;

2. Presentation by the Project Sponsor’s Team (which includes: the sponsor, representative, legal counsel, architect, engineer, expeditor and/or any other advisor) for a period not to exceed ten (10) minutes, at the discretion of the Chair;

3. Public testimony from supporters of the Project not to exceed three (3) minutes, at the discretion of the Chair;

4. Presentation by Organized Opposition recognized by the Commission President through written request prior to the hearing for a period not to exceed ten (10) minutes, at the discretion of the Chair;

5. Public testimony from opponents of the Project not to exceed three (3) minutes, at the discretion of the Chair;

6. Staff follow-up and/or conclusions;

7. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by the Chair;

8. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission.



Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission).



Hearing Materials

Each item on the Agenda may include the following documents:

· Planning Department Case Executive Summary

· Planning Department Case Report

· Draft Motion or Resolution with Findings and/or Conditions

· Public Correspondence



Materials submitted to the Historic Preservation Commission prior to a scheduled hearing will become part of the public record only when the materials are also provided to the Commission Secretary and/or Project Planner.  Correspondence may be emailed directly to the Commission Secretary at: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org.  



Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Historic Preservation Commission, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Historic Preservation Commission and made part of the official record.  



Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department reception eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) copies.



Day-of Submissions: Material related to a calendared item may be distributed at the hearing. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. 



Appeals

The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Historic Preservation Commission hearing.



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Certificate of Appropriateness

		COA (A)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		CEQA Determination - EIR

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Permit to Alter/Demolish

		PTA (H)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**







**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.



For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, the approval of (1) a Certificate of Appropriateness, (2) a Permit to Alter, (3) a Landmark or Historic District designation, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Historic Preservation Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance 
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City 
and County exist to conduct the people's business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations 
are open to the people's review. For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone 
(415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. 
  
Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at 
www.sfbos.org/sunshine. 
  
Privacy Policy 
SF Planning is committed to protecting the privacy rights of individuals and security measures are in place to protect personally identifiable 
information (PII), i.e. social security numbers, driver’s license numbers, bank accounts.  Members of the public are not required to provide PII to the 
Commission or Department, as all written submittals and oral communications become part of the public record, which can be made available to the 
public for review and/or viewable on Department websites.  Members of the public submitting materials containing PII are responsible for redacting 
said sensitive information prior to submittal of documents to Planning. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist 
Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report lobbying activity.  For more information about 
the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102; phone (415) 
252-3100; fax (415) 252-3112; and online http://www.sfgov.org/ethics. 
  
Accessible Meeting Information 
Commission hearings are held in Room 400 at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place in San Francisco. City Hall is open to the public Monday through 
Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. and is accessible to persons using wheelchairs and other assistive mobility devices. Ramps are available at the Grove, 
Van Ness and McAllister entrances. A wheelchair lift is available at the Polk Street entrance.  
 
Transit: The nearest accessible BART station is Civic Center. Accessible MUNI Metro lines are the F, J, K, L, M, N, T (exit at Civic Center or Van Ness 
stations). MUNI bus routes also serving the area are the 5, 6, 9, 19, 21, 47, 49, 71, and 71L. For more information regarding MUNI accessible services, 
call (415) 701-4485 or call 311. 
 
Parking: Accessible parking is available at the Civic Center Underground Parking Garage (McAllister and Polk), and at the Performing Arts Parking 
Garage (Grove and Franklin). Accessible curbside parking spaces are located all around City Hall.  
 
Disability Accommodations: To request assistive listening devices, real time captioning, sign language interpreters, readers, large print agendas or 
other accommodations, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 72 hours in advance 
of the hearing to help ensure availability.  
 
Language Assistance: To request an interpreter for a specific item during the hearing, please contact the Commission Secretary at (415) 558-6309, or 
commissions.secretary@sfgov.org at least 48 hours in advance of the hearing. 
 
Allergies: In order to assist the City in accommodating persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related 
disabilities, please refrain from wearing scented products (e.g. perfume and scented lotions) to Commission hearings. 
 
SPANISH: 
Agenda para la Comisión de Planificación. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener información en Español o solicitar un aparato para 
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipación a la audiencia. 
 
CHINESE: 
規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的至少48個小時提


出要求。 
 
TAGALOG: 
Adyenda ng Komisyon ng Pagpaplano. Para sa tulong sa lengguwahe o para humiling ng Pantulong na Kagamitan para sa Pagdinig (headset), 
mangyari lamang na tumawag sa 415-558-6309. Mangyaring tumawag nang maaga  (kung maaari ay 48 oras) bago sa araw ng Pagdinig.  


RUSSIAN: Повестка дня Комиссии по планированию. За помощью переводчика или за вспомогательным слуховым 
устройством на время слушаний обращайтесь по номеру 415-558-6309. Запросы должны делаться минимум за 48 часов 
до начала слушания.  
 



mailto:sotf@sfgov.org

http://www.sfbos.org/sunshine

http://www.sfgov.org/ethics

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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ROLL CALL:   
  President: Aaron Hyland  


 Vice-President: Diane Matsuda  
  Commissioners:                 Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns, Jonathan 


Pearlman, Andrew Wolfram 
 
A. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 
 


At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public 
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items. With respect 
to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is 
reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three 
minutes. 
 
The Brown Act forbids a commission from taking action or discussing any item not appearing on the 
posted agenda, including those items raised at public comment.  In response to public comment, 
the commission is limited to:  
 
(1)  responding to statements made or questions posed by members of the public; or 
(2)  requesting staff to report back on a matter at a subsequent meeting; or  
(3)  directing staff to place the item on a future agenda.  (Government Code Section 54954.2(a)) 


 
B. DEPARTMENT MATTERS 


 
1. Director’s Announcements  
  
2. Review of Past Events at the Planning Commission, Staff Report and Announcements 


 
C. COMMISSION MATTERS  
 


3. President’s Report and Announcements 
  
4. Consideration of Adoption: 


• Draft Minutes for ARC January 16, 2019 
• Draft Minutes for HPC January 16, 2019 
• Draft Minutes for January 24, 2019 – Joint with CPC 
• Draft Minutes for HPC February 6, 2019 


 
Adoption of Commission Minutes – Charter Section 4.104 requires all commissioners to vote 
yes or no on all matters unless that commissioner is excused by a vote of the Commission.  
Commissioners may not be automatically excluded from a vote on the minutes because they 
did not attend the meeting. 
 


5. Commission Comments & Questions 
• Disclosures. 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/20190116_arc_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/20190116_hpc_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/20190124_Jnthrghpc_min.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/20190206_hpc_min.pdf
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• Inquiries/Announcements.  Without discussion, at this time Commissioners may 
make announcements or inquiries of staff regarding various matters of interest to 
the Commissioner(s). 


• Future Meetings/Agendas.  At this time, the Commission may discuss and take 
action to set the date of a Special Meeting and/or determine those items that 
could be placed on the agenda of the next meeting and other future meetings of 
the Historic Preservation Commission. 
 


D. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE 
 


The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date.  The Commission may choose 
to continue the item to the date proposed below, to continue the item to another date, or to hear 
the item on this calendar. 
 
6. 2018-003593COA (J. VIMR: (415) 575-9109) 


906 BROADWAY – located on the north side between Mason and Taylor Streets; Lot 009 in 
Assessor’s Block 0149 (District 3) - Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness to complete 
interior alterations including the removal of 205 square feet of non-historic flooring to allow 
for the installation of an egress stair in a storage room at the northeastern corner of the first 
floor, and to install two new restrooms and glass partitions for conference rooms/classrooms 
in the basement. The storage room is completely out of view from within the main sanctuary 
space and does not contain any known character-defining features. The subject property, 
Our Lady of Guadalupe, is City Landmark No. 204 and is located within a RM-2 (Residential-
Mixed, Moderate Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions 
(Continued from Regular hearing on February 6, 2019) 
(Proposed Continuance to March 6, 2019) 


 
E. REGULAR CALENDAR   
 


7a. 2019-001299LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625) 
3639 18th STREET – located on the south side of 18th Street Dolores and Guerrero Streets in 
the Mission neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 3587, Lot 073 (District 8). Additional location at 
550 DIVISADERO STREET (Assessor’s Block 1203, Lot 037). Consideration of adoption of a 
resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business 
Registry application. Bi-Rite is a full-service grocery store that has served San Francisco for 
79 years. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving 
businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the 
Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy 
Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject business is 
located within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster) Zoning District and 40-X Height 
and Bulk District. 


 Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval 
 


7b. 2019-001334LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625) 
2210 FILLMORE STREET – located on the east side of Fillmore between Clay and Sacramento 
streets in the Pacific Heights neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 0629, Lot 020 (District 2). 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/LBR%20HPC%20Packet_2.20.19.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/LBR%20HPC%20Packet_2.20.19.pdf





San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission  Wednesday, February 20, 2019 


 


Notice of Hearing & Agenda        Page 5 of 8 


Additional locations at 288 NOE STREET (Assessor’s Block 3561, Lot 014) and 1624 POWELL 
STREET (Assessor’s Block 0117, Lot 014). Consideration of adoption of a resolution 
recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry 
application. La Mediteranee is a restaurant serving Meditterranean cuisine that has served 
San Francisco for 40 years. The Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, 
community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the 
City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational and promotional assistance 
to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and success. The subject 
business is located within the Upper Fillmore NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning 
District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval 


 
7c. 2019-001335LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625) 


3725 BALBOA STREET – located on the south side of Balboa Street between 38th and 39th 
avenues in the Outer Richmond neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 1606, Lot 045 (District 1). 
Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission 
approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Let’s Do Wash Coin Launderette is a self-
service laundromat that has served San Francisco for 23 years. The Legacy Business Registry 
recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to 
the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational 
and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and 
success. The subject business is located within a NC-2 (Neighborhood Commercial, Small-
Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval 


 
7d. 2019-001336LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625) 


3225 22ND STREET – located on the southeast corner of 22nd Street and Bartlett Street in the 
Mission neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 3636, Lot 048 (District 9). Consideration of adoption 
of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business 
Registry application. The Make Out Room is a "21 and over" club featuring live music, DJs 
and special events that has served San Francisco for 23 years. The Legacy Business Registry 
recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are valuable cultural assets to 
the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool for providing educational 
and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage their continued viability and 
success. The subject business is located within the Mission Street NCT (Neighborhood 
Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 55-X Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval 


 
7e. 2019-001337LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625) 


1950 INNES AVENUE, #3 – located on the north side of Innes Avenue between Selby Street 
and the Caltrain right-of-way in the Bayview neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 5250, Lot 005 
(District 10). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business 
Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Mon Sing Noodle Company 
is an artisanal family-owned noodle shop that has served San Francisco for 87 years. The 
Legacy Business Registry recognizes longstanding, community-serving businesses that are 
valuable cultural assets to the City. In addition, the City intends that the Registry be a tool 
for providing educational and promotional assistance to Legacy Businesses to encourage 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/LBR%20HPC%20Packet_2.20.19.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/LBR%20HPC%20Packet_2.20.19.pdf

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/LBR%20HPC%20Packet_2.20.19.pdf
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their continued viability and success. The subject business is located within a PDR 
(Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning District and 80-E Height and Bulk District. 
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval 


 
8. 2016-013156SRV (P. LAVALLEY: (415) 575-9084) 


CITYWIDE CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY – Informational Presentation regarding the 
Citywide Cultural Resources Survey. Planning Department staff will present an overview of 
the Citywide Cultural Resources Survey, including: survey methodology; outreach plan; 
Arches data collection and data management platform; survey phasing; and, information on 
survey staffing and budget.  
Preliminary Recommendation:  None - Informational 
 


ADJOURNMENT 
 



http://commissions.sfplanning.org/hpcpackets/2016-013156SRV_Survey%20informational.pdf
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Historic Preservation Officer 
Timothy Frye 
tim.frye@sfgov.org 
(415) 575-6822 
 
Hearing Procedures 
The Historic Preservation Commission holds public hearings on the first and third Wednesday, of most months. The full hearing 
schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.  
 
Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.  
 When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.  


Speakers will hear two alarms.  The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining.  The second louder sound 
indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended. 


 
Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are 
prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or 
use of a mobile phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices (67A.1 Sunshine Ordinance: Prohibiting the use 
of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices at and during public meetings). 
 
For most cases that are considered by the Historic Preservation Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, 
shall be considered by the Commission in the following order: 
 


1. Presentation by Staff; 
2. Presentation by the Project Sponsor’s Team (which includes: the sponsor, representative, legal counsel, architect, 


engineer, expeditor and/or any other advisor) for a period not to exceed ten (10) minutes, at the discretion of the Chair; 
3. Public testimony from supporters of the Project not to exceed three (3) minutes, at the discretion of the Chair; 
4. Presentation by Organized Opposition recognized by the Commission President through written request prior to the 


hearing for a period not to exceed ten (10) minutes, at the discretion of the Chair; 
5. Public testimony from opponents of the Project not to exceed three (3) minutes, at the discretion of the Chair; 
6. Staff follow-up and/or conclusions; 
7. Public comment portion of the hearing shall be closed and deliberation amongst the Commissioners shall be opened by 


the Chair; 
8. A motion to approve; approve with conditions; approve with amendments and/or modifications; disapprove; or continue 


to another hearing date, if seconded, shall be voted on by the Commission. 
 
Every Official Act taken by the Commission must be adopted by a majority vote of all members of the Commission, a minimum of 
four (4) votes.  A failed motion results in the disapproval of the requested action, unless a subsequent motion is adopted. Any 
Procedural Matter, such as a continuance, may be adopted by a majority vote of members present, as long as the members present 
constitute a quorum (four (4) members of the Commission). 
 
Hearing Materials 
Each item on the Agenda may include the following documents: 


• Planning Department Case Executive Summary 
• Planning Department Case Report 
• Draft Motion or Resolution with Findings and/or Conditions 
• Public Correspondence 


 
Materials submitted to the Historic Preservation Commission prior to a scheduled hearing will become part of the public record 
only when the materials are also provided to the Commission Secretary and/or Project Planner.  Correspondence may be emailed 
directly to the Commission Secretary at: commissions.secretary@sfgov.org.   
 
Persons unable to attend a hearing may submit written comments regarding a scheduled item to: Historic Preservation 
Commission, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA  94103-2414.  Written comments received by the close of the 
business day prior to the hearing will be brought to the attention of the Historic Preservation Commission and made part of the 
official record.   
 



mailto:tim.frye@sfgov.org

http://www.sfplanning.org/

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
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Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be 
received by the Planning Department reception eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must 
be delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) copies. 
 
Day-of Submissions: Material related to a calendared item may be distributed at the hearing. Please provide ten (10) copies for 
distribution.  
 
Appeals 
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Historic Preservation 
Commission hearing. 
 


Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body 
Certificate of Appropriateness COA (A) 30 calendar days Board of Appeals** 
CEQA Determination - EIR ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors 
Permit to Alter/Demolish PTA (H) 30 calendar days Board of Appeals** 


 
**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project 
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal.  An appeal of an Office 
Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization. 
 
For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.  For more 
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or 
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.  
 
Challenges 
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, the approval of (1) a Certificate of Appropriateness, (2) a 
Permit to Alter, (3) a Landmark or Historic District designation, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else 
raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Historic Preservation 
Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing. 
 
 
 



mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org



		San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

		Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 21.00-2.160] to register and report l...

		B. DEPARTMENT MATTERS

		Sound-Producing Devices Prohibited: The ringing of and use of mobile phones and other sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal of any person(s) responsible for the ringin...




Advance

				To:		Historic Preservation Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				February 20, 2019						 

		Case No.		Johnck - OUT				Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-003593COA 		906 Broadway				fr: 2/6						Vimr

						interior alterations and installation of an egress stair 		to: 3/6

		Multiple		Various										Caltagirone

						LBR's

				Citywide Survey										LaValley

						Informational

				March 6, 2019 - ARC						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2015-009783PTA		220 Battery Street 										Salgado

						4-story visible addition on a 2-story building in the Front-California CD

		2018-009197COA		1470 McAllister Street										Ferguson

						Review and Comment

				March 6, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-000619COAVAR		50-52 Fair Oaks Avenue 										Salgado

						vertical and horizontal addition as well as the reconstruction of an existing garage 

		2017-003843COA		809 Montgomery Street										Salgado

						one-story rooftop addition

		2018-003593COA 		906 Broadway				fr: 2/6; 2/20						Vimr

						interior alterations and installation of an egress stair 

		2015-016326COA 		Seawall Lots 323 and 324										Vimr

						Teatro ZinZanni, a 192 room hotel, and a privately financed publicly accessible park

		2018-016401PCA		ADUs in New Construction										Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

				March 20, 2019						 

		Case No.		Head Shots				Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2014.0012E		Better Market Street  										Thomas

						DEIR

		2016-007303PTA		5 Third Street 										Salgado

						Hearst Building to convert the building from office use to a hotel

				April 3, 2019 - ARC						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-007267PTA 		865 Market Street										Vimr

						a remodel of the façade of the existing Westfield Centre building

				April 3, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-017223DES		2851-2861 24th Street										Smith

						The Galería de la Raza/Studio 24 Building

		2017-012291DES		2031 Bush Street										Smith

						Kinmon Gakuen Building

		2018-016789COA		900 North Point Street 										Salgado

						convert an existing restroom building to a retail space

				April 17, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

				May 1, 2019 - ARC						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2017-004557ENV		550 O’Farrell Street										Greving

						Review and comment on the Preservation Alternatives

				May 1, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

				May 15, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2019-001666SRV		Ocean Avenue Historic Resources Survey										Smith

						Adoption
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Action Items

		HPC Action Items								 

		Date		Item						CONT.		NOTES		HEARING DATE

		3/7/12		Priorities on Landmark Designation Work Program										TBD

						Pending completion of Preserve America Grant Tasks

		3/21/12		Discussion of incentives and preservation tools for historic cultural uses/resources										TBD

						Follow-up based on 12/5/12 Hearing

		6/20/12		HPC Review and Comment of CEQA Ducuments										TBD

						Pending request with Environmental Planning

		12/19/12		Condition of Mothers Building										TBD

						With RecPark and Arts Commission Representatives

		2/6/13		Update on monastery materials to return back to Santa Maria de 'Ovila Monastery in Spain										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Martinez

		2/6/13		Status update on Settlement Agreement re: mitigation monitoring and enforcement										TBD

						Request by President Damkroger & Commissioner Martinez

		2/6/13		Status of Golden Gate Park Landmark Designation, including Stow Lake Boat House										TBD

						Request by President Damkroger

		3/6/13		Update on Preservation Website										5/15/13

						Request by Commissioner Wolfram

		10/2/13		Inventory of Interpretive displays associated with EIRs										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Johns

		5/15/13		2nd Update on Preservation Website										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Wolfram

		10/2/13		Inventory of Interpretive displays associated with EIRs										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Johns

		2/5/14		Discuss HPC promotion and involvement in 20% Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program										TBD

						Request by Vice President Wolfram, with representatives from OHP

		2/19/14		Update on Draft Preservation Element										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Matsuda, President Hasz 

		2/19/14		Discuss local application of Secretary of the Interior's Standards										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Pearlman

		2/19/14		Status of Golden Gate Park Landmark Designation, including Stow Lake Boat House										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Matsuda
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To:	Staff

From:	Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:	Historic Preservation Commission Hearing Results

	

[bookmark: _GoBack]NEXT RESOLUTION No:  1027

NEXT MOTION No:  0367

NEXT COMMENT LETTER:  0089

M = Motion; R = Resolution; L = HPC Comment Letter

February 6, 2019 ARC Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-016789COA

		900 North Point Street

		Salgado

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-014839COA

		1 Bush Street

		Vimr

		Reviewed and Commented

		







February 6, 2019 HPC Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Draft Minutes for ARC December 19, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2018-003593COA

		906 Broadway

		Vimr

		Continued to February 20, 2019

		



		R-1019

		2018-015471CRV

		FY 2019-2021 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-1020

		2018-016400PCA

		Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Historic Buildings

		Sanchez

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval with Modifications as amended by Staff

		+7 -0



		R-1021

		2018-008948DES

		906 Broadway

		Smith

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-1022

		2017-012291DES

		2031 Bush Street

		Smith

		Initiated

		+6 -0 (Matsuda Recused)



		R-1023

		2019-000639LBR

		369 West Portal Avenue

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-1024

		2019-000701LBR

		5641 Geary Boulevard

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-1025

		2019-000703LBR

		1461 Grant Avenue

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-1026

		2019-000705LBR

		1300 Stockton Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		

		2016-003351CWP

		Racial & Social Equity Plan

		Flores

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-007181OTH

		Landmark Designation and Cultural Heritage Work Program Quarterly Report

		Smith, Caltagirone

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 16, 2019 ARC Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-002022COA

		SFDPW Replacement of Path of Gold Light Standards

		Cisneros

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2014.0012E

		Better Market Street

		McMillen

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 16, 2019 HPC Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Draft Minutes for HPC December 19, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Election of Officers

		Ionin

		Hyland – President

Matsuda – Vice 

		+7 -0



		M-0365

		2017-003989COA

		1231 Fulton Street

		Salgado

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2018-015471CRV

		FY 2019-2021 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-0366

		2017-008875COA

		920 North Point Street

		Salgado

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Wolfram Recused)



		R-1015

		2018-017223DES

		2851-2861 24th Street

		Smith

		Initiated

		+7 -0



		R-1016

		2019-000267LBR

		56 Gold Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-1017

		2019-000269LBR

		521 Clement Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-1018

		2019-000316LBR

		2050 McKinnon Avenue

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		

		2018-002650OTH

		Legacy Business Registry Semi-Annual Report

		Caltagirone

		Reviewed and Commented
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SENATOR SCOTT WIENER, ASSEMBLYMEMBER DAVID

CHIU, WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, AND PORT OF SAN FRANCISCO OPEN NEW GATES
AT DOWNTOWN FERRY TERMINAL

Date: Thursday, February 14, 2019 10:06:10 AM
Attachments: 2.14.19 Ferry Terminal Gates.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2019 9:59 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SENATOR SCOTT WIENER,
ASSEMBLYMEMBER DAVID CHIU, WATER EMERGENCY TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, AND PORT OF
SAN FRANCISCO OPEN NEW GATES AT DOWNTOWN FERRY TERMINAL
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, February 14, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED, SENATOR SCOTT WIENER,

ASSEMBLYMEMBER DAVID CHIU, WATER EMERGENCY
TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, AND PORT OF SAN

FRANCISCO OPEN NEW GATES AT DOWNTOWN FERRY
TERMINAL 

Gates are an important component of a $98 million expansion of ferry capacity in San
Francisco to meet increased demand for ferry service, which has doubled since 2012

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Senator Scott Wiener, Assemblymember
David Chiu, the San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transit Authority (WETA) and the
Port of San Francisco (Port) today announced the opening of the second of two new ferry
gates to increase capacity at the Ferry Building. The new gates are part of the downtown San
Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project, which will double downtown ferry capacity to
support increased San Francisco Bay Ferry ridership, which has doubled since 2012.

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Thursday, February 14, 2019 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED, SENATOR SCOTT WIENER, 


ASSEMBLYMEMBER DAVID CHIU, WATER EMERGENCY 


TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY, AND PORT OF SAN 


FRANCISCO OPEN NEW GATES AT DOWNTOWN FERRY 


TERMINAL  
Gates are an important component of a $98 million expansion of ferry capacity in San Francisco 


to meet increased demand for ferry service, which has doubled since 2012 
 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Senator Scott Wiener, Assemblymember David 


Chiu, the San Francisco Bay Area Water Emergency Transit Authority (WETA) and the Port of 


San Francisco (Port) today announced the opening of the second of two new ferry gates to 


increase capacity at the Ferry Building. The new gates are part of the downtown San Francisco 


Ferry Terminal Expansion Project, which will double downtown ferry capacity to support 


increased San Francisco Bay Ferry ridership, which has doubled since 2012. 


 


“Right now it is simply too difficult for many people to commute in and out of San Francisco,” 


said Mayor Breed. “Our population and our economy are growing. We need to make sure that we 


continue to invest in our transportation infrastructure to break the gridlock, and this includes 


expanding our ferry service throughout the Bay Area.” 


 


The new Gate F, south of the iconic Ferry Building in downtown San Francisco, is now open for 


service, serving San Francisco Bay Ferry passengers riding the Richmond and Harbor Bay 


routes. The new Gate G opened in December 2018, serving passengers on the transit system’s 


Alameda/Oakland route. 


 


In addition to providing increased ferry transit capacity, WETA is charged with coordinating 


emergency water transit in the Bay Area. Additional berths in San Francisco greatly improve 


WETA’s ability to evacuate the City and transport first-responders if necessary. 


 


“An efficient and fully-funded transportation system—particularly public transportation—is 


essential to our states’ economy, environment, and residents’ quality of life,” said Senator Scott 


Wiener. “Investments in the downtown San Francisco ferry terminal and services will improve 


our state’s transportation system and improve the quality of life of thousands of Bay Area 


commuters.”  


 


“Our state must be aggressive in investing in our transportation infrastructure during a time when 


people are commuting long hours due to our housing crisis,” said Assemblymember David Chiu. 
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SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
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“With a new governor and an extraordinary budget surplus, now is the time to make ongoing 


investments in transportation and emergency infrastructure.” 


 


The $98 million project includes funding from State Proposition 1B, Regional Measure 2 toll 


revenue, the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Federal Transit Administration and San 


Francisco’s Proposition K transportation sales tax.   


 


“San Francisco Bay Ferry service is growing with new routes and more passengers than ever,” 


said Nina Rannells, the executive director of WETA. “These new gates in downtown San 


Francisco increase our capacity and represent a major upgrade to our busiest terminal. This is a 


huge milestone for this project and for the growth of WETA’s ferry service in the Bay Area.” 


 


“We are welcoming more people by ferry to our waterfront each year and expect that number to 


increase,” said Elaine Forbes, Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco. “The Port is 


planning for future growth and making sure all waterfront projects, including the downtown San 


Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project, are built with consideration of the latest sea level 


rise forecasts and designed to remain functional after a major earthquake, while also making sure 


our shoreline is enhanced for the thousands of people that enjoy it each day.” 


 


The existing Gate E will be rebuilt over the next year as work continues on a new public plaza at 


the site. The public plaza will have new amenities such as weather-protected canopies, an 


extension of pedestrian promenade areas, and other public access improvements. The new gates 


and amenities will significantly improve waiting and queuing conditions for existing riders and 


expand the space available for WETA to stage emergency water transit services in the event of a 


regional transportation disruption or disaster.  


 


WETA began project construction in 2016 and the full project is expected to be completed in 


early 2020. The Project design team is led by ROMA Design Group. Power Engineering 


Construction is the general contractor for the project and Jacobs Engineering serves as the 


construction management firm.  


 


In January, WETA launched new San Francisco Bay Ferry service between Richmond and San 


Francisco. The Port of San Francisco is leading a citywide effort with WETA and other partners 


to build a ferry landing in the city’s growing Mission Bay neighborhood.  


 


### 


 







 
“Right now it is simply too difficult for many people to commute in and out of San
Francisco,” said Mayor Breed. “Our population and our economy are growing. We need to
make sure that we continue to invest in our transportation infrastructure to break the gridlock,
and this includes expanding our ferry service throughout the Bay Area.”
 
The new Gate F, south of the iconic Ferry Building in downtown San Francisco, is now open
for service, serving San Francisco Bay Ferry passengers riding the Richmond and Harbor Bay
routes. The new Gate G opened in December 2018, serving passengers on the transit system’s
Alameda/Oakland route.
 
In addition to providing increased ferry transit capacity, WETA is charged with coordinating
emergency water transit in the Bay Area. Additional berths in San Francisco greatly improve
WETA’s ability to evacuate the City and transport first-responders if necessary.
 
“An efficient and fully-funded transportation system—particularly public transportation—is
essential to our states’ economy, environment, and residents’ quality of life,” said Senator
Scott Wiener. “Investments in the downtown San Francisco ferry terminal and services will
improve our state’s transportation system and improve the quality of life of thousands of Bay
Area commuters.” 
 
“Our state must be aggressive in investing in our transportation infrastructure during a time
when people are commuting long hours due to our housing crisis,” said Assemblymember
David Chiu. “With a new governor and an extraordinary budget surplus, now is the time to
make ongoing investments in transportation and emergency infrastructure.”
 
The $98 million project includes funding from State Proposition 1B, Regional Measure 2 toll
revenue, the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Federal Transit Administration and San
Francisco’s Proposition K transportation sales tax. 
 
“San Francisco Bay Ferry service is growing with new routes and more passengers than ever,”
said Nina Rannells, the executive director of WETA. “These new gates in downtown San
Francisco increase our capacity and represent a major upgrade to our busiest terminal. This is
a huge milestone for this project and for the growth of WETA’s ferry service in the Bay
Area.”
 
“We are welcoming more people by ferry to our waterfront each year and expect that number
to increase,” said Elaine Forbes, Executive Director of the Port of San Francisco. “The Port is
planning for future growth and making sure all waterfront projects, including the downtown
San Francisco Ferry Terminal Expansion Project, are built with consideration of the latest sea
level rise forecasts and designed to remain functional after a major earthquake, while also
making sure our shoreline is enhanced for the thousands of people that enjoy it each day.”
 
The existing Gate E will be rebuilt over the next year as work continues on a new public plaza
at the site. The public plaza will have new amenities such as weather-protected canopies, an
extension of pedestrian promenade areas, and other public access improvements. The new
gates and amenities will significantly improve waiting and queuing conditions for existing
riders and expand the space available for WETA to stage emergency water transit services in
the event of a regional transportation disruption or disaster.
 



WETA began project construction in 2016 and the full project is expected to be completed in
early 2020. The Project design team is led by ROMA Design Group. Power Engineering
Construction is the general contractor for the project and Jacobs Engineering serves as the
construction management firm.
 
In January, WETA launched new San Francisco Bay Ferry service between Richmond and
San Francisco. The Port of San Francisco is leading a citywide effort with WETA and other
partners to build a ferry landing in the city’s growing Mission Bay neighborhood.
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary
To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Glen Park Association Board - Letter of Support for 49 Hopkins Ruling
Date: Thursday, February 14, 2019 9:15:22 AM
Attachments: 49_Hopkins_Support Letter_GPA.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Scott Stevenson <ssscottss@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 13, 2019 3:04 PM
To: aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; dianematsuda@hotmail.com; Black, Kate (CPC)
<kate.black@sfgov.org>; ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com; RSEJohns@yahoo.com;
jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com; andrew@tefarch.com; Frye, Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>;
CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
planning@rodneyfong.com; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>
Cc: Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; Mundy, Erin (BOS)
<erin.mundy@sfgov.org>
Subject: Glen Park Association Board - Letter of Support for 49 Hopkins Ruling
 

 

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,
 
The Glen Park Association Board has reviewed the recent ruling for 49 Hopkins.
As our concern grows such violations in Glen Park and across all of District 8 we have issued 
the attached statement and letter of support for the Planning Commission's ruling. 
 
Please include our comments on the ongoing dialogue about the 49 Hopkins decision,
and other similar violations that are occurring within our neighborhoods. 
 
Thank You,
 
Glen Park Association Board

mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/



	  
	  


	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
	  


	  


To:	  San	  Francisco	  Planning	  Commission:	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Rich	  Hillis	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Myrna	  Melgar	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Rodney	  Fong	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Milicent	  Johnson	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Joel	  Koppel	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Katherin	  Moore	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Dennis	  Richards	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
Cc:	  Supervisor	  Raphael	  Mandelman	  District	  8	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  John	  Rahaim	  	  -‐	  Director	  of	  Planning,	  San	  Francisco	  
	  
Dear	  San	  Francisco	  Planning	  Commissioners,	  
	  
The	  Glen	  Park	  Association	  Board	  wanted	  to	  extend	  the	  Commission	  comment	  on	  their	  recent	  decision	  regarding	  the	  
illegal	  demolition	  and	  planning	  violations	  at	  49	  Hopkins	  Ave.	  The	  GPA	  Board	  strongly	  endorses	  that	  San	  Francisco	  
Planning	  codes	  be	  enforced.	  Over	  the	  recent	  years,	  our	  neighborhood	  has	  and	  continues	  to	  be	  beset	  by	  various	  
development	  projects	  that	  either	  violate	  or	  ignore	  Planning	  Code.	  When	  issues	  of	  wrongdoing	  are	  found,	  it	  seems	  
most	  penalties	  are	  too	  weak	  to	  offer	  a	  disincentive,	  and	  the	  developers	  and	  LLCs	  consider	  the	  violations	  a	  simple	  cost	  
of	  doing	  business.	  It	  is	  easy	  for	  developers	  and	  LLCs	  to	  pass	  these	  costs	  on	  to	  the	  community	  at	  the	  end	  of	  the	  
project.	  	  
	  
The	  GPA	  Board	  acknowledges	  and	  supports	  your	  decision	  on	  the	  49	  Hopkins	  Avenue	  violations	  and	  urges	  that	  
future	  violations	  are	  met	  with	  stringent	  penalties	  that	  protect	  communities,	  the	  historical	  heritage	  of	  our	  
neighborhoods,	  and	  drives	  developers	  (as	  well	  as	  residents)	  to	  follow	  SF	  Planning	  codes.	  	  
Thank	  you	  for	  your	  work.	  
	  
	  
Sincerely,	  
The	  Glen	  Park	  Association	  Board	  
2/13/19	  







 
Sent by Scott Stawicki
President
Glen Park Association 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS HERRERA ANNOUNCE

AGREEMENT TO PRESERVE ARTIST HOUSING IN MID-MARKET
Date: Thursday, February 14, 2019 8:58:38 AM
Attachments: 2.12.19 1049 Market Street.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2019 5:49 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS HERRERA
ANNOUNCE AGREEMENT TO PRESERVE ARTIST HOUSING IN MID-MARKET
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, February 12, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
                                                                       
                                                           

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS

HERRERA ANNOUNCE AGREEMENT TO PRESERVE
ARTIST HOUSING IN MID-MARKET

Agreement will legalize unpermitted units and resolve legal conflicts, allowing the City to
provide funding to make the units permanently affordable through partnership with

Tenderloin Housing Clinic
                                                           
San Francisco – Today Mayor London N. Breed and City Attorney Dennis Herrera
announced a settlement agreement with the owner of 1049 Market Street that will preserve 15
units of existing housing in mid-Market and make these homes permanently affordable.
 
Due to the efforts of the tenants, the owner, the Mayor's Office, the City Attorney, and
Superior Court Judge Anne-Christine Massullo, the parties and the City reached a
comprehensive resolution and settlement that, upon completion of the City’s permitting and
approval process, would legalize and preserve fifteen units in the building as permanently
affordable housing prioritized for artists. Additionally, it would permit the owner to return the

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:Milicent.Johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:richhillissf@gmail.com
mailto:aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:andrew@tefarch.com
mailto:kate.black@sfgov.org
mailto:dianematsuda@hotmail.com
mailto:ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com
mailto:jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:rsejohns@yahoo.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Tuesday, February 12, 2019 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
       


      


*** STATEMENT *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND CITY ATTORNEY DENNIS 


HERRERA ANNOUNCE AGREEMENT TO PRESERVE ARTIST 


HOUSING IN MID-MARKET 


Agreement will legalize unpermitted units and resolve legal conflicts, allowing the City to 


provide funding to make the units permanently affordable through partnership with Tenderloin 


Housing Clinic  
      


San Francisco – Today Mayor London N. Breed and City Attorney Dennis Herrera announced a 


settlement agreement with the owner of 1049 Market Street that will preserve 15 units of existing 


housing in mid-Market and make these homes permanently affordable. 


 


Due to the efforts of the tenants, the owner, the Mayor's Office, the City Attorney, and Superior 


Court Judge Anne-Christine Massullo, the parties and the City reached a comprehensive 


resolution and settlement that, upon completion of the City’s permitting and approval process, 


would legalize and preserve fifteen units in the building as permanently affordable housing 


prioritized for artists. Additionally, it would permit the owner to return the remaining floors in 


the building to office use.  


 


The settlement agreement, which Mayor Breed introduced at the Board of Supervisors today, 


resolves all outstanding legal issues including the pending Ellis Act evictions field against the 


tenants and over a dozen lawsuits between the parties filed in state and federal courts.  


 


“Our arts community is such an important part of San Francisco and our culture, but artists, like 


so many others, are finding it difficult to survive in our increasingly expensive City,” said Mayor 


London Breed. “I want to thank City Attorney Dennis Herrera and his office as well as all our 


City staff for their work on this creative solution to preserve artist housing in the heart of our 


city. As we grow and build the housing we so badly need, we also have to work to preserve the 


housing we already have to keep people stable in our communities.” 


 


“The property owner illegally converted this building into residences,” said City Attorney 


Dennis Herrera. “Then almost 20 years later they tried to kick everyone out in the middle of a 


housing crisis to illegally convert it back to offices and capitalize on the tech boom. You just 


can’t do that. The tenants were mostly artists, teachers and other working class San Franciscans. 


In crafting a solution to this complex problem, our focus was on stopping further displacement. 


Through some creative lawyering and years of hard work, we have been able to ensure that the 


remaining tenants get to stay and that 15 residences will endure as permanently affordable homes 


for artist households. That’s something that will benefit all San Franciscans.” 
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Though principally permitted as office space, 1049 Market was illegally converted decades ago 


to apartments. At one time, there were approximately 80 occupied residential units in the 


building along with six lawfully permitted units. In 2013, the owner began illegally reconverting 


the units back to office use without identifying and addressing the needs of the existing tenants. 


The Mayor’s Office and other city departments then attempted to work with the owners to find a 


path to legalize the entire building for residential use. Instead, the owners decided to evict the 


residential tenants using the state Ellis Act and pursue conversion of the building back to 


commercial use, and they obtained a permit for that purpose. This permit was revoked by the 


City, and eventually led to the owners filing six lawsuits against the City.  


 


The City Attorney’s Office, the Mayor’s Office and various City departments have been 


involved in discussions with the present owner and a number of third parties seeking possible 


methods of retaining some of the units in the building as residential units for the last three years. 


Previous attempts by the owners to sell the property, with a portion of the building retained for 


residential use, failed. 


 


“We’d like to thank all our City partners who collaborated on this effort to preserve essential 


affordable housing, especially the City Attorney’s Office and the Planning Department. We’re so 


grateful that this settlement will allow 15 households to continue calling 1049 Market home,” 


said Kate Hartley, Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development. 


 


Under the supervision of Superior Court Judge Massullo, a settlement agreement between the 


tenants, the owner, and the City and County of San Francisco will allow for 15 currently 


unpermitted units, most of which house artists, on the second floor of the building to be made 


legal and permanently affordable, with $2.4 million in funding from the Mayor’s Office of 


Housing and Community Development. The Tenderloin Housing Clinic will own and operate the 


residential units. The units in the future will be prioritized for artists. As part of the agreement, 


the owner of 1049 Market will dismiss the existing lawsuits filed against the City and the current 


tenants.  


 


“The diverse group of tenants at 1049 Market, after more than five years of hard work and 


negotiations, have stopped their evictions. We are thrilled that affordable housing in Mid-Market 


has been saved,” said Xi’an Chandra Redack, who has lived at 1049 Market for nearly 15 years. 


 


After the Parties execute the Settlement Agreement, the current building owner will work with 


the City in the coming months to obtain the approvals necessary to subdivide the property into a 


commercial and residential parcel, obtain conditional use authorization to convert the remaining 


floors back to commercial use, and obtain necessary permits for the tenant improvements. It is 


expected that THC will purchase the residential parcel from the current owner in approximately 


July 2019, and making improvements to the second floor at that time. Supervisor Matt Haney is 


co-sponsoring the settlement. 


### 







remaining floors in the building to office use.
 
The settlement agreement, which Mayor Breed introduced at the Board of Supervisors today,
resolves all outstanding legal issues including the pending Ellis Act evictions field against the
tenants and over a dozen lawsuits between the parties filed in state and federal courts.
 
“Our arts community is such an important part of San Francisco and our culture, but artists,
like so many others, are finding it difficult to survive in our increasingly expensive City,” said
Mayor London Breed. “I want to thank City Attorney Dennis Herrera and his office as well as
all our City staff for their work on this creative solution to preserve artist housing in the heart
of our city. As we grow and build the housing we so badly need, we also have to work to
preserve the housing we already have to keep people stable in our communities.”
 
“The property owner illegally converted this building into residences,” said City Attorney
Dennis Herrera. “Then almost 20 years later they tried to kick everyone out in the middle of a
housing crisis to illegally convert it back to offices and capitalize on the tech boom. You just
can’t do that. The tenants were mostly artists, teachers and other working class San
Franciscans. In crafting a solution to this complex problem, our focus was on stopping further
displacement. Through some creative lawyering and years of hard work, we have been able to
ensure that the remaining tenants get to stay and that 15 residences will endure as permanently
affordable homes for artist households. That’s something that will benefit all San
Franciscans.”
 
Though principally permitted as office space, 1049 Market was illegally converted decades
ago to apartments. At one time, there were approximately 80 occupied residential units in the
building along with six lawfully permitted units. In 2013, the owner began illegally
reconverting the units back to office use without identifying and addressing the needs of the
existing tenants. The Mayor’s Office and other city departments then attempted to work with
the owners to find a path to legalize the entire building for residential use. Instead, the owners
decided to evict the residential tenants using the state Ellis Act and pursue conversion of the
building back to commercial use, and they obtained a permit for that purpose. This permit was
revoked by the City, and eventually led to the owners filing six lawsuits against the City.
 
The City Attorney’s Office, the Mayor’s Office and various City departments have been
involved in discussions with the present owner and a number of third parties seeking possible
methods of retaining some of the units in the building as residential units for the last three
years. Previous attempts by the owners to sell the property, with a portion of the building
retained for residential use, failed.
 
“We’d like to thank all our City partners who collaborated on this effort to preserve essential
affordable housing, especially the City Attorney’s Office and the Planning Department. We’re
so grateful that this settlement will allow 15 households to continue calling 1049 Market
home,” said Kate Hartley, Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development.
 
Under the supervision of Superior Court Judge Massullo, a settlement agreement between the
tenants, the owner, and the City and County of San Francisco will allow for 15 currently
unpermitted units, most of which house artists, on the second floor of the building to be made
legal and permanently affordable, with $2.4 million in funding from the Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development. The Tenderloin Housing Clinic will own and operate



the residential units. The units in the future will be prioritized for artists. As part of the
agreement, the owner of 1049 Market will dismiss the existing lawsuits filed against the City
and the current tenants.
 
“The diverse group of tenants at 1049 Market, after more than five years of hard work and
negotiations, have stopped their evictions. We are thrilled that affordable housing in Mid-
Market has been saved,” said Xi’an Chandra Redack, who has lived at 1049 Market for nearly
15 years.
 
After the Parties execute the Settlement Agreement, the current building owner will work with
the City in the coming months to obtain the approvals necessary to subdivide the property into
a commercial and residential parcel, obtain conditional use authorization to convert the
remaining floors back to commercial use, and obtain necessary permits for the tenant
improvements. It is expected that THC will purchase the residential parcel from the current
owner in approximately July 2019, and making improvements to the second floor at that time.
Supervisor Matt Haney is co-sponsoring the settlement.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com); Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen

Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Categorical Exemptions
Date: Tuesday, February 12, 2019 1:57:10 PM
Attachments: 2018-013438ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR.pdf

2018-012824ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR Form.pdf
2019-000117ENV-CEQA Checklist with PTR form.pdf
2018-009380ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR.pdf
2014.1125ENV-CEQA Checklist-PTR Form.pdf
2018-014036ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR.pdf
2018-005771ENV-CEQA Checklist-PTR.pdf
2018-010337ENV-CEQA Checklist and HRER Form.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Huggins, Monica (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, February 12, 2019 1:42 PM
To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY@sfgov.org>
Subject: Categorical Exemptions
 

 

Hello,
 
Please forward the attached Categorical Exemptions and Preservation Review to
the HPC Commissioners.
 

Thank You,
 
 

Monica Huggins
Administrative Assistant
San Francisco Planning
1650 Mission Street, 4th Street
San Francisco, CA  94103
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org

mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:andrew@tefarch.com
mailto:kate.black@sfgov.org
mailto:dianematsuda@hotmail.com
mailto:ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com
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mailto:jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com
mailto:rsejohns@yahoo.com
mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


3466 21ST ST


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


RENOVATE (E) HOUSE, EXCAVATE FOR A FULLY BELOW-GRADE BASEMENT, REDUCE SIZE OF (E) 


1976 REAR ADDITION, MODIFY (E) WINDOWS AND DOORS. **COMPLY W/ MAHER, ROUTE TO DPH**


Case No.


2018-013438ENV


3607020


201809119773


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*


Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.


Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 


building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 


water quality.


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 


Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 


checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 


Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 


Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 


or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography)


Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion


greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or


more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard


Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage


expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50


cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.


If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an 


Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch


Archeo review complete 12/13/2018, no effect


Maher Waiver 9/21/2018







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)


Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.


Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.


Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.


2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with


existing historic character.


4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.


5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.







7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .


8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER)


Reclassify to Category C


Per PTR form signed on 2/2/2019


Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.


Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an


Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 


(check all that apply):


Step 2 - CEQA Impacts


Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review


STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.


Project Approval Action: Signature:


If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,


the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Stephanie Cisneros


02/04/2019


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Building Permit







TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the


Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 


constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 


proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 


subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 


front page)


Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.


Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action


3466 21ST ST


2018-013438PRJ


Building Permit


3607/020


201809119773


Modified Project Description:


DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:


Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;


Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code


Sections 311 or 312;


Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?


Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known


at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may


no longer qualify for the exemption?


If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.


DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Planner Name:


The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.


If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project


approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning


Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.


Date:







Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 1/11/2019


PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM


  PROJECT ISSUES:


 Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 


 If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?


 Additional Notes:  


Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Page & Turnbull (December 28, 
2018). 
 
Proposed Project: Interior and exterior renovation of (e) house, excavate for a fully 
below-grade basement, reduce size of (e) 1976 rear addition, modify (e) windows and 
doors. 


  PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:


   Category:  A  B  C


Individual Historic District/Context


Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 


Property is in an eligible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or more of 
the following Criteria: 


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Contributor Non-Contributor


  PROJECT INFORMATION:


Planner: Address:


Stephanie Cisneros 3466 21st Street


Block/Lot: Cross Streets:


3607/020 Dolores Street & Guerrero Street


CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:


B N/A 2018-013438ENV


  PURPOSE OF REVIEW:   PROJECT DESCRIPTION:


CEQA Article 10/11 Preliminary/PIC Alteration Demo/New Construction


DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 9/4/2018







   Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district:


   Requires Design Revisions:


   Defer to Residential Design Team:


Yes No N/A


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:


     According to the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull and 
information found in the Planning Department files, the subject property contains a three-
story, single-family residence constructed in 1923 for original resident-owner Harry A. 
Banzhaf, Vice President of San Francisco's Old Homestead Bakery. Designed by local 
architect Theodore W. Lenzen and constructed by San Francisco-cased builder Brutcher & 
Serna, the residence replaced an earlier residence constructed in 1878 on the same site 
with the same address; also owned and occupied by the Banzhaf family. The residence's 
style is best described as Classical Revival as expressed through the primary (east) entrance 
and facade. Alterations to the residence are outlined in the HRE on pages 28-31.  
     The Banzhaf family owned and occupied the 1923 residence until 1944, when it was sold 
to William F. McKannay, the Vice President of Independent Pressroom (Printing Company) 
based in San Francisco. McKannay was also a town councilman in San Anselmo. Ownership 
has changed a number of times since construction, but the property has always remained 
owner-occupied. William A. Furman III was the longest  owner-occupier, occupying the 
property from 1972 to 1998. Furman was a Film Producer and Photographer who resided 
at the subject property during the early portion of his career as a film and music producer. 
He founded Furman Films in San Francisco in 1970 and served as director/cameraman for 
over 300 television commercials, as well as a number of educational films and 
documentaries.  
     Staff is in agreement with the findings of the HRE. The subject property does not appear 
to be individually eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1, 2 or 3. No 
important events that contribute to local, state or national history have occurred at the 
property. Although some owners/occupants of the property have either held upper-level 
executive positions of local companies, 3466 21st Street does not have a significant 
association with any of their work within their respective companies. Additionally, while 
Furman is a film and photography professional who has received independent film awards, 
his career and status as a film producer and photographer has not been widely 
documented; research has not indicated that Furman completed significant work(s) at the 
subject property. Although the residence is representative of the Classical Revival style, it 
does not stand out as an excellent example of the style such that it would be individually 
eligible for listing in the California Register. Better examples in the vicinity include multi- 
and single-family residences at: 943-953 Guerrero, 901-905 Guerrero, 852 Guerrero, 129 
Fair Oaks, and 286-288 Guerrero. 
(Continued)


  Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: Date:


Allison K. Vanderslice Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice 
Date: 2019.02.02 10:07:12 -08'00'







2018 013438ENV
3466 21st Street


Based on information in the HRE, Theodore W. Lenzen was a San Jose born and later San Francisco based
architect. The son of prominent San Jose architect Jacob Lenzen, Theodore worked in partnership with his father
and uncle in San Jose, where they were commissioned for numerous buildings1. Theodore later worked as a solo
professional in San Francisco where he completed a variety of commissions in the pre and post earthquake era;
many which were published in newspaper articles and architectural trade journals2. Beyond the post earthquake
commissions, limited information is available on later designs completed by Lenzen. Lenzen’s career in San
Francisco does not appear to have gained acclamation such that he would be considered a master architect.


The subject building is not significant under Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically applies to rare
construction types when involving the built environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare
construction type.


The subject property is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A properties) or within the
boundaries of any identified historic district. The subject property is located in the Mission neighborhood on a
block that contains properties within the western boundary of the designated Liberty Hill Article 10 historic district.
The HRE investigated the potential to expand the western boundary of the Liberty Hill historic district to include
the subject property and determined that this would not be warranted because the additional buildings on the
block were constructed well after the period of significance of the district (1860 to 1906) and do not reflect the
district’s early decades of development of significant architectural characteristics.


Therefore, the subject building is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria individually or
as part of the Liberty Hill historic district.


Image Source: Google Street View


1 Theodore W. Lenzen’s father (Jacob) and uncle (Theodore) were considered a prominent architectural firm in San Jose and are
credited with designing over 500 buildings in the city. The elder Theodore is often referred to as San Jose’s first architect.
2 Theodore W. Lenzen is known for his design of the Old Homestead Bakery’s facility at 19th Street and Shotwell (not extant).
The building received acclaim for its cutting edge design and as the largest bakery facility in the West.








CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


811 CAROLINA ST


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


Renovate existing residence with horizontal additions. Relocate 3rd floor unit to ground floor. Incorporate flr 3' 


into flr 2' unit. Floor 1': Maintain 1-car + 2-bike parking spaces. Create 2-bedroom unit w/ kitchen/living/dining, 


bath and W/D. Floor 2': Renovate kitchen/living/dining, powder rm, guestroom and bath. Floor 3': Create 


3-bedrooms + 2-baths and W/D.


Case No.


2018-012824ENV


4097042


201809140224


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*


Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.


Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 


building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 


water quality.


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 


Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 


checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 


Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 


Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 


or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography)


Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion


greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or


more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard


Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage


expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50


cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.


If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an 


Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch


Project is located on serpentine soil. Construction activities are subject to the Dust Control Ordinance 


requirements contained in San Francisco Health Code Article 22B and San Francisco Building Code Section 


106.A.3.2.6. Requirements of the Dust Control Ordinance include, but are not limited to, watering to prevent dust 


from becoming airborne, sweep or vacuum sidewalks, and cover inactive stockpiles of dirt.  These measures 


ensure that serpentinite does not become airborne during construction.”







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)


Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.


Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.


Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.


2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with


existing historic character.


4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.


5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.







7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .


8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER)


Reclassify to Category C


Per PTR form dated 02/02/2019


Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.


Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an


Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Preservation Planner Signature: Elizabeth Munyan


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 


(check all that apply):


Step 2 - CEQA Impacts


Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review


STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.


Project Approval Action: Signature:


If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,


the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Elizabeth Munyan


02/06/2019


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Building Permit







TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the


Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 


constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 


proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 


subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 


front page)


Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.


Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action


811 CAROLINA ST


2018-012824PRJ


Building Permit


4097/042


201809140224


Modified Project Description:


DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:


Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;


Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code


Sections 311 or 312;


Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?


Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known


at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may


no longer qualify for the exemption?


If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.


DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Planner Name:


The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.


If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project


approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning


Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.


Date:







Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 01/04/2019


PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM


  PROJECT ISSUES:


 Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 


 If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?


 Additional Notes:  


Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation (Prepared by Tim Kelley November, 2018)  
 
Proposed Project: Renovate existing residence with horizontal additions. Relocate 3rd 
floor unit to ground floor. Incorporate 3rd floor unit into 2nd floor unit. On 1st floor: 
maintain car and bike spaces, create 2 bdr unit. On 2nd floor: renovate existing.  On 3rd 
floor: create 3 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms, and add w/d 


  PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:


   Category:  A  B  C


Individual Historic District/Context


Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 


Property is in an eligible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or more of 
the following Criteria: 


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Contributor Non-Contributor


  PROJECT INFORMATION:


Planner: Address:


E. Munyan and M. Giacomucci 811 Carolina


Block/Lot: Cross Streets:


4097042 20th Street and 22nd Street 


CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:


B n/a 2018-012824ENV


  PURPOSE OF REVIEW:   PROJECT DESCRIPTION:


CEQA Article 10/11 Preliminary/PIC Alteration Demo/New Construction


DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 12/08/2018







   Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district:


   Requires Design Revisions:


   Defer to Residential Design Team:


Yes No N/A


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:


According to the Historic Resource Evaluation Part One prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting 
LLC, the subject property at 811 Carolina contains a one and a half story over basement, 
roughly rectangular plan single family residence clad in rustic siding and capped with a 
front gable roof. The Spring Valley Water Company Records suggest that a structure 
existed on the property in 1907. In1910, a permit was filed to remove a shack on the lot 
and create improvements to temporary housing. There is no further documentation of this 
structure as it does not appear on Sanborn maps and has since been demolished. In 1911, 
the subject property was constructed by architects Hladik and Thayer for the property’s 
second owner, Thomas Blackborn, a carpenter. The subject property has undergone a 
series of alterations since its 1911 construction including a horizontal addition (1948), 
adding asbestos shingle siding (1956), aluminum window installation (1976), and routine 
repair to minor rot without design change (1988, 2004, 2008). 
  
No known historic events took place at this property (Criterion 1). None of the owners or 
occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject property 
is a vernacular building with elements of Queen Anne style. Although the subject building 
was designed by architects Hladik and Thayer, who designed other buildings that are 
considered local historic resources, the subject property does not represent a significant 
example of their work. Therefore, the subject property is ineligible for individual listing 
under Criterion 3. Based upon a review of information in the Department records, the 
subject building is not significant under Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically 
applies to rare construction types when involving the built environment. The subject 
building is not an example of a rare construction type. Assessment of archaeological 
sensitivity is undertaken through the Department’s Preliminary Archaeological Review 
process and is outside the scope of this review. 
 
The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district. 
The The properties on the subject block were constructed between 1906 and 1956 and 
express a variety of styles, scale and massing and do not appear to be a part of a cohesive 
development pattern or a significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified 
buildings.  
 
Therefore, the subject building is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any 
criteria individually or as a part of a historic district. 


  Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: Date:


Allison K. Vanderslice Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice 
Date: 2019.02.02 11:04:33 -08'00'








CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


5875 MISSION ST


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


Demolition of an exiting 1-story parking garage and construction of a new 4-story residential building. Proposed 


building would have ground floor commercial (approx 2,425 sq ft) with approximately three floors and 4 


residential units (approx 4,777 sq ft). The proposed height of the building would be approximately 40 ft in height.


Case No.


2019-000117ENV


6472093


201811297075


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*


Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.


Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 


building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 


water quality.


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 


Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 


checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 


Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 


Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 


or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography)


Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion


greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or


more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard


Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage


expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50


cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.


If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an 


Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)


Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.


Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.


Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.


2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with


existing historic character.


4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.


5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.







7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .


8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER)


Reclassify to Category C


Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.


Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an


Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Property was reclassified to Category C on 6/21/2016. Preservation Team Review form attached.


Preservation Planner Signature:


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 


(check all that apply):


Step 2 - CEQA Impacts


Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review


STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.


Project Approval Action: Signature:


If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,


the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Laura Lynch


02/05/2019


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Building Permit







TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the


Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 


constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 


proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 


subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 


front page)


Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.


Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action


5875 MISSION ST


2019-000117PRJ


Building Permit


6472/093


201811297075


Modified Project Description:


DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:


Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;


Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code


Sections 311 or 312;


Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?


Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known


at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may


no longer qualify for the exemption?


If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.


DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Planner Name:


The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.


If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project


approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning


Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.


Date:
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM


Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 5/26/2016


PROJECT INFORMATION:


Planner: Address:


Stephanie Cisneros SH75 Mission Street


Block/Lot: Cross Streets:


647~/0?2 Acton Street &Oliver Strut


CEQA Category: Art. 10/1 1: BPA/Case No.:


B N/A 2015-001118ENV


PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:


(: CEQ~ C~ article 10!1 1 (~' Preliminary/PIC (+ Alteration (' Demo/New Construction


PATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 04/07/2016


PROJECT ISSUES:


~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?


~ If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?


Additional Notes:


Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared by
Derek Vinh (dated March 26, 2016).


Proposed Project: Proposed rear horizontal and three-story vertical addition to existing
single-story garage. Change of use to three dwelling units over ground-floor
commercial.


PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:


Historic Resource Present ("Yes (.~lo ~ (~N/A


Individual Historic District/Context


Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:


Criterion 1 -Event: C' Yes (' No Criterion 1 -Event: (' Yes ~ No


Criterion 2 -Persons: (` Yes (' No Criterion 2 -Persons: ~ Yes (~ No


Criterion 3 -Architecture: C` Yes (': No .Criterion 3 -Architecture: (' Yes (' No


Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: C' Yes (! No Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: C~' Yes (' No


Period of Significance: Period of Significance:


(' Contributor (' Non-Contributor


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


Reception:
415.558.6378


Fax:
415.558.6409


Planning
Information:
415.558.6377







Complies with the Secretary's Standards/Art 10/Art 11: C~ Yes (`~No (~N/A


CEQA Material Impairment: (~=Yes ~No


Needs More Information: (~` Yes ( No


Requires Design Revisions: ~'iYes ~~No


Defer to Residential Design Team: (:'" Yes (~ No


* If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or


Preservation Coordinator is required.


(PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:


None of According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination
prepared by Derek Vinh (dated March 26, 2016) and information found in the Planning
Department files, the subject property at 5875 Mission Street contains cone-story,
vernacular warehouse/garage constructed in 1909 (source: building permit). The building
exhibits no architectural detailing and is defined by a pitched roof and a narrow
rectangular footprint. In analyzing the property's history through Sanborn Maps, it appears
that the current building is not the original 1909 building. The 1915 Sanborn Map shows a
much smaller 1-story blacksmith. shop addressed at 5857 Mission Street, presumed to be
the original 1909 building. The 1950 Sanborn Map shows a much longer 1-story paint
shop, by which time the address changed to 5875 Mission Street. Known alterations to the
property include: re-siding the entire building (1994); repairing a wall (1999); removing (e)
garage door and replacing with (n) taller, wider door (2002); and re-roofing (2013).


No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject
property is a nondescript example of a vernacular building. The building is not
architecturally distinct and it has been significantly expanded from its 1909 footprint such
that it would not qualify individually for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.


The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic district.
The subject property is located in the Crocker Amazon neighborhood on a block that
exhibits exhibits a variety of uses and architectural styles and construction dates ranging
from 1900 to 2005. Together, the block does not comprise a significant concentration of
historically or aesthetically unified buildings.


Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as part of a historic district.


Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner /Preservation Coordinator. Date:
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


76 SAN RAFAEL WAY


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


ALTERATION OF FRONT FACADE ALONG SAN RAFAEL BLVD.


Case No.


2018-009380ENV


3098007


201807033621


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*


Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.


Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 


building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 


water quality.


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 


Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 


checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 


Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 


Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 


or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography)


Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion


greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or


more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard


Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage


expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50


cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.


If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an 


Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)


Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.


Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.


Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.


2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with


existing historic character.


4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.


5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.







7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .


8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


Restoration of primary façade based on similarly designed residences within historic district. Meets SOI 


Standards


9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER)


Reclassify to Category C


Contributor to St. Francis Wood Historic District per PTR form signed on 


2/2/2019


Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.


Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an


Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 


(check all that apply):


Step 2 - CEQA Impacts


Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review


STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.


Project Approval Action: Signature:


If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,


the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Stephanie Cisneros


02/04/2019


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Building Permit







TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the


Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 


constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 


proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 


subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 


front page)


Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.


Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action


76 SAN RAFAEL WAY


2018-009380PRJ


Building Permit


3098/007


201807033621


Modified Project Description:


DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:


Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;


Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code


Sections 311 or 312;


Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?


Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known


at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may


no longer qualify for the exemption?


If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.


DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Planner Name:


The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.


If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project


approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning


Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.


Date:







Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 1/28/2019


PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM


  PROJECT ISSUES:


 Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 


 If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?


 Additional Notes:  


Submitted: N/A 
 
Proposed Project: Alteration of front facade along San Rafael Boulevard. 


  PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:


   Category:  A  B  C


Individual Historic District/Context


Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 


Property is in an eligible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or more of 
the following Criteria: 


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


1912-1954


Contributor Non-Contributor


  PROJECT INFORMATION:


Planner: Address:


Stephanie Cisneros 76 San Rafael Way


Block/Lot: Cross Streets:


3098/007 Monterey Boulevard


CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:


A N/A 2018-009380ENV


  PURPOSE OF REVIEW:   PROJECT DESCRIPTION:


CEQA Article 10/11 Preliminary/PIC Alteration Demo/New Construction


DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 1/28/2019







   Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district:


   Requires Design Revisions:


   Defer to Residential Design Team:


Yes No N/A


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:


The subject property at 76 San Rafael is a two-story, wood-frame, single family residence 
constructed in 1915. Originally designed by architect Henry H. Gutterson and constructed 
by development company Mason-McDuffie Co., the residence is best described as a 
simplified Colonial Revival, with decorative features limited to a centralized, recessed entry 
with rounded porch, pilasters flanking the entry, and a decorative cornice above. It is 
believed that the entry was modified some time in the 1950s and that the existing ground 
floor picture windows replaced historic windows as well.  
 
The subject property is located within the identified-eligible Saint Francis Wood Historic 
District (identified through Case No. 2013.1442E). The district is significant under Criterion 
1 for its early history as one of the first planned communities associated with the City 
Beautiful movement of urban planning and the shifting residential development patterns 
of San Francisco during the early 20th century and Criterion 3 as a residential park 
designed in several stages by experts in the fields of architecture, planning and landscape 
design, many of whom have been credited as pioneers and masters in their respective 
professions. The period of significance is 1912-1954.   
 
The subject property is considered a contributor to the Saint Francis Wood historic district 
due to it's construction date, which falls within the period of significance for the district, 
and its design by H.H. Gutterson, a master architect, who designed many other residences 
within the district. Additionally, construction was overseen by Mason-McDuffie Co., the 
Berkeley-based developer who generally oversaw development of Saint Francis Wood.  
 
76 San Rafael does not appear to be individually eligible under Criterion 1, 2 or 3. No 
significant historical events have taken place on the property; none of the owners or 
occupants have been identified as important to history; and the design of the residence is 
not an individually outstanding example of the style or of H. H. Gutterson's work such that 
it would be considered significant. Additionally, the subject building is not significant 
under Criterion 4 since this significance criteria typically applies to rare construction types 
when involving the built environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare 
construction type. Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the 
Department's Preliminary Archeological process and is outside the scope of this review. 
 
(Continued)


  Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: Date:


Allison K. Vanderslice Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice 
Date: 2019.02.02 10:49:59 -08'00'







2018-009380ENV 
76 San Rafael Way 


The proposed project (plans dated January 28, 2019) includes the following alterations, based on other 
H.H. Gutterson-designed homes within the Saint Francis Wood historic district: 


 Recessing the entry; 
 Replacing the entry door with a new, compatible door and introducing sidelights; 
 Replacement of the first floor picture windows at the front with new wood French doors and 


decorative metal balconies; 
 Installing a new rounded portico above the entry; and  
 Maintain the existing rounded porch landing and existing pilasters flanking the entry. 


Overall, the proposed changes are in keeping with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation, and in keeping with the character-defining features of the Saint Francis Wood Historic 
District.  


 


 


 


Source: Google Street View 








CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


4320 MISSION STREET


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


The 5,830-square-foot (sf) project site consists of two lots (6800/001, 045) located at the intersection of Mission 


and Tingley streets, on the block bounded by Silver Avenue to the northeast, Mission Street to the southeast, 


and Alemany Boulevard to the northwest in the Outer Mission neighborhood. The proposed project would 


demolish a single-story, 1,622-square-foot vacant restaurant building, merge lots 001 and 045, and construct a 


45-foot-tall, four-story, 17,630-square-foot mixed use building containing nine dwelling units over 2,100 square 


feet of ground-floor retail and 2,590-square-feet of ground-floor parking. The building would be 50-feet tall with 


roof mechanical equipment.


The proposed project would consist of ground-floor retail fronting Mission Street and the residential entrance 


and ground-floor parking fronting Tingley Street. The project would contain nine dwelling units, consisting of one 


one-bedroom, six two-bedrooms, and two three-bedroom units, mixed on floors two through four. The proposed 


project would provide three vehicle parking spaces in the ground floor garage accessed via Tingley Street, with 


a separate room for ten Class I bicycle parking spaces. Two Class II bicycle spaces would be provided adjacent 


to the project site.


The proposed foundation for the new building would be a mat


Case No.


2014.1125ENV


6800001, 6800045


201507091031


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*


Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.


Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 


building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 


water quality.


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 


Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 


checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 


Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 


Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 


or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography)


Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion


greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or


more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard


Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage


expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50


cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.


If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an 


Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Megan Calpin


See attachment.







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)


Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.


Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.


Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.


2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with


existing historic character.


4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.


5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.







7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .


8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER)


Reclassify to Category C


Reclassify to Category C as per PTR form signed on 5/10/18


Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.


Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an


Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Preservation Planner Signature: Michelle A Taylor


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 


(check all that apply):


Step 2 - CEQA Impacts


Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review


STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.


Project Approval Action: Signature:


If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,


the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Megan Calpin


01/31/2019


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Building Permit







Full Project Description
The 5,830-square-foot (sf) project site consists of two lots (6800/001, 045) located at the intersection of Mission 


and Tingley streets, on the block bounded by Silver Avenue to the northeast, Mission Street to the southeast, 


and Alemany Boulevard to the northwest in the Outer Mission neighborhood. The proposed project would 


demolish a single-story, 1,622-square-foot vacant restaurant building, merge lots 001 and 045, and construct a 


45-foot-tall, four-story, 17,630-square-foot mixed use building containing nine dwelling units over 2,100 square 


feet of ground-floor retail and 2,590-square-feet of ground-floor parking. The building would be 50-feet tall with 


roof mechanical equipment.


The proposed project would consist of ground-floor retail fronting Mission Street and the residential entrance 


and ground-floor parking fronting Tingley Street. The project would contain nine dwelling units, consisting of 


one one-bedroom, six two-bedrooms, and two three-bedroom units, mixed on floors two through four. The 


proposed project would provide three vehicle parking spaces in the ground floor garage accessed via Tingley 


Street, with a separate room for ten Class I bicycle parking spaces. Two Class II bicycle spaces would be 


provided adjacent to the project site.


The proposed foundation for the new building would be a mat slab on grade with grade beams. Excavation of 


up to 5 feet below grade and excavation of up to 330 cubic yards of soil would be required for installation of the 


proposed foundation and elevator pit.







TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the


Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 


constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 


proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 


subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 


front page)


Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.


Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action


4320 MISSION STREET


2014.1125


Building Permit


6800/001


201507091031


Modified Project Description:


DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:


Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;


Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code


Sections 311 or 312;


Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?


Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known


at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may


no longer qualify for the exemption?


If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.


DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Planner Name:


The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.


If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project


approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning


Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.


Date:







 
 


CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination 
CEQA Impacts Continued 
 
Transportation. Initial transportation review of the originally proposed project occurred on March 22, 2016.1 It 
was determined that a transportation study was not required. On September 17, 2018, department staff reviewed 
the updated project description to determine if a transportation study was needed.2 The proposed revisions were 
small and would result in slightly less trip generation compared to the 2016 proposal. The change did not warrant 
a new determination and the proposed project did not require a transportation study. The proposed project was 
also analyzed under CEQA section 21099. The residential and retail VMT analysis concluded that the project 
meets the vehicle miles traveled screening criteria and would not result in significant transportation impacts 
individually or under cumulative conditions. See attached Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099—Modernization 
of Transportation Analysis for 2 Tingley Street (4316-4320 Mission Street).3  
 
Hazardous Materials. A Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment (site assessment) was completed in March 2012 
by AEI Consultants4. The site assessment concluded that the project site contained no evidence of recognized 
environmental conditions in connection with the project site. Based on the age of the existing structure at 4320 
Mission Street, there is potential for asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) to be encountered during the proposed 
demolition. Demolition and construction activities would comply with all applicable standards and regulations for 
hazardous building materials, including the California Health and Safety Code. Currently, section 19827.5 of the 
California Health and Safety Code requires that local agencies not issue demolition or alteration permits until an 
applicant has demonstrated compliance with notification requirements under applicable federal regulations 
regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. An approval of the site assessment for the project site was 
issued on March 6, 2017 by the San Francisco Department of Public Health (health department).5  This approval 
memo requested additional information from the sponsor for the health department to issue a Phase II 
Environmental Site Assessment (phase II site assessment) approval. The sponsor provided the health department 
with a geotechnical report, amount of anticipated excavation, and a phase II site assessment. The project sponsor 
received approval of the phase II site assessment on March 26, 2018, which includes a workplan for soil and soil 
vapor investigation.6 The project sponsor has enrolled in the Maher Ordinance program (article 22A of the health 
code) through the health department and is subject to performing any site cleanup as required by the Maher 
Ordinance.  The proposed project would be required to remediate potential soil contamination described above in 


                                                      
1 San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Study Determination Request, Case No. 2014.1125ENV, March 22, 2016. 
2 Wong, Lana, San Francisco Planning Department, Re: TIS Determination update request: 4320 Mission Street, September 17, 2018 
3 San Francisco Planning Department. Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 - Modernization of Transportation Analysis 
for 4316-4320 Mission Street (2 Tingley Street), January 18, 2019. 
4 AEI Consultants, Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment – 4316-4320 Mission Street & 14V Tingley Street, San Francisco, CA, March 
27, 2012. 
5 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Contaminated Sites Assessment and Mitigation Program, Phase 1 Environmental 
Site Assessment Approval, 4316-20 Mission Street and 14V Tingley Street, EHB-SAM NO. - SMED-1447, March 6, 2017. 
6 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Contaminated Sites Assessment and Mitigation Program, Phase II Environmental 
Site Assessment Approval, 4316-20 Mission Street and 2 Tingley Street, EHB-SAM NO. - SMED-1447, March 26, 2018. 







Class 32 Categorical Exemption    4316-4320 Mission Street / 2 Tingley Street 
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accordance with article 22A of the health code. The health department would oversee this process, and various 
regulations would apply to any disturbance of contaminants in soil or groundwater that would be encountered 
during construction to assure that no unacceptable exposures to the public would occur. Thus, the proposed project 
would not result in a significant hazard to the public or environment from the disturbance or release of 
contaminated soil and the proposed project would result in a less than significant impact. 
 
Archeological Resources. An Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review completed on April 30, 
2018, determined that no CEQA-significant archeological resources are expected within the project-affected soils.7 
Thus, further archeological review is not required.  
 
Historic Resource Review. The existing one-story restaurant building at 4320 Mission Street was built circa 1964, 
and is age-eligible to be a historic resource. CEQA guidelines section 15300.2(f) provides that a categorical 
exemption shall not be used for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource. The subject building is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources and was reclassified to a Category C building per a Preservation Team Review Form dated May 3, 
2018.8  The existing structure at the site operated as Joe’s Cable Car Restaurant beginning in 1975 and various 
additions to the existing structure were made from 1975 to 1989. No known historic events occurred at the subject 
property, none of the owners or occupants have been identified as important to history, and the building does not 
exhibit any architecturally distinct features. Although Joe’s Cable Car Restaurant was featured on various food-
focused websites and travel television shows, the recognition would not rise to the level of significance (Criterion 
1). No person associated with the building is significant to history (Criterion 2). The building is not associated 
with a particular architect (Criterion 3). The subject building is not a rare construction type (Criterion 4). Finally, 
the building is not located in an identified historic district.  
 
Neighborhood Notice.  
 
A Notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review was sent on October 24, 2018, to owners and occupants 
within 300 feet of the project site. Two neighbors contacted the planning department regarding the project. One 
neighbor was in favor of the development and expressed support for the development of the currently vacant 
parcel. The second neighbor expressed concerns related to on-street parking congestion and traffic due to the low 
amount of parking proposed for the nine-unit mixed-use building. In accordance with CEQA section 21099 – 
Modernization of Transportation Analysis for Transit Oriented Projects – aesthetics and parking shall not be 
considered in determining if a project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects, provided the 
project meets three criteria, discussed above in Transportation. The project meets the criteria and therefore 
parking is not considered for the purposes of this environmental review.  


                                                      
7 San Francisco Planning Department, Environmental Planning Preliminary Archeological Review, April 30, 2018. 
8 San Francisco Planning Department, Preservation Team Review Form, 4316-4320 Mission Street, May 10, 2018. 
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT


PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM


Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 5/3/2018


PROJECT INFORMATION:


Planner. Address


Michelle Taylor 4320 Mission Street


Block/Lot: Cross Streets:


6800/45 Tingley Street and Silver Avenue


CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:


B N/A 2014.1125ENV


PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:


(: CEQA (' Article 10/11 (' Preliminary/PIC (' Alteration ~ Demo/New Construction


[DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 3/30/2018


PROJECT ISSUES:


~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?


~ If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?


Additional Notes:


Supplemental Information Form prepared by May Lu (dated February 26, 2016).


Proposed project: Demolition of a one-story restaurant and construction of a new 4-
storymixed use structure. The new building will have 2,070sf of commercial space and 9
residential dwelling units.


PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:


Category: (' A (~ 8 ( C


Individual Historic District/Context


Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:


Criterion 1 -Event: (' Yes (: No Criterion 1 -Event: (1 Yes G' No


Criterion 2 -Persons C Yes C:; No Criterion 2 -Persons: C Yes (: No


Criterion 3 -Architecture: (~ Yes G No Criterion 3 -Architecture: ('~' Yes CC No


Criterion 4 -Info. Potential• ('~' Yes (: No Criterion 4 -Info. Potential• C Yes ~` No


Period of Significance:. ~~~ Period of Significance: ~~


(̀ Contributor (` Non-Contributor


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


Reception:
415.558.6378


Fax:
415.558.6409


Planning
Information:
415.558.6377







Complies with the Secretary's Standards/Art 10/Art 11: ~' Yes C` No (;: N/A


CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: C~ Yes ~: No


CEQA Materia(Impairr~ient to the historic district; C" Yes ( No


Requires Design Revisions: C` Yes ( No


Defer to Residential Design Team: (: Yes (` No


(PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:


According to Planning Department records and the Supplemental Information prepared
by Van T. Ly and Associates, 4320 Mission Street is a one-story former restaurant located in
the Outer Mission neighborhood. In 1964 the original owner, W. MacDuckston, hired
builders Marchi-Kroloff to construct a 12'6"x 34' drive-thru restaurant resembling a cable
car. In 1975 the second and final proprietor, Joe Obegi, assumed management of the
restaurant, renaming it Joe's Cable Car Restaurant. Today, this building measures
approximately 47'x34' and occupies the southeast corner of a lot at the intersection of
Mission and Tingley Streets.


4320 Mission Street is located on an irregular shaped lot with parking on the north and
west sides of the building. The subject building features horizontal wood siding and a flat
roof with a both curved coping and a simple flat cornice. Closed since 2014, all windows
and doors are currently boarded up with plywood. Pictures from 2013 and 2014 show
large plate glass windows along two-thirds of the north elevation terminating at a raised
entrance with a cloth canopy above a storefront door. The Mission Street (east) fa4ade
features the primary entrance beneath a projecting cloth canopy. Fenestration on this
elevation includes a modest angled bay along with large storefront windows along the
length of this frontage and wrap around the corner of the south elevation. The remaining
south elevation, along Tingley Street, is a blank wall clad in horizontal wood siding. The
rear (west) elevation includes a single small wood frame window and two gated service
entrances with ramps. Building signage includes a long rectangular wall sign on the north
elevation that reads: "JOE GRINDS HIS OWN FRESH CHUCK DAILY"; on the east elevation is
a freestanding sign featuring a mix of signage including neon lettering. According to the
permit history and photographs, the subject building has undergone several exterior
alterations including replacement of four wood windows with three aluminum in an
unspecified location (1975), enclosure of existing windbreak on west elevation for storage
(1975), addition of a 2'x22' wall sign (1978), 198 square foot addition for bathroom and


terrace (1980), replacement of service ramp (1985), and replacement of existing canvas


canopy (1989). Additionally, a comparison of the original footprint and existing building
suggest the likelihood of other undocumented horizontal additions through the course of
the building's history.


The subject building is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register of
(continued)


Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner /Preservation Coordinator: Date:


~ /~ /~


VLANFFIN~ dEP6RTMEFlT







4320 Mission Street, San Francisco


Preservation Team Review Form, Comments


(continued)


Historical Resources under Criterion 1 (events), 2 (persons), 3 (architecture), or 4 (information


potential). Although Joe's Cable Car Restaurant was considered a local favorite, and was


featured on anumber offood-focused websites and travel television shows as a quirky


hamburger restaurant, this recognition would not rise to the level to be sufficiently important


to be significant under Criterion 1. No person associated with the building is significant to


history and therefore the property does not appear significant under Criterion 2.


Architecturally, the building features a simple design that has undergone several alterations


since construction. Additionally, the building is not associated with a master builder or


architect; therefore it is not eligible under Criterion 3. The subject building is not significant


under Criterion 4, since the significance criteria typically applies to rare construction types


when involving the built environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare


construction type.


The subject building is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A


properties) and does not appear to be located in a potential historic district. The building stock


on this portion of Mission and Tingley Streets include a range of one to three-story residential


and commercial buildings built from c.1900 to 1987. Opposite the subject building on Mission


Street is the expansive Jewish Home campus comprised of several buildings, parking lots and


open space. 4320 Mission Street and the neighboring building stock do not possess sufficient


architectural, historical significance or cohesion to identify as a historic district.
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


403 28TH ST


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


REMODEL OF SINGLE FAMILY HOME TO CONSIST OF HORIZONTAL EXTENSION ON ALL 3 LEVELS & 


HORIZONTAL EXTENSION ON 1ST FLOOR. (N) SOUTH DECK, GARAGE, GARAGE DOOR & ENTRY. 


REMODELED KITCHEN, (N) WINDOWS & DOORS. PLUMBING & ELECTRICAL AS NEEDED


Case No.


2018-014036ENV


6612043


201810123136


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*


Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.


Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 


building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 


water quality.


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 


Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 


checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 


Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 


Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 


or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography)


Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion


greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or


more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard


Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage


expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50


cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.


If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an 


Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)


Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.


Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.


Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.


2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with


existing historic character.


4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.


5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.







7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .


8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER)


Reclassify to Category C


Per PTR form signed on 2/2/2019


Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.


Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an


Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 


(check all that apply):


Step 2 - CEQA Impacts


Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review


STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.


Project Approval Action: Signature:


If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,


the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Stephanie Cisneros


02/04/2019


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Building Permit







TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the


Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 


constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 


proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 


subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 


front page)


Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.


Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action


403 28TH ST


2018-014036PRJ


Building Permit


6612/043


201810123136


Modified Project Description:


DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:


Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;


Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code


Sections 311 or 312;


Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?


Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known


at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may


no longer qualify for the exemption?


If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.


DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Planner Name:


The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.


If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project


approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning


Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.


Date:







Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 1/16/2019


PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM


  PROJECT ISSUES:


 Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 


 If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?


 Additional Notes:  


Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Diana Tao (dated 8/20/2018) 
 
Proposed Project: Remodel of single-family house to consist of a north horizontal 
extension on all three levels, and a south horizontal extension of the first floor. New 
(south) deck on 2nd floor, garage, garage door and entry. Expanded third floor to 
include 3 bedrooms, and 2 bathrooms. Remodeled kitchen, new window and doors.


  PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:


   Category:  A  B  C


Individual Historic District/Context


Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 


Property is in an eligible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or more of 
the following Criteria: 


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Contributor Non-Contributor


  PROJECT INFORMATION:


Planner: Address:


Stephanie Cisneros 403 28th Street


Block/Lot: Cross Streets:


6612/043 Noe Street


CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:


B N/A 2018-014036ENV


  PURPOSE OF REVIEW:   PROJECT DESCRIPTION:


CEQA Article 10/11 Preliminary/PIC Alteration Demo/New Construction


DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 10/12/2018







   Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district:


   Requires Design Revisions:


   Defer to Residential Design Team:


Yes No N/A


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:


According to information presented in the Historic Resource Evaluation and found in the 
Planning Department files, the subject property at 403 28th Street contains a three-story, 
wood-frame, single-family residence constructed sometime between 1912 and1914 
(source: building permit and Assessor's Report). The residence is best described as as a 
vernacular style cottage. An architect was not identified in the original building permit, but 
a builder was noted as Theodore Person. The original owner of the property was Joseph E. 
Thompson, a compositor. Thompson and his family owned and occupied the residence 
until 1926, when Rose Sheridan took ownership and moved in. Her occupation is 
unknown. The residence remained owner-occupied throughout its history. Known exterior 
alterations to the property include: raising the building 7 feet to put in a concrete 
foundation, cement basement, and to build an addition of 14X14 at the front (1915 
permit); placing aluminum siding on the front and return of 8 feet on east side (1963); 
repairing damage in left rear wall with new materials (1985); installing 2 aluminum 
windows in existing wood frames in bedroom and living room (1990); and reroofing (2000).
 
No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the 
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject 
property is a nondescript example of a vernacular single-family cottage. The building is not 
architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in the California 
Register under Criterion 3. The subject building is not significant under Criterion 4 since 
this significance criteria typically applies to rare construction types when involving the 
built environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare construction type. 
Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department's 
Preliminary Archeological Review process and is outside the scope of this review.  
 
The subject property is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A 
properties) or within the boundaries of any identified historic district. The subject property 
is located in the Noe Valley neighborhood on a block that exhibits a variety of architectural 
styles, mostly vernacular in nature or having undergone substantial alterations, and 
construction dates ranging from 1908 to 1987. Together, the block does not comprise a 
significant concentration of historically or aesthetically unified buildings. 
 
Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any 
criteria individually or as part of a historic district. 


  Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: Date:


Allison K. Vanderslice Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice 
Date: 2019.02.02 09:57:27 -08'00'












CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


1569 48TH AVE


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


HORIZONTAL ADDITION FRONT UNIT. NO ALTERATIONS TO FRONT ELEVATION. EXPAND UNIT 


TOWARD YOUR YARD APPROX 8'. NEW FOUNDATION, FRAMING, ROOF, SIDING. ALL NEW INTERIORS, 


KITCHEN, BATH, FLORING, DOORS, ETC.


Case No.


2018-005771ENV


1894016


201803224390


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*


Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.


Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 


building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 


water quality.


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 


Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 


checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 


Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 


Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 


or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography)


Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion


greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or


more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard


Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage


expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50


cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.


If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an 


Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch


foundation work covered under Building Permit 201805239876







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)


Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.


Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.


Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.


2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with


existing historic character.


4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.


5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.







7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .


8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


1569 48th Avenue is an A property. Proposed rear horizontal addition at the property will not be visible 


from public right of way. 


Proposed work at rear building will not cause a material impact to the front building.


9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER)


Reclassify to Category C


Rear property at 1569 48th avenue A and B was determined not be a resource 


for the purposes of CEQA as per PTR form dated 10.17.18.


Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.


Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an


Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Preservation Planner Signature: Michelle A Taylor


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 


(check all that apply):


Step 2 - CEQA Impacts


Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review


STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.


Project Approval Action: Signature:


If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,


the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Michelle A Taylor


02/04/2019


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Building Permit







TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the


Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 


constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 


proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 


subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 


front page)


Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.


Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action


1569 48TH AVE


2018-005771PRJ


Building Permit


1894/016


201803224390


Modified Project Description:


DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:


Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;


Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code


Sections 311 or 312;


Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?


Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known


at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may


no longer qualify for the exemption?


If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.


DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Planner Name:


The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.


If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project


approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning


Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.


Date:







Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 10/11/2018


PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM


  PROJECT ISSUES:


 Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 


 If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?


 Additional Notes:  


Historic Resource Evaluation (Part I) prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC. (Jan. 2018) 
Project Scope at 1569 48th Avenue: Horizontal addition. No alterations to front 
elevation. Expand residential unit 8' into rear yard. New foundation, framing, roof, siding. 
All new interiors, kitchen, bath, flooring, doors, etc. 
Project Scope at 1569A-B 48th Avenue: Construction of a 3' vertical addition to a two-
unit, three-story building to accommodate additional usable space and a third unit. 


  PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:


   Category:  A  B  C


Individual Historic District/Context


Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a 
California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 


Property is in an eligible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or more of 
the following Criteria: 


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Criterion 1 - Event:


Criterion 2 -Persons:


Criterion 3 - Architecture:


Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:


Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


1908-1914


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Contributor Non-Contributor


  PROJECT INFORMATION:


Planner: Address:


Michelle Taylor 1569 48th Avenue


Block/Lot: Cross Streets:


1894/016 Lawton and Kirkham Streets


CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.:


A N/A 2018-005771ENV


  PURPOSE OF REVIEW:   PROJECT DESCRIPTION:


CEQA Article 10/11 Preliminary/PIC Alteration Demo/New Construction


DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: 3/21/18 (front) 6/14/18(rear)







   Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource:


   CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district:


   Requires Design Revisions:


   Defer to Residential Design Team:


Yes No N/A


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


Yes No


PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:


According to Planning Department records and the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) 
prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC, parcel 1894/016 is comprised of two residential 
buildings on a single lot in the Oceanside area of the Outer Sunset Neighborhood.  1569 
48th Avenue, is a one story, single-family building at the front of the subject lot and 
determined to be a California Register-eligible historic resource under Criterion 3 
according to the Oceanside Survey II (adopted 2012). This one-story building, designed in a 
vernacular Classic Revival style, is characteristic of the early Carville/Oceanside 
neighborhood active between 1900 and 1914. The rear building, 1569A-1569B 48th 
Avenue (built 1914), is largely not visible from any public right of way and subsequently 
not included in the Oceanside II Survey. The HRE prepared by Tim Kelley provided the 
necessary information for Planning Department staff to determine that the rear building is 
not an eligible resource. 
 
The subject parcel is 120’ long and the rear building, 1569A-B 48th Avenue, is set back 
from the street approximately 58’; a  length of approximately 40’ separates the front and 
rear buildings. 1569A-B 48th Avenue is a two-unit, two-story building constructed in 1914 
by John Rhodes, the son of the original property owner, Mary Bland.  The building is a 
simple wood-frame structure that occupies the full width of the lot and features a highly-
altered façade. The building includes a side-gable roof with a front facing dormer at center 
and is clad with horizontal wood siding at the lower level and wood shingles at the upper 
level.  Fenestration on the primary (west) elevation includes a mix of window types, 
materials and styles.  A set of wood stairs provide access to a second story wood deck that 
occupies and the upper level unit; the lower unit is largely obscured behind the framing of 
the deck. According to the permit history, 1569A-B has undergone extensive exterior 
alterations including unspecified alterations to dwelling unit (1921); unspecified repairs 
per the Urban Renewal Program (1964); repairs to south wall siding (1973); repairs to rear 
porch and addition (1978); fire damage repairs to studs, roofing, rafters and millwork 
(1981); unspecified fire damage repair (1983); re-roofing (1997 and 2014. Records also 
suggest that 1569A-B was originally constructed as a single-family, one-story over 
basement building which was later raised to accommodate a full lower story and a second 
residential unit. Other undocumented but evident alterations include the construction of 
the wood deck, modifications to several windows, and application of new cladding.  
 
(continued)


  Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: Date:


Allison K. Vanderslice Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice 
Date: 2018.10.17 17:26:58 -07'00'







1569 48th Avenue, San Francisco 
Preservation Team Review Form, Comments 


 
 


(continued) 
 
1569A-B 48th Avenue is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources under Criterion 1 (events), 2 (persons), 3 (architecture), or 4 (information potential). 
Although constructed during the Oceanside development from c.1900 to 1914, the subject 
property is not found to be sufficiently important to be significant under Criterion 1.   No 
person associated with the building is significant to history and therefore the property does not 
appear significant under Criterion 2. Architecturally, the building features a simple design that 
has undergone several alterations since construction. Additionally, 1569A-B 48th Avenue, unlike 
the front building at 1569 48th Avenue, does not embody the characteristics of the low-scale, 
vernacular architecture of the early Carville/Oceanside development. Furthermore, the subject 
building is not associated with a master architect or builder and therefore it is not eligible for 
listing under criterion 3. Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the 
subject building is not significant under Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically 
applies to rare construction types when involving the built environment. The subject building is 
not an example of a rare construction type. Assessment of archeological sensitivity is 
undertaken through the Department’s Preliminary Archeological Review process and is outside 
the scope of this review. 
 
The building stock on this portion of 48th Avenue was previously included in the Oceanside II 
Survey and determined not to possess sufficient architectural, historical significance or 
cohesion to identify as a historic district. 
 












CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address


2221 BAKER ST


Block/Lot(s)


Project description for Planning Department approval.


Permit No.


Addition/ 


Alteration


Demolition (requires HRE for 


Category B Building)


New 


Construction


Demolition of existing enclosed rooftop terrace over existing garage and construction of new addition, per plans 


with seismic retrofitting of existing garage structure. Addition of new second floor window on south elevation to 


match existing, adjacent window details and dimensions. Replace existing aluminium garage door with wood 


carriage-style garage door. Replace aluminum basement window with new wood casement window to match 


details of existing historic windows. Existing non-reinforced masonry chimney to be removed and replaced with 


new a  chimney with new flues built to seismic standards. Chimney to be clad in a thin brick to match the look of 


the existing chimney. New lockable metal gate at exterior entry stairs with electric strike.


Case No.


2018-010337ENV


0975002


201806293324


STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS


*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*


Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.


Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one 


building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally 


permitted or with a CU.


Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than 


10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:


(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan 


policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.


(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres 


substantially surrounded by urban uses.


(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.


(d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or 


water quality.


(e) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services.


FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY


Class ____







STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


If any box is checked below, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required. 


Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities, 


hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the 


project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators, 


heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution 


Exposure Zone)


Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing 


hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy 


manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or 


more of soil disturbance ‐ or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be 


checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I 


Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box


if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health 


(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from 


Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to 


EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).


Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units? 


Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards) 


or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?


Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two


(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive


area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)


Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment


on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Topography)


Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater


than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of


soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is


checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion


greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or


more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard


Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.


Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage


expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50


cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >


Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.


If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an 


Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.


Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch







STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)


Category A: Known Historical Resource. GO TO STEP 5.


Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.


Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Change of use and new construction. Tenant improvements not included.


2. Regular maintenance or repair to correct or repair deterioration, decay, or damage to building.


3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include


storefront window alterations.


4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or


replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.


5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way.


6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public 


right-of-way.


7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning


Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.


8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right -of-way for 150 feet in each


direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a


single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original


building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.


Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.


Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.


Project does not conform to the scopes of work. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves four or more work descriptions. GO TO STEP 5.


Project involves less than four work descriptions. GO TO STEP 6.


STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


Check all that apply to the project.


1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and


conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.


2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.


3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with


existing historic character.


4. Façade/storefront alterations that do not remove, alter, or obscure character-defining features.


5. Raising the building in a manner that does not remove, alter, or obscure character -defining


features.


6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic


photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.







7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way


and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .


8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Properties (specify or add comments):


9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):


(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)


10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation 


Planner/Preservation


Reclassify to Category A


a. Per HRER dated


b. Other (specify):


(attach HRER)


Reclassify to Category C


reclassify to A as per HRER signed on 1/7/19


Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Planner MUST check one box below.


Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an


Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.


Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the


Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.


Comments (optional):


Preservation Planner Signature: Shannon Ferguson


TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION


Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either 


(check all that apply):


Step 2 - CEQA Impacts


Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review


STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.


Project Approval Action: Signature:


If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,


the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the  project.


Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 


31of the Administrative Code.


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be 


filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.


Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.


Laura Lynch


02/07/2019


No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.


There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant 


effect.


Building Permit







TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER


STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT


In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental


Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the


Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change 


constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the 


proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be 


subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.


PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION


Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than 


front page)


Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.


Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action


2221 BAKER ST


2018-010337PRJ


Building Permit


0975/002


201806293324


Modified Project Description:


DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:


Result in expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;


Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code


Sections 311 or 312;


Result in demolition as defined under Planning Code Section 317 or 19005(f)?


Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known


at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may


no longer qualify for the exemption?


If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.


DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION


Planner Name:


The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.


If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project


approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning


Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.


Date:
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CA 94103-2479


Project Address: 2221 Baker Street


Zoning: RH-3 (Residential —Three Family)


40-X


Block/Lot: 0975/002


Staff Contact: Shannon Ferguson, Preservation Planner


(415) 575-9074 I shannon.ferguson@sfgov.or~


Date of Review: December 19, 2018


Date December 19, 2018


Case No.: 2018-010337ENV


PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION


Reception:


415.558.6378


Fax:


415.558.6409


Planning
Information:
415.558.6377


Building and Property Description
The parcel is located on the west side of Baker Street between Pacific Avenue and Jackson Street in the


Pacific Heights neighborhoods. The subject lot is located in an RH-3 (Residential —Housing, Three


Family) Zoning District. The surrounding neighborhood consists predominantly of single-family homes


and multi-unit apartment buildings constructed between the 1890s and the 1930s.


2221 Baker Street was designed by master architects Albert Sutton and Charles Peter Weeks (Sutton and


Weeks) in a vernacular Colonial Revival Style and constructed in 1905. Located on the west side of Baker


Street in the middle of the block, the subject building sits on a large sloped lot. Rectangular in plan, it is a


two-and-one half-story-over-raised basement wood-frame, single-family residence that sits on an upward


sloping red brick water table. The main body of the house is clad in horizontal wood siding and it is


capped by a hipped roof with exposed rafter tails; pedimented dormers punctuate the roof. The primary


facade features a symmetrical fenestration pattern with double-hung, wood-sash windows with applied


shutters. A balustraded portico supported by columns is located at the center of the facade. An inset entry


vestibule is accessed by a red brick stair with terrazzo treads and a simple metal railing.


A single car garage addition with wood roll up garage door is located at the south elevation. It is clad in


red brick and has an outdoor roof terrace with approximately six-foot-high horizontal wood siding clad


walls punctured by three operable plantation style shutters.


The south elevation is also partially visible from the street. The garage and roof terrace walls are clad in


horizontal wood siding. At the first floor, two sets of French doors provide access to the roof terrace,


although they are not visible from the street. At the second floor are two double-hung, wood-sash


windows. The north elevation is minimally visible due to a tall brick wall located on the adjacent


property. Two similar wood-sash, double-hung windows are visible at the second floor.


~nr~nrw.sfplanning.arg







Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2018-010337ENV
December 19, 2018 2221 Baker Street


Pre-Existing Historic Rating 1 Survey
The subject property is not listed on any local, state or national registries, and was not surveyed in the


1976 Architectural Quality Survey. The building is considered a "Category B" property (Properties


Requiring Further Consultation and Review) for the purposes of the Department's California


Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures.


On January 29~h, 2013, the Department issued a Historical Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) for a


proposed project at 2950 Vallejo Street. The HRER determined that the vicinity roughly bounded by


Pacific, Lyon, Steiner and Green streets at the western edge of the Pacific Heights neighborhood appears


to qualify as a Pacific Heights potential historic district. This area is exclusively residential and


characterized by large, formal, detached dwellings, typically two- to three-stories in height, and


frequently incorporating front and side setbacks with associated garden and/or site walls. Given the


topography of the area, which slopes down steeply from south to north, most of the district contributors


are located along the north side of their respective block faces, or along north-south streets where they


command sweeping views of San Francisco Bay'


Neighborhood Context and Description
2221 Baker Street is located in San Francisco's Pacific Heights neighborhood, an area roughly bounded by


Green Street on the north, California Street on the south, Van Ness Avenue on the east, and Presidio


Avenue and Lyon Street on the west. The area surrounding the subject property is exclusively residential


and characterized by detached, two- to three-story single-family dwellings featuring shallow front and


side setbacks. Across Baker Street are three- to four-story multi-unit residential buildings and one small


two-story single-family home. Construction dates for buildings located on the subject block range from


circa c. 1900 to 1958, although most were built ether in the early 1900s or the mid-1920s. This is reflected


in the architecture of the building stock, which includes examples of buildings designed in the Classical


Revival, Georgian Revival and Tudor Revival styles, as well as the French Renaissance Revival and


Edwardian era buildings across the street. Many of these buildings are large, architect-designed


residences featuring superior craftsmanship.


CEQA Historical Resources) Evaluation
Step A: Significance


Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is "listed in, or determined to be


eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources." The fact that a resource is not listed in, or


determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local


register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify


as a historical resource under CEQA.


1 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response for 2950 Vallejo Street (January 11,


2014): 10.
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2018-010337ENV


December 19, 2018 2221 Baker Street


Individual Historic District/Context


Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is eligible for inclusion in a California


California Register under one or more of the Register Historic District/Context under one or


following Criteria: more of the following Criteria:


Criterion 1 -Event: ❑ Yes ~ No Criterion 1 -Event: ❑ Yes ~ No


Criterion 2 -Persons: ❑ Yes ~ No Criterion 2 -Persons: ❑ Yes ~ No


Criterion 3 -Architecture: ❑ Yes ~ No Criterion 3 -Architecture: ~ Yes Q No


Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: ❑ Yes ~ No Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: ❑ Yes ~ No


Period of Significance: n/a Period of Significance: 1895 - 1930


Contributor ❑Non-Contributor


Based on the Supplemental Information prepared by the project sponsor information found in Planning


Department files, and research conducted in the Pacific Heights neighborhood, Preservation staff finds


that the subject building is not individually eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical


Resources. However, 2221 Baker Street does appear to contribute to the previously identified California


Register-eligible Pacific Heights historic district under Criterion 3 (Architecture).


Criterion 1: Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad


patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States.


To be eligible under the event Criterion, the building cannot merely be associated with historic events or


trends but must have a specific association to be considered significant. Staff finds that the subject


building is not eligible for inclusion on the California Register individually or as a contributor to a


potential historic district under Criterion 1.


Prior to the Gold Rush, the area today known as Pacific Heights was largely characterized by sand dunes


and chaparral, although it abutted the lands of the Presidio, a military fortification established in 1776 by


the Spanish government. In 1835, a solider at the Presidio, Apolinario Miranda, was given a land grant at


the site of El Ojo de Agua Figueroa, a natural spring located near the intersection of what is today Lyon


and Green streets. Miranda, along with his wife, Juana Briones, developed the area as a farm with an


adobe residence, fruit orchards and a cattle corral—marking the first formal development of the Pacific


Heights area.


Following the Gold Rush, the street grid for Pacific Heights was platted during the 1850s as a result of the


Van Ness Ordinance, which created a large addition to the city boundaries known as the "Western


Addition." This legislation also reserved several squares for public use, including Alta Plaza, Lafayette


Park, Jefferson Square, Hamilton Square and Alamo Square. During this period, access to the Pacific


Heights area was hampered by the steep topography. The closest formal transportation route was the


Presidio Road, developed during the 1840s with an alignment roughly following today's Union and


Filbert streets.


From the 1850s through the 1870s the area remained far removed from the more populous areas of the


city and was used primarily for dairies and cattle ranching. The 1869 U. S. Coastal Survey map of San


Francisco shows that only California and Sacramento streets had been graded as far west as what is today
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2018-010337ENV
December 19, 2018 2221 Baker Street


Divisadero Street, and the nearest streetcar operations were horse-drawn cars running along Post Street
to the south, and at Sutter and Polk streets to the east. Within the boundaries of Pacific Heights, only a
few dozen buildings are shown, most of which were located away from the steep upper slopes.


The primary catalyst for sustained development of Pacific Heights was the invention of the cable car,
which revolutionized transportation by reducing travel times and making it much more feasible to
develop the city's hills. In 1877, the Clay Street Hill Railroad was extended west to Van Ness Avenue,
bringing the eastern portion of Pacific Heights within easy commuting distance of downtown. Two years
later, the California Street Cable Railroad extended its operations as far west as Presidio Avenue, and by
1891 additional lines had been installed running out Jackson and Union streets, as well as along Pacific
Avenue as far west as Fillmore Street.


The evolution of Pacific Heights as a prestigious suburb during this period can be traced to a number of
factors. One was the decline of the city's first fashionable neighborhood, Rincon Hill, following
construction of the Second Street Cut in 1869. A few years later, tree planting efforts along Van Ness
Avenue—one of the city's broadest thoroughfares—increased the attractiveness of that boulevard and a
number of grand Victorian residences were built along or in close proximity to Van Ness Avenue. As
more cable car lines were extended westward from Van Ness Avenue, the construction of large homes
followed their routes.


Generally speaking, the development pattern in Pacific Heights during the late-19th and early-20~''
centuries was characterized by the construction of large detached residences with ample front and side
setbacks. Flats were a minority. Many of the largest homes were built on oversized lots with extensive
side yards, or commanded prestigious corner locations. The block interiors were frequently built up with
comparatively modest—though still substantial—two-story residences. Pacific Heights was not
monolithic, however. Some areas followed a development pattern more closely attuned to the urban
density seen elsewhere in the Western Addition, with streets lined with rows of dwellings and flats with
little or no side setbacks. These included the area south from Jackson Street and west of Buchanan Street,
as well as the northeastern portion of the neighborhood along Green Street between Octavia and Webster
streets. The latter included distinct pockets of semi-identical flats, dwellings and rowhouses—a few of
which survive, including 1950-1960 Green Street and 2811-2819 Buchanan Street.


Initially, wood frame construction was dominant, although brick construction grew in popularity toward
the turn of the century. Commercial development was relatively rare, although shopping districts did
evolve along some of the cable car routes, particularly California, Union and Fillmore streets. By the turn
of the century much of the eastern and southern portions of Pacific Heights were beginning to approach
build-out, although development remained fairly sparse in the northwestern portion of the
neighborhood. This was partly due to the extreme topography. In particular, the area between Scott Street
and the Presidio featured some of the steepest grades in the neighborhood, with a change in elevation of
more than 100 feet between Pacific Avenue and Vallejo Street. As a result, streets such as Lyon, Baker and
Broderick were developed with stairways rather than graded streets south of Broadway.


The neighborhood largely escaped damage during the 1906 Earthquake and Fire, when Van Ness Avenue
was used as a fire break. As with other neighborhoods located outside the burned districts, Pacific
Heights soon experienced a punctuated period of infill as displaced residents relocated to the area.
Evidencing shifting architectural tastes, the new buildings were constructed in a variety of styles,
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2018-010337ENV


December 19, 2018 2221 Baker Street


although Shingle (or First Bay Region), Craftsman, Classical Revival and Period Revival design influences


were most popular. A substantial number of these homes were architect designed and constructed with a


high level of craftsmanship. Master architects known to have worked in Pacific Heights include George


Applegarth, Bakewell and Brown, Bliss and Faville, Ernest Coxhead, Lewis Hobart, John Galen Howard,


Edgar Mathews, G. Albert Lansburgh, Bernard Maybeck, and Willis Polk, among others.


Pacific Heights experienced another significant period of growth during the 1920s, as San Francisco and


the rest of the United States participated in a sustained building boom. A major force for this growth was


the advent of the private automobile, which facilitated the development of areas further away from


streetcar lines. The popularity of the private automobile also led to changes in residential design, with


most new homes featuring driveways and integral garages.


Another result of the 1920s building boom in Pacific Heights was the demolition of large Victorian


homes—by this time seen as passe—for the construction of elegant new apartment buildings. This type of


activity was most pronounced at the eastern end of the neighborhood, particularly east of Fillmore Street.


Improvements in construction equipment and engineering techniques during the 1920s also facilitated


construction at sites previously viewed as too steep or otherwise unsuitable for development. By the end


of the decade, only one large undeveloped parcel remained in Pacific Heights: the block bounded by


Broadway, Vallejo, Divisadero and Scott streets. This area would subsequently be developed during the


1930s as the Normandie Terrace subdivision.


During World War II, many of the surviving large Victorians in Pacific Heights were subdivided into


boarding houses to accommodate a huge influx of war workers. As building activity revived during the


post-war period, many of these buildings were demolished and replaced with multi-story apartment


buildings. All of the cable car lines were also removed from the neighborhood. During this same period,


several large homes were purchased for institutional uses. These included a group of homes on the 2200


block of Broadway used for school buildings by the Convent of the Sacred Heart. The San Francisco


Historical Society also purchased 2090 Jackson Street for its headquarters. Other homes were and


continue to be used as foreign consulates. Today, Pacific Heights remains one of the most prestigious


neighborhoods in the city. The presence of many large apartment buildings lends an urban feel to the


eastern end of the neighborhood, while the blocks between Jackson and Green streets west of Steiner


Street continue to serve as an elegant enclave of primarily single-family dwellings.


The first Sanborn fire insurance maps showing the subject block were produced in 1899 and show that it


contained a chicken farm and associated dwelling near Baker Street, along with two additional small


dwellings towards the western portion of the lot. The blocks to the immediate south featured scattered


development of medium scale, detached residences. By 1913, over a decade after the construction of the


subject building, the subject block and surrounding area were roughly seventy-percent built out with


large scale, detached residences with a few large vacant lots remaining. San Francisco Assessor's data


indicate residences were constructed circa c. 1900 to 1958, although most were built ether in the early


1900s or the mid-1920s; with several residences constructed in the post-War period, including three


residences located on the south side of Pacific Avenue. As Baker Street is a steep slope, this pattern of


development is consistent with development of the Pacific Heights neighborhood.


2221 Baker Street does not appear to be associated with significant events such that it would be


individually significant under the Criterion. The subject block also does not appear significant under


Criterion 1 as a potential historic district. The subject block was essentially built out over a period


spanning more than 80 years and does not singularly demonstrate any specific or important association


with development of the Pacific Heights neighborhood. It is therefore determined that 2221 Baker Street
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2018-010337ENV
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is not eligible for listing in the California Register individually or as a contributor to a potential historic
district under Criterion 1. However, this finding does not preclude the identification of other individual
buildings or potential historic districts adjacent to or in the Pacific Heights neighborhood as significant
under this Criterion.


Criterion 2: Property is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or


national past.


2221 Baker Street was originally constructed for Wells and Olive Balcom. Wells Balcom worked in the


magnesium mining and asbestos industry. The Balcom family, and later their daughter, lived in the house


until 1947. Subsequent owners include antiques dealers Edwin and Helen Griffin. The Griffins played a


role in revitalizing Jackson Square in the 1950s and were active members of society. The subject property


was purchased by Jerrold and June Kingsley in 1954. Jerrold was a patent holder of cleaning devices and


president of the Household Rental Service, a vacuum sales company, that was later purchased by


American Home Products Co. The Kingleys sold the subject property to attorney Paul and educator Nina


Webber in 1977. Charles and Diane Moore purchased the subject property in 1989. Charles is CEO of


McGuire Real Estate, awell-known real estate company in the Bay Area that was founded by his


grandfather Walter McGuire in 1919.


Additional occupants of the property included maid Mary E. Garner, who lived and worked at the


subject property until about 1946.


None of the owners or occupants of 2221 Baker Street appear to be of local regional or nation al


significance. Therefore, the property does not appear to be eligible for individual listing on the California


Register under criterion 2.


Criterion 3: Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of


construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values.


2221 Baker Street was designed by master architects Sutton and Weeks. Albert Sutton (1867-1923) was


born in British Colombia and grew up in Portland. He studied at University of California, Berkeley and


upon graduation worked as a draftsman for the Southern Pacific Railroad. Sutton moved to Tacoma in


1888 and formed a partnership with James Pickles. Their firm designed six commercial building in


downtown Tacoma before it dissolved in 1893. Sutton then formed a partnership with Ambrose J. Russell


from 1893 to 1895. He moved to San Francisco after that partnership ended, where he worked with


Charles Peter Weeks. The firm of Sutton and week was established around 1903 and lasted until 1910.


Sutton returned to Tacoma in 1918.


Charles Peter Weeks (1870-1928) was born in Copley, Ohio. He studied at the University of Akron and


worked in the office of Akron Charles Snyder before attending the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris. In 1899


he joined John Galen Howard at the firm of Howard & Cauldwell. In 1901 Howard became the


supervising architect for the University of California and invited Weeks to join him as head designer. By


1903, Weeks joined Albert Sutton in partnership. Their commercial work includes the Baker &Hamilton


building (700 Seventh St., 1904-05, S. F. Landmark #193) and several residential buildings in the National


Register listed-Uptown Tenderloin Historic District. Besides 2221 Baker Street, other examples of their


residential work in Pacific Heights include 2663 Divisadero (1904, Sutton's own home), 2562 Green Street,


2670 Green Street and 2750 Vallejo Street (all constructed in 1905); and in nearby Presidio Heights 233


Maple (1904), 3800 and 3838 Clay (both in 1905), and 3901 Clay (1907).
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The partnership between Weeks and Day ended in 1910 when Sutton returned to Tacoma. Weeks worked


alone until 1916 when he formed a partnership with engineer William Peyton Day. The firm designed


many notable San Francisco buildings including, the Don Lee Building at 1000 Van Ness (1921, S. F.


Landmark #152 ), Shriners Hospital on 19th Avenue (1923, S. F. Landmark #221), the Huntington Hotel


(1924), the Mark Hopkins Hotel, (1925, S. F. Landmark #184), the Brocklebank apartments at 1000 Mason


(1926), the Cathedral Cooperative apartments at 1201 California (1927), the Sir Francis Drake Hotel on


Powell at Sutter (1928). Weeks died in 1928 and Day continued the firm until he retired in 1953.


Based on a review of the building's architectural features, 2221 Baker does not appear to be a distinctive


or significant example of Classical Revival architecture in San Francisco. The building does not possess


high artistic values, although its defining features are characteristic of the style, including its rectangular


massing, symmetrical layout and fenestration pattern, detailed entry portico and recessed entry.


Additionally, while the subject property is the work of a master architects, it is not exemplary of their


work, but rather representative of their residential designs which were typically rendered in Arts &


Crafts, Tudor Revival and Colonial Revival designs. Therefore, 2221 Baker does not appear to be


individually eligible under Criterion 3 (Architecture).


The subject does, however, appear to be a part of a potential historic district. Based on a neighborhood


reconnaissance conducted by Department staff in December of 2013, this potential Pacific Heights historic


district is located at the western edge of the neighborhood in an area roughly bounded by Pacific, Lyon,


Steiner and Green streets. The boundary encompasses the immediately adjacent Georgian Revival


property to the north. It is exclusively residential and characterized by large, formal, detached dwellings,


typically two- to three-stories in height, and frequently incorporating front and side setbacks with


associated garden and/or site walls. Given the topography of the area, which slopes down steeply from


south to north, most of the district contributors are located along the north side of their respective block


faces, or along north-south streets where they command sweeping views of San Francisco Bay.


The period of significance for the district is circa 1895 to .1930, although the vast majority of properties


were constructed between 1905 and 1925. This is reflected in the architecture of the building stock, which


includes a few scattered examples of late-Victorian (typically Queen Anne) architecture, but is most


frequently characterized by Shingle (or First Bay Region), Arts &Crafts, Classical Revival, Colonial


Revival, Tudor Revival, French Provincial and Mediterranean Revival design influences. Although a


variety of cladding materials and rooflines are present, the district exhibits a cohesive and consistent


pattern of massing and setbacks, as well as an overall superior level of architectural detailing and


materials. Collectively, the district also embraces one of the densest concentrations of residences designed


by master architects in San Francisco.


The east-west boundaries of the district include all the properties along the north side of Vallejo Street


between Lyon and Scott Street; all of the properties along the north side of Broadway Street between


Lyon and Divisadero streets—as well as between Scott and Steiner streets; all of the properties along the


north side of Pacific Avenue between Lyon and Steiner streets— excepting a small portion in the vicinity


of Broderick Street—as well as properties along the south side of Pacific Avenue between Broderick and


Scott streets; and properties along both sides of Green Street between Divisadero and Scott streets. North-


south extensions of the district include Baker Street between Broadway and Jackson streets; Divisadero


between Pacific Avenue and Green Street; Scott Street between Pacific Avenue and Green Street; and
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2018-010337ENV
December 19, 2018 2221 Baker Street


Pierce Street between Broadway and Green streets. It should be noted that this district wraps around—
but does not include—the Normandie Terrace subdivision, which features a separate and distinct
development history relative to the surrounding area.


It is therefore determined that although 2221 Baker Street is not individually eligible for listing in the
California Register under Criterion 3, it does contribute to the potential Pacific Heights historic district
eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.


Criterion 4: Property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.
Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant
under Criterion 4, which is typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject
property is not likely significant under Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically applies to rare
construction types when involving the built environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare
construction type. Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department's
Preliminary Archeological Review process and is outside the scope of this review.


Step B: Integrity


To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as "the authenticity of a
property's historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property's
period of significance." Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident.


Location: ~ Retains ❑Lacks
Association: ~ Retains ❑Lacks
Design: ~ Retains ❑Lacks
Workmanship: ~ Retains ❑Lacks


Setting: ~ Retains ❑Lacks
Feeling: ~ Retains ❑Lacks
Materials: ~ Retains ❑Lacks


The subject property retains integrity of location and setting as it has never been moved and is largely
surrounded by buildings that were present at the time of its construction. It remains in use as a residence
and thus retains integrity of association. The building also retains integrity of design, workmanship,
materials and feeling as it has experienced relatively few alterations and readily conveys association with
its original construction.


2221 Baker Street retains a good degree of integrity, having undergone few alterations since it was
originally constructed. T'he .only known alterations are the construction of a garage addition which is
compatible with the original construction. Overall, 2221 Baker Street conveys its significance as a
contributor to the Pacific Heights eligible historic district.


Step C: Character Defining Features
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character-defining
features of the buildings) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that enable it to convey
its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential features are those that
define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a property can no longer be
identified as being associated with its significance.
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The character defining features of 2221 Baker Street include the following:


■ Overall form and massing


■ Upward sloping red brick water table


■ Hipped roof with exposed rafter tails and pedimented dormers


■ Horizontal wood cladding


■ Double-hung, wood-sash windows with applied shutters


■ Entry portico with balustrade, decorative oversized brackets and columns


■ Detailed recessed entry vestibule


The general character-defining features of the potential Pacific Heights historic district include the


following:


■ Large, frequently formal dwellings, typically two- to three-stories in height above a raised


basement


■ Frequent use of front and side setbacks with associated garden and/or site walls


■ Overall superior level of architectural details and the use of high quality materials


■ Gable and hip roof forms are most common


■ Wood-sash windows (double-hung and casement) are most common


■ Wood shingle, brick or stucco cladding materials are most common


CEQA Historic Resource Determination


Historical Resource Present


❑ Individually-eligible Resource


Contributor to an eligible Historic District


❑ Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District


No Historical Resource Present


PART I: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW


Signature: ~


Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner


Date: ~ ~ ~ ~ ~
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** S&P GLOBAL RATINGS UPGRADES SAN FRANCISCO TO HIGHEST POSSIBLE “AAA”

BOND RATING
Date: Monday, February 11, 2019 11:46:32 AM
Attachments: 2.11.19 Bond Rating Upgrade.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 11:45 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** S&P GLOBAL RATINGS UPGRADES SAN FRANCISCO TO HIGHEST
POSSIBLE “AAA” BOND RATING
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, February 11, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
S&P GLOBAL RATINGS UPGRADES SAN FRANCISCO TO

HIGHEST POSSIBLE “AAA” BOND RATING
Credit agency upgrades San Francisco ratings to highest possible levels

 
San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced that S&P Global Ratings
(“S&P”)—one of the world’s “Big Three” credit agencies—has upgraded San Francisco’s
general obligation bond rating from AA+ to AAA, the highest possible S&P rating. This
follows the City’s general obligation bond upgrade by Moody’s, another of the “Big Three”
credit agencies, to its highest rating of Aaa in March 2018. These ratings are the highest the
City has achieved in approximately 40 years, and will allow the City to issue debt at lower
borrowing costs.
 
The S&P rating upgrade is largely attributable to the City’s strong management, sustainable
budgeting and financial policies and practices, improved reserve position to weather the next
down-cycle, robust tax base, and position as a regional economic center. The AAA rating
additionally reflects the strength of the voter-approved, unlimited property tax pledge securing
the bonds. While S&P cites social service demands, infrastructure deferred maintenance, and
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, February 11, 2019 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


S&P GLOBAL RATINGS UPGRADES SAN FRANCISCO TO 


HIGHEST POSSIBLE “AAA” BOND RATING  
Credit agency upgrades San Francisco ratings to highest possible levels 


 


San Francisco, CA – Mayor London N. Breed today announced that S&P Global Ratings 


(“S&P”)—one of the world’s “Big Three” credit agencies—has upgraded San Francisco’s 


general obligation bond rating from AA+ to AAA, the highest possible S&P rating. This follows 


the City’s general obligation bond upgrade by Moody’s, another of the “Big Three” credit 


agencies, to its highest rating of Aaa in March 2018. These ratings are the highest the City has 


achieved in approximately 40 years, and will allow the City to issue debt at lower borrowing 


costs. 


 


The S&P rating upgrade is largely attributable to the City’s strong management, sustainable 


budgeting and financial policies and practices, improved reserve position to weather the next 


down-cycle, robust tax base, and position as a regional economic center. The AAA rating 


additionally reflects the strength of the voter-approved, unlimited property tax pledge securing 


the bonds. While S&P cites social service demands, infrastructure deferred maintenance, and 


pension and Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) costs to be among San Francisco’s most 


costly long-term challenges, the stable outlook reflects S&P’s view that the City “will continue 


to show spending discipline” over the next two years. S&P views favorably San Francisco’s 


budgeting approach amid a prolonged period of economic growth and notes “continuity in the 


finance and budgeting functions” at the City in recent years. 


 


“This higher bond rating means lower costs for San Francisco taxpayers,” said Mayor Breed. 


“This is the result of the work we have done to manage the City’s finances, and I remain 


committed to making responsible choices with our budget in the years ahead. I have directed 


City departments to put together a budget that is based around accountability so we can continue 


to make responsible investments moving forward.” 


 


In January 2019, the City requested ratings in connection with the upcoming sale of 


approximately $75 million in general obligation bonds to fund a loan program for the 


acquisition, improvement, and rehabilitation of at-risk multi-unit residential buildings and to 


convert such structures to permanent affordable housing.  


 


The City expects to sell the bonds on Thursday, February 14th. Also in connection with next 


week’s sale, Moody’s and Fitch affirmed the rating on the City’s general obligation bonds at Aaa 


and AA+, respectively. The City’s ratings for its general fund lease obligations were affirmed by 







OFFICE OF THE MAYOR   LONDON N.  BREED  
 SAN FRANCISCO                                                                    MAYOR  
     
 


 


1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 


TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 


 


 


all three rating agencies at one to two notches lower, a normal relationship between general 


obligation bonds and general fund secured lease obligations.  


 


 


### 


 







pension and Other Post-Employment Benefits (OPEB) costs to be among San Francisco’s
most costly long-term challenges, the stable outlook reflects S&P’s view that the City “will
continue to show spending discipline” over the next two years. S&P views favorably San
Francisco’s budgeting approach amid a prolonged period of economic growth and notes
“continuity in the finance and budgeting functions” at the City in recent years.
 
“This higher bond rating means lower costs for San Francisco taxpayers,” said Mayor Breed.
“This is the result of the work we have done to manage the City’s finances, and I remain
committed to making responsible choices with our budget in the years ahead. I have directed
City departments to put together a budget that is based around accountability so we can
continue to make responsible investments moving forward.”
 
In January 2019, the City requested ratings in connection with the upcoming sale of
approximately $75 million in general obligation bonds to fund a loan program for the
acquisition, improvement, and rehabilitation of at-risk multi-unit residential buildings and to
convert such structures to permanent affordable housing.
 
The City expects to sell the bonds on Thursday, February 14th. Also in connection with next
week’s sale, Moody’s and Fitch affirmed the rating on the City’s general obligation bonds at
Aaa and AA+, respectively. The City’s ratings for its general fund lease obligations were
affirmed by all three rating agencies at one to two notches lower, a normal relationship
between general obligation bonds and general fund secured lease obligations.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PROPOSAL TO ELIMINATE FEES FOR

ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS
Date: Monday, February 11, 2019 8:59:04 AM
Attachments: 2.11.19 Permitting Fees.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Monday, February 11, 2019 8:37 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PROPOSAL TO ELIMINATE
FEES FOR ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, February 11, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PROPOSAL TO

ELIMINATE FEES FOR ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS AND
AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS

Eliminating Department of Building Inspection fees can incentivize the construction of ADUs
and ensure more affordable housing funding is going towards construction of new homes

 
San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed announced a proposal to eliminate
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) permitting fees for Accessory Dwelling Units
(ADUs) and 100% affordable housing projects. Eliminating these fees is part of Mayor
Breed’s strategy to remove barriers to new housing, building on her Executive Directive to
expedite the approval of ADUs and her recently announced ballot measure to streamline the
creation of affordable housing and teacher housing.
 
Permitting fees are a significant part of ADU project costs, constituting nearly 8 percent of
total project costs, and fees on 100% affordable housing can range upwards of $100,000-
$150,000 per project. Mayor Breed will be introducing legislation to eliminate these fees at an
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Monday, February 11, 2019 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PROPOSAL TO 


ELIMINATE FEES FOR ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS AND 


AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROJECTS 
Eliminating Department of Building Inspection fees can incentivize the construction of ADUs 


and ensure more affordable housing funding is going towards construction of new homes 
 


San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed announced a proposal to eliminate 


Department of Building Inspection (DBI) permitting fees for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) 


and 100% affordable housing projects. Eliminating these fees is part of Mayor Breed’s strategy 


to remove barriers to new housing, building on her Executive Directive to expedite the approval 


of ADUs and her recently announced ballot measure to streamline the creation of affordable 


housing and teacher housing.  


 


Permitting fees are a significant part of ADU project costs, constituting nearly 8 percent of total 


project costs, and fees on 100% affordable housing can range upwards of $100,000-$150,000 per 


project. Mayor Breed will be introducing legislation to eliminate these fees at an upcoming 


Board of Supervisors meeting.  


 


“To address our housing shortage, we need to break down barriers to building housing,” said 


Mayor Breed. “That includes eliminating fees that might prevent a small building owner from 


adding an extra unit to their home. We need to encourage property owners to add in-laws, not 


add burdens that prevent them from coming forward and prevent us from adding new homes to 


our neighborhoods. Cutting fees for affordable housing projects also makes sense as we try to 


make every dollar count in the construction of new housing, especially when City funds are 


being used to help finance these projects. We can absorb the loss of these fees, but we cannot 


absorb the loss of new housing in our City.” 
 


ADUs are an important part of Mayor Breed’s strategy to add new housing in San Francisco. In 


response to a backlog of nearly 900 ADU applications and a slow approval pace, Mayor Breed 


issued an Executive Directive in August calling for all outstanding ADU applications be 


responded to within six months, and requiring that moving forward, all new applications be acted 


upon within four months. 


 


On average, DBI fees represent 7.8% of the total costs of an ADU project. Because permit fees 


are a significant part of ADU project costs, waiving permit fees could help ease the financial 


burden, particularly for single family residences that typically finance ADU construction through 


loans or the use of their savings. 







upcoming Board of Supervisors meeting.
 
“To address our housing shortage, we need to break down barriers to building housing,” said
Mayor Breed. “That includes eliminating fees that might prevent a small building owner from
adding an extra unit to their home. We need to encourage property owners to add in-laws, not
add burdens that prevent them from coming forward and prevent us from adding new homes
to our neighborhoods. Cutting fees for affordable housing projects also makes sense as we try
to make every dollar count in the construction of new housing, especially when City funds are
being used to help finance these projects. We can absorb the loss of these fees, but we cannot
absorb the loss of new housing in our City.”
 
ADUs are an important part of Mayor Breed’s strategy to add new housing in San Francisco.
In response to a backlog of nearly 900 ADU applications and a slow approval pace, Mayor
Breed issued an Executive Directive in August calling for all outstanding ADU applications be
responded to within six months, and requiring that moving forward, all new applications be
acted upon within four months.
 
On average, DBI fees represent 7.8% of the total costs of an ADU project. Because permit
fees are a significant part of ADU project costs, waiving permit fees could help ease the
financial burden, particularly for single family residences that typically finance ADU
construction through loans or the use of their savings.
 



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR CATHERINE STEFANI PROVIDE

UPDATE ON CITY RESPONSE TO FIRE ON GEARY BOULEVARD AND PARKER AVENUE
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 11:46:43 AM
Attachments: 2.7.19 Geary & Parker Fire Response.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Thursday, February 07, 2019 4:32 PM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR CATHERINE STEFANI
PROVIDE UPDATE ON CITY RESPONSE TO FIRE ON GEARY BOULEVARD AND PARKER AVENUE
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, February 7, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR CATHERINE
STEFANI PROVIDE UPDATE ON CITY RESPONSE TO FIRE

ON GEARY BOULEVARD AND PARKER AVENUE
City is conducting outreach to affected residents to connect them with housing opportunities

and services; Office of Economic and Workforce Development offering aid to affected
businesses

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Catherine Stefani, and City
departments today provided an update on yesterday’s gas line fire at Geary Boulevard and
Parker Avenue.
 
No one was injured as a result of the fire and recovery efforts are underway. Residents in up to
seven residential units have been displaced and the Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
has red-tagged one mixed-use building and yellow-tagged two others. A fourth building that
appears to be vacant may have sustained water damage and DBI has reached out to the
building owner to gain access.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Thursday, February 7, 2019 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR CATHERINE 


STEFANI PROVIDE UPDATE ON CITY RESPONSE TO FIRE 


ON GEARY BOULEVARD AND PARKER AVENUE 
City is conducting outreach to affected residents to connect them with housing opportunities and 


services; Office of Economic and Workforce Development offering aid to affected businesses 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Catherine Stefani, and City 


departments today provided an update on yesterday’s gas line fire at Geary Boulevard and Parker 


Avenue. 


 


No one was injured as a result of the fire and recovery efforts are underway. Residents in up to 


seven residential units have been displaced and the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) has 


red-tagged one mixed-use building and yellow-tagged two others. A fourth building that appears 


to be vacant may have sustained water damage and DBI has reached out to the building owner to 


gain access.  


 


Residents of the yellow-tagged buildings have been able to enter to retrieve belongings, though 


the buildings are not currently inhabitable. DBI will expedite all reviews and permit issuances 


needed to make repairs to the affected buildings in order to allow the residents to re-occupy their 


homes. The Department of Emergency Management (DEM), San Francisco Human Services 


Agency (HSA), Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD), and Red Cross are 


working with impacted residents and businesses to provide support. 


 


“Thankfully no one was hurt as a result of this fire and our focus remains helping the people 


affected get back on their feet and connected with housing and services. I am working with our 


City departments to make sure that we provide every available resource at our disposal,” said 


Mayor Breed. “I want to thank our first responders for their quick action yesterday to contain the 


fire and prevent the loss of life, and the City agencies that are continuing to provide support 


during this recovery.” 


 


“I commend our first responders who contained the fire and prevented further damage to the 


surrounding community,” said Supervisor Stefani. “Miraculously, no one was injured despite the 


severity of the fire. My first priority is to help those who have been affected by the fire, and my 


office is available to help connect people with housing and services. I will also work with City 


departments to determine what exactly caused this gas explosion so we can prevent future 


emergency situations.” 
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The Fire Response team from San Francisco Human Services Agency (HSA) stands ready to 


provide assistance to residents unable to safely return to their homes. Persons in rent-controlled 


units may be eligible for a monthly rent subsidy that pays the difference between the rent at the 


tenant’s permanent residence and a comparable unit leased at the current market rate. Tenants of 


rent-controlled units damaged by an emergency such as fires have the right to return after repairs 


are completed. If the fire-damaged unit or home is not rent-controlled, tenants may be eligible 


for a subsidy to cover moving expenses to a new unit. 


 


“We are here for the people who have been displaced and facing hardship because of this fire,” 


stated Trent Rhorer, Executive Director, San Francisco Human Services Agency. “People who 


have been affected by the fire are encouraged to take advantage of our City assistance programs, 


such as those that help renters find replacement housing while their homes are being repaired. 


Our hearts go out to these families.”  


 


Red Cross volunteers responded to yesterday’s gas line fire in San Francisco with an Emergency 


Response Vehicle to provide water and food to first responders and evacuated residents at Mel’s 


Diner. An overnight shelter was opened at Saint Mary's Cathedral at 1111 Gough Street in case 


any displaced individuals or those without gas and/or power needed sheltering. No residents 


chose to use the shelter, though that is not uncommon following disasters as impacted residents 


often choose to stay with family or friends. 


 


The Office of Economic and Workforce Development has been working with businesses and a 


non-profit organization affected by the fire. While many businesses may receive insurance 


proceeds or have the ability to access a traditional or disaster loan, the delay in receiving these 


funds can take weeks or months. To help bridge this gap, the Small Business Disaster Relief 


Fund is available to impacted small businesses. These businesses can apply and access up to 


$10,000 for inventory replacement, equipment purchases, security deposits for a new lease, 


employee salaries, or other expenses to stabilize cash flow. 


 


“Our team has been on the ground working directly with impacted businesses to understand their 


immediate needs and connect employees to workforce services,” said Joaquín Torres, Director of 


the Office of Economic and Workforce Development. “Now, at the direction of Mayor Breed, 


the Small Business Disaster Relief fund will provide these small businesses with the immediate 


capital they need to begin recovery and ensure their employees are supported by these and other 


resources.”  


 


Additionally, Workforce Services are deployed through OEWD’s rapid response team to provide 


displaced workers consultation on unemployment insurance, healthcare, and job transition 


services such as job counseling, training opportunities, and job placement assistance. 


 


Impacts on San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency operations are minimal. Westbound 


38 and 38-R Geary buses are being rerouted around the block of the impacted area. SFMTA will 


provide updates as they happen on service impacts. 
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Residents displaced by the fire should call the Red Cross at 415-427-8010 to register for services 


and assistance. Businesses and their employees should call the San Francisco Office of 


Economic and Workforce Development at 415-554-6969. Recovery info can be found at 


www.sf72.org. 


 


 


### 


 



http://www.sf72.org/





Residents of the yellow-tagged buildings have been able to enter to retrieve belongings,
though the buildings are not currently inhabitable. DBI will expedite all reviews and permit
issuances needed to make repairs to the affected buildings in order to allow the residents to re-
occupy their homes. The Department of Emergency Management (DEM), San Francisco
Human Services Agency (HSA), Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD),
and Red Cross are working with impacted residents and businesses to provide support.
 
“Thankfully no one was hurt as a result of this fire and our focus remains helping the people
affected get back on their feet and connected with housing and services. I am working with
our City departments to make sure that we provide every available resource at our disposal,”
said Mayor Breed. “I want to thank our first responders for their quick action yesterday to
contain the fire and prevent the loss of life, and the City agencies that are continuing to
provide support during this recovery.”
 
“I commend our first responders who contained the fire and prevented further damage to the
surrounding community,” said Supervisor Stefani. “Miraculously, no one was injured despite
the severity of the fire. My first priority is to help those who have been affected by the fire,
and my office is available to help connect people with housing and services. I will also work
with City departments to determine what exactly caused this gas explosion so we can prevent
future emergency situations.”
 
The Fire Response team from San Francisco Human Services Agency (HSA) stands ready to
provide assistance to residents unable to safely return to their homes. Persons in rent-
controlled units may be eligible for a monthly rent subsidy that pays the difference between
the rent at the tenant’s permanent residence and a comparable unit leased at the current market
rate. Tenants of rent-controlled units damaged by an emergency such as fires have the right to
return after repairs are completed. If the fire-damaged unit or home is not rent-controlled,
tenants may be eligible for a subsidy to cover moving expenses to a new unit.
 
“We are here for the people who have been displaced and facing hardship because of this
fire,” stated Trent Rhorer, Executive Director, San Francisco Human Services Agency.
“People who have been affected by the fire are encouraged to take advantage of our City
assistance programs, such as those that help renters find replacement housing while their
homes are being repaired. Our hearts go out to these families.”
 
Red Cross volunteers responded to yesterday’s gas line fire in San Francisco with an
Emergency Response Vehicle to provide water and food to first responders and evacuated
residents at Mel’s Diner. An overnight shelter was opened at Saint Mary's Cathedral at 1111
Gough Street in case any displaced individuals or those without gas and/or power needed
sheltering. No residents chose to use the shelter, though that is not uncommon following
disasters as impacted residents often choose to stay with family or friends.
 
The Office of Economic and Workforce Development has been working with businesses and a
non-profit organization affected by the fire. While many businesses may receive insurance
proceeds or have the ability to access a traditional or disaster loan, the delay in receiving these
funds can take weeks or months. To help bridge this gap, the Small Business Disaster Relief
Fund is available to impacted small businesses. These businesses can apply and access up to
$10,000 for inventory replacement, equipment purchases, security deposits for a new lease,
employee salaries, or other expenses to stabilize cash flow.
 



“Our team has been on the ground working directly with impacted businesses to understand
their immediate needs and connect employees to workforce services,” said Joaquín Torres,
Director of the Office of Economic and Workforce Development. “Now, at the direction of
Mayor Breed, the Small Business Disaster Relief fund will provide these small businesses
with the immediate capital they need to begin recovery and ensure their employees are
supported by these and other resources.”
 
Additionally, Workforce Services are deployed through OEWD’s rapid response team to
provide displaced workers consultation on unemployment insurance, healthcare, and job
transition services such as job counseling, training opportunities, and job placement assistance.
 
Impacts on San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency operations are minimal.
Westbound 38 and 38-R Geary buses are being rerouted around the block of the impacted
area. SFMTA will provide updates as they happen on service impacts.
 
Residents displaced by the fire should call the Red Cross at 415-427-8010 to register for
services and assistance. Businesses and their employees should call the San Francisco
Office of Economic and Workforce Development at 415-554-6969. Recovery info can be
found at www.sf72.org.
 
 

###
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED & SUPERVISOR RAFAEL MANDELMAN ANNOUNCE

METHAMPHETAMINE TASK FORCE
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 11:42:26 AM
Attachments: 2.8.19 Methamphetamine Task Force.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2019 7:02 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED & SUPERVISOR RAFAEL MANDELMAN
ANNOUNCE METHAMPHETAMINE TASK FORCE
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, February 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED & SUPERVISOR RAFAEL

MANDELMAN ANNOUNCE METHAMPHETAMINE TASK
FORCE 

Task Force will focus on developing and strengthening services, treatment and prevention
efforts to address rise in the number of individuals using methamphetamine

 
San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Rafael Mandelman today
announced the formation of a Methamphetamine Task Force to address the rise in
methamphetamine use in San Francisco. The Task Force will examine the methamphetamine
landscape, impacts on residents, and opportunities and challenges for increasing rehabilitation
and treatment options, including expanding existing prevention and law enforcement
programs.
 
San Francisco is experiencing a significant rise in the number of individuals using
methamphetamine, an increase that is occurring alongside heightened concern around
fentanyl. Since 2008, the overdose death rate involving methamphetamine in the City has
tripled from 1.8 to 5.6 persons per every 100,000 San Franciscans. Given the various
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Friday, February 8, 2019 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED & SUPERVISOR RAFAEL 


MANDELMAN ANNOUNCE METHAMPHETAMINE TASK 


FORCE  
Task Force will focus on developing and strengthening services, treatment and prevention efforts 


to address rise in the number of individuals using methamphetamine 


 


San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Rafael Mandelman today 


announced the formation of a Methamphetamine Task Force to address the rise in 


methamphetamine use in San Francisco. The Task Force will examine the methamphetamine 


landscape, impacts on residents, and opportunities and challenges for increasing rehabilitation 


and treatment options, including expanding existing prevention and law enforcement programs. 


 


San Francisco is experiencing a significant rise in the number of individuals using 


methamphetamine, an increase that is occurring alongside heightened concern around fentanyl. 


Since 2008, the overdose death rate involving methamphetamine in the City has tripled from 1.8 


to 5.6 persons per every 100,000 San Franciscans. Given the various challenges facing San 


Francisco, there is a clear and urgent need for a focused effort by the City to identify the 


appropriate services, treatment, and prevention efforts to address this evolving trend. 


 


“We need to be proactive in addressing the rising use of methamphetamines in our City,” said 


Mayor Breed. “San Francisco is facing serious challenges around substance use, particularly on 


our streets, and we cannot just let these drugs destroy lives and harm our communities. By 


bringing together leaders and specialists from across the City, we can identify solutions that will 


help us to get people into treatment and to deal with the challenges caused by this dangerous 


drug.” 


 


“Meth addiction is increasing among the most vulnerable San Franciscans, including those with 


underlying mental illnesses who are living on our streets,” said Supervisor Mandelman, who will 


co-chair the Task Force. “This crisis threatens the health and safety of users, as well as the well-


being of our neighborhoods.  Without more effective interventions, mentally ill and meth-


addicted individuals will continue deteriorating on our sidewalks, in our emergency rooms, and 


in our jails. Ultimately many will suffer severe and irreversible health consequences or die. This 


Methamphetamine Task Force will bring experts to the table to find urgently-needed solutions 


that will save lives and lessen the impacts of meth addiction in our communities.” 


 


Beginning in Spring 2019, Mayor Breed and Supervisor Mandelman will convene the 


Methamphetamine Task Force, coordinated by the Department of Public Health. The Task Force 


will be multi-disciplinary and multi-sector, with members including medical and public health 
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professionals, researchers, substance use disorder treatment providers, emergency responders, 


criminal justice and law enforcement officials, drug policy experts, and current and/or former 


substance users. 


 


“Methamphetamine use is a significant issue in San Francisco,” said Dr. Anton Nigusse Bland, 


Medical Director of Psychiatric Emergency Services at Zuckerberg San Francisco General 


Hospital. “These days, about half of our patients are experiencing methamphetamine 


intoxication, and come to us suffering from effects that can include anxiety, paranoia, 


hallucinations and psychosis. Some of them may have an underlying mental illness, and some do 


not. We are looking for ways to extend their possibilities for recovery, and the meth task force 


will help us to identify needed services and treatment options.” 


 


In Fall 2019, the Task Force will release a comprehensive report with recommendations on harm 


reduction strategies to decrease and manage methamphetamine use, identify best practices for 


treatment and service options for current users, and develop policy recommendations to reduce 


the medical and social impacts of methamphetamine use on San Franciscans. The Task Force is 


an opportunity to further support cross-departmental collaboration, increase public awareness of 


substance use and abuse, and examine cost-effective strategies to better manage the impacts of 


methamphetamine use on the City’s systems and its residents. 


 


### 


 







challenges facing San Francisco, there is a clear and urgent need for a focused effort by the
City to identify the appropriate services, treatment, and prevention efforts to address this
evolving trend.
 
“We need to be proactive in addressing the rising use of methamphetamines in our City,” said
Mayor Breed. “San Francisco is facing serious challenges around substance use, particularly
on our streets, and we cannot just let these drugs destroy lives and harm our communities. By
bringing together leaders and specialists from across the City, we can identify solutions that
will help us to get people into treatment and to deal with the challenges caused by this
dangerous drug.”
 
“Meth addiction is increasing among the most vulnerable San Franciscans, including those
with underlying mental illnesses who are living on our streets,” said Supervisor Mandelman,
who will co-chair the Task Force. “This crisis threatens the health and safety of users, as well
as the well-being of our neighborhoods.  Without more effective interventions, mentally ill
and meth-addicted individuals will continue deteriorating on our sidewalks, in our emergency
rooms, and in our jails. Ultimately many will suffer severe and irreversible health
consequences or die. This Methamphetamine Task Force will bring experts to the table to find
urgently-needed solutions that will save lives and lessen the impacts of meth addiction in our
communities.”
 
Beginning in Spring 2019, Mayor Breed and Supervisor Mandelman will convene the
Methamphetamine Task Force, coordinated by the Department of Public Health. The Task
Force will be multi-disciplinary and multi-sector, with members including medical and public
health professionals, researchers, substance use disorder treatment providers, emergency
responders, criminal justice and law enforcement officials, drug policy experts, and current
and/or former substance users.
 
“Methamphetamine use is a significant issue in San Francisco,” said Dr. Anton Nigusse Bland,
Medical Director of Psychiatric Emergency Services at Zuckerberg San Francisco General
Hospital. “These days, about half of our patients are experiencing methamphetamine
intoxication, and come to us suffering from effects that can include anxiety, paranoia,
hallucinations and psychosis. Some of them may have an underlying mental illness, and some
do not. We are looking for ways to extend their possibilities for recovery, and the meth task
force will help us to identify needed services and treatment options.”
 
In Fall 2019, the Task Force will release a comprehensive report with recommendations on
harm reduction strategies to decrease and manage methamphetamine use, identify best
practices for treatment and service options for current users, and develop policy
recommendations to reduce the medical and social impacts of methamphetamine use on San
Franciscans. The Task Force is an opportunity to further support cross-departmental
collaboration, increase public awareness of substance use and abuse, and examine cost-
effective strategies to better manage the impacts of methamphetamine use on the City’s
systems and its residents.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES RECORD HUD GRANT FOR CRITICAL

HOMELESSNESS PROGRAMS
Date: Friday, February 08, 2019 11:42:12 AM
Attachments: 2.8.19 Continuum of Care Funding.pdf

 
 
Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs
 
Planning Department│City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309│Fax: 415-558-6409
 
jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
 

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) 
Sent: Friday, February 08, 2019 9:21 AM
To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>
Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES RECORD HUD GRANT FOR
CRITICAL HOMELESSNESS PROGRAMS
 
 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, February 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
 

 

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES RECORD HUD
GRANT FOR CRITICAL HOMELESSNESS PROGRAMS

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Continuum of Care awards San
Francisco $44.5 million to expand permanent supportive housing, rapidly re-house people

who fall into homelessness, and improve access to housing for survivors of domestic violence
who are experiencing homelessness

 
San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today announced that the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has provided a record grant of $44.5 million to San
Francisco to renew and expand critical service programs, an increase of roughly $3 million
dollars from the previous year.
 
HUD’s Continuum of Care (CoC) program is designed to support local programs ending
homelessness for individuals and families. San Francisco received a total of $40.7 million to
renew 54 ongoing projects in addition to $2.6 million to fund new projects. New projects
include two permanent supportive housing sites and an expansion of the City’s Coordinated
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE: 


Friday, February 8, 2019 


Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131 
 


 


*** PRESS RELEASE *** 


MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES RECORD HUD 


GRANT FOR CRITICAL HOMELESSNESS PROGRAMS  
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development Continuum of Care awards San Francisco 


$44.5 million to expand permanent supportive housing, rapidly re-house people who fall into 


homelessness, and improve access to housing for survivors of domestic violence who are 


experiencing homelessness 


 


San Francisco, CA— Mayor London N. Breed today announced that the U.S. Department of 


Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has provided a record grant of $44.5 million to San 


Francisco to renew and expand critical service programs, an increase of roughly $3 million 


dollars from the previous year. 


 


HUD’s Continuum of Care (CoC) program is designed to support local programs ending 


homelessness for individuals and families. San Francisco received a total of $40.7 million to 


renew 54 ongoing projects in addition to $2.6 million to fund new projects. New projects include 


two permanent supportive housing sites and an expansion of the City’s Coordinated Entry 


system, which serves as both the gateway to housing opportunities for people experiencing 


homelessness and the system for prioritizing housing access based on vulnerability. The City 


also received a planning grant in the amount of $1.2 million. 


 


“My priority remains helping people who are experiencing homelessness off of the street and 


into care and housing,” said Mayor Breed. “I am committed to creating 4,000 new placements 


for homeless individuals in four years, enough for every person who is currently unsheltered in 


San Francisco, because the status quo is not acceptable. I am particularly glad that this grant will 


help us provide better access to housing for victims of domestic violence experiencing 


homelessness, who have already had to overcome so much.” 


 


The funding will support 58 projects in San Francisco that include a mix of permanent 


supportive housing, rapid re-housing, and transitional housing projects. In addition, the CoC 


award will support Coordinated Entry and Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) 


projects to centralize the City’s various efforts to address homelessness. This includes nearly 


$900,000 in funding for the Coordinated Entry system to improve access to housing for survivors 


of domestic violence. Democrats in the House of Representatives, led by Speaker Nancy Pelosi, 


fought and won a $130 million increase of homeless assistance grants nationally. 


 


“HUD’s Continuum of Care funding provides vital resources to a wide range of programs and 


projects that have been proven to end homelessness in our community,” said Jeff Kositsky, 
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director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “The increased CoC 


funding for San Francisco is a vote of confidence to the great work our City and nonprofit 


partners are engaged in.”     


 


FY 2018 HUD CoC Renewal Award Breakdown 


 47 Permanent Supportive Housing Projects, totaling $38,032,424 


 4 Rapid Re-Housing projects, totaling $2,212,485 


 1 Transitional Housing project, totaling $445,538 


 3 HMIS projects (including new expansion funding), totaling $750,621 


 1 Coordinated Entry project (including new expansion funding), totaling $997,570 


 1 Domestic Violence Bonus project for Coordinated Entry, totaling $882,911 


 1 planning grant, totaling $1,215,971 


 


“I am very pleased that HUD has responded so favorably to fulfilling our request for funding our 


San Francisco projects,” said Del Seymour, co-chair of the Local Homeless Coordinating Board. 


“These are very important steps to the fluid delivery of services to the needy in the City.” 


 


Nationally, HUD awarded nearly $2.2 billion for approximately 6,800 local homeless housing 


and service programs including new projects, renewals and those that applied for additional 


funding related for those seeking safety from domestic violence. A complete list of all state and 


local projects awarded HUD FY 2018 CoC funding can be found here. 


 


### 
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Entry system, which serves as both the gateway to housing opportunities for people
experiencing homelessness and the system for prioritizing housing access based on
vulnerability. The City also received a planning grant in the amount of $1.2 million.
 
“My priority remains helping people who are experiencing homelessness off of the street and
into care and housing,” said Mayor Breed. “I am committed to creating 4,000 new placements
for homeless individuals in four years, enough for every person who is currently unsheltered
in San Francisco, because the status quo is not acceptable. I am particularly glad that this grant
will help us provide better access to housing for victims of domestic violence experiencing
homelessness, who have already had to overcome so much.”
 
The funding will support 58 projects in San Francisco that include a mix of permanent
supportive housing, rapid re-housing, and transitional housing projects. In addition, the CoC
award will support Coordinated Entry and Homeless Management Information System
(HMIS) projects to centralize the City’s various efforts to address homelessness. This includes
nearly $900,000 in funding for the Coordinated Entry system to improve access to housing for
survivors of domestic violence. Democrats in the House of Representatives, led by Speaker
Nancy Pelosi, fought and won a $130 million increase of homeless assistance grants
nationally.
 
“HUD’s Continuum of Care funding provides vital resources to a wide range of programs and
projects that have been proven to end homelessness in our community,” said Jeff Kositsky,
director of the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “The increased CoC
funding for San Francisco is a vote of confidence to the great work our City and nonprofit
partners are engaged in.”   
 
FY 2018 HUD CoC Renewal Award Breakdown

47 Permanent Supportive Housing Projects, totaling $38,032,424
4 Rapid Re-Housing projects, totaling $2,212,485
1 Transitional Housing project, totaling $445,538
3 HMIS projects (including new expansion funding), totaling $750,621
1 Coordinated Entry project (including new expansion funding), totaling $997,570
1 Domestic Violence Bonus project for Coordinated Entry, totaling $882,911
1 planning grant, totaling $1,215,971

 
“I am very pleased that HUD has responded so favorably to fulfilling our request for funding
our San Francisco projects,” said Del Seymour, co-chair of the Local Homeless Coordinating
Board. “These are very important steps to the fluid delivery of services to the needy in the
City.”
 
Nationally, HUD awarded nearly $2.2 billion for approximately 6,800 local homeless housing
and service programs including new projects, renewals and those that applied for additional
funding related for those seeking safety from domestic violence. A complete list of all state
and local projects awarded HUD FY 2018 CoC funding can be found here.
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FIORE WAREHOUSE BIJILpiNG
2833 25th Street, San Francisco, CA. 94110

01 /25/2019

City and County of San Francisco
Planning Department
1650 Mission Street Suite 400
San Francisco, CA. 91403-2414

attn.: Karl Hasz:

~~~~~~~~

~E~ U ~ 219
CITY & C;C~UNTY OF S.~

P[~NnirJG DEPARTMENT
CPC/HPC

Subject: Cancellation of a "Replacement" of a 110 year old
building (Warehouse &Retail) at:

2833 25th Street Block No. 4276 Lot No. 018
San Francisco, CA. 94110
Zoning District: NC-2 40X
(Small-Scale Neighborhood Commercial) district
Occupancy Classification:
Class "B" Business

Owner: Richard &Janice Fiore &Ronald R. Fiore
238 Townsend Street, San Francisco, CA. 94103
(415) 777-1300

Architect: Joseph J. Railla A.I.A. Architect
5688 Henning Road
Sebastopol, CA. 95472 archrail34@aol.com

M E M O

Enclosed herewith is an e-mail addressed to Mr. Sucre from Mr. Ronald
R. Fiore regarding the cancellation of a meritorious commercial project at
above mentioned address.

Jus~h J. Railla A.I.A.

Application Nos. 2015 07 15 51715 / 2015-009897PRJ / 2017 10 17 1505 Arch+tom CA. Lic 65820
& 2017 12 14 6538. s~sa He~,~,~ng R~aa

This memo distinctly expresses the desire of fourth generation San
Franciscans to continue and maintain the quality of their building
properties.

must add that we have experience disappointment on the part of the
planning staff. In this case our planning staff member demonstrated
inconsistencies reading plans on several occasions. You might say these
are trivial matters! But what takes moments to question, requires valuable
time to reply and try to convince the planner otherwise.

REPLACEMENT PROJECT
BLK/LOT 4276 / 018

Sebasropol, CA. 95472

(4I5)G37-9698

(707) 86I-9565 Fax

Archrai134~cdaol.com

j osepjrai llaa i aarchi tea.c~nn
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FIC~RE WAREHOUSE BUILDING REPLACEMENT PROJECT
2833 25th Street, San Francisco, CA. 94110 B~K/LOT 4276 / 018

Another situation was when planner question whether this building was
ever used as a residence! I had to drive the planner to the project site to
investigate. There was no evidence of residential use! How much did this
endeavor cost the Client? Why the planner did not accept the architects
explanation nor the surveyor's plans!

History Resource &Environmental Review:
Erica Russell, Planner

The Fiore family has owned and used the facilities since Dec. 31, 1975.

Alterations:

Subject was constructed before 1909. No records exist. However, on
December 17, 1945. (G. A. Burger architect B-1569) a permit was issued
to "build addition loft with open passage way underneath". I met with
Jeffery Speirs, Planner fora "Project Review Meeting" and then submitted
the plans for "Site Review" (Application No. 2015 07 15 1571 S) -
Kimberly Durandet to construct a replacement for the existing structure.

The owners wanted to replace "same" with a current building code, fire
code, and ADA complaint edifice.

This existing building is "not associated with significant events nor
patterns, nor reflects important aspects of social nor cultural history".
referred to California Historic Resources Information System's Northwest
Information Center which received a copy of the State Office of Historic
Preservation's Historic Properties Directory which states:

"Not a Historic Resource"

MAHER ORDINANCE: (2015 009 8797 PRS &ENV)
Russell Yim, Martita Lee Weden

Existing concrete foundation and concrete slab were to be incorporated
into new construction work. No footing excavation greater than 2 feet., no
excavation greater than 50 cubic yards, foundation design to be limited to
bearing value of 1,500 psf. Soil is classified as Site Class "D" "Stiff Soil".

Soils disturbance would have been nominal. 2010 ASCE-7 Site Class "D"
Stiff Soil (Su 2,000 psi). Per 2013 California Building Code: No Grading
Permit required. Geotechnical Report is therefor not necessary

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination:
Jean Poling (03-07-2016)

"Project can proceed with categorical exemption review". "No further
environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt
under CEQA. "
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FIORE WAREHOUSE BUILDING REPLACEMENT PROJECT
2833 25th Street, San Francisco, CA. 94110 BLK/LOT 4276 / 018

Submittals:

Demo: Application for Demolition Permit was filed (prior to April 15.
2015) along with "Notification Map". Included was Bay Area
Quality Management application (6 pages, $75.00 fee).

Demolition Debris Recovery Plan Worksheet:
a) Demolition Affidavit
b) Registered Transporter Application

CCSF DBI: DBI did not require a "Demolition Permit" because the
existing concrete foundation and floor slab were to be utilize
in the replacement structure and that a Grading Permit was
not required.

DPW: Street Improvement Permit application and authorized agent
Disclosure and Certification. (as of 31 Oct. 2016).

OSHA: Memo to OSHA, attention Mr. Juan Calderon with plans.

STREET TREES:

Bureau of Urban Forestry: Four (4) new Street Trees would
be planted: (2) along 25th Street and (2) along Hampshire
Street per specifications of CC SF DPW Bureau of Urban
Forestry.

CCSF "IMPACT FEES":

Floor Area:

The Calif. Building Code (CBC) defines "area": "The area
included within surrounding exterior walls (or exterior walls
and fire walls) exclusive of vent shafts and courts".

The City of Brisbane concurs! Floor area is within the
exterior walls. CCSF DBI and Planning includes the area of
the exterior walls (Gross Floor Enclosed Aria).
CCSF Planning Code Ord. 285-18 sec. 102 "Floor Area
Occupied" vs "Gross Floor Enclosed Area" (which includes
exterior walls). However, CBC and CCSF DBI does not
include parking nor parking aisle in the buildinQfloor area.
But CCSF Planning includes parking in the "Gross Floor
Enclosed Area"
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FIORE WAF~~HOUSE BUILDING REPLACEMENT PROJECT
2833 25th Street, San Francisco, CA. 94110 BLK/LOT 4276 / 018

DISCUSSION:

Using "Gross Floor Enclosed Area":
w/o parking w/parking

Existing Building: 7,424 s.f. 8,834 s.f.
Replacement.: 5,752 s.f. 7,725 s.f.

"Infrastructure Impact"

Therefor the Replacement Building is less floor area than
that of the existing building.

This property has been and is currently serviced by CCSF's
utilities. The replacement building would have had "Solar
Collectors" lessening the power needs from CCSF PG & E.

This project is "Replacement of a commercial structure with
a new structure of substantially the same size, purpose, and
capacity". Therefor "Impact Fees" should nit have been
applicable.

Transportation Sustainable Fee:

This project is "Replacement of a commercial structure with
a new structure of substantially the same size, purpose, and
capacity". Therefor there would have been_no change in
occupancy. Transportation Sustainable Fee should not have
been applicable.

These "Impact Fees" amounted to $105, 962.36! Some
fifteen percent (75%) of the construction cost.

This "Memo" is intended to describe the procedure carried
out in an attempt to obtain Planning approval and to support
Mr. Fiore's frustrations. This of course was further
exasperated by the fact that thus far this procedure has
incurred a cost of some $50, 000.00.

_~

Joseph J. Railla AIA Architect

cc: Mr. David Winslow, Mr. Sucre
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1/4/2019

Keep as New Reply Reply All Forward Delete

Re: 2833 25th St. Impact Fees

~ Ron Fiore (fore@guaranteemortgage.com)

To: you + 2 more _ _ : > ~

Mr. Sucre,

Spam

AOL Mail

More ~°

~'.

Thu, Jan 3; 2019 1229 pm

In an effort to not waste any of your valuable time I have instructed Mr. Railla to pull our plans and cancel our project.

We have built and been landlords in San Francisco since 1949. We take pride in the fact that out of the hundreds of projects
we have built we have sold only one or two in 60 years. One of those being at the center of the Trans Bay project so we
could assist with the city's vision. We take even more pride that out of the thousands of tenants we have housed during that
time we have never had any formal complaints. We have donated large amounts of money and time rebuilding city gyms,
helped improve many parks, and been extremely politically active without any personal requests. We have kept historic
business that were given Legacy Grants by the city, like Art Hauss, open because we gave them prime locations at less than
half the market rent.

The proposed project was intended to look like a old firehouse which really complimented the struggling neighborhood. In
no way was this a best use or helpful to our portfolio. As Native San Franciscan's everything we do is based on pride for our
City and trying to compliment the quickly changing landscape.

Our decision to cancel is not based on fees or charges because we self finance all of our projects. With all do respeci we
were simply "uninspired" by the process which ironically we know how to navigate better than most. While I realize this has
no impact on what you do and your busy schedule, 1 do personally regret this decision because i love our city. When
Natives who support what your Team does far our City start to pull back, its not a win for any of us, especially when those
decisions don't have anything to do with money or returns.

In closing I would like to thank you for your time and wish you and your staff continued success.

Happy New Year!

Ronald Fiore
415 713-0000

—~. '_- — —
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