From:

To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (; h.com); Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns
Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

Date: Wednesday, March 20, 2019 10:38:11 AM

Letter re Hearst Hotel HPC March 2019-sianed.ndf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

Planning Department|City & County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6309Fax: 415-558-6409

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org

From: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2019 10:36 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Frye, Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>

Subject: FW: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

Hi Jonas,
| saw you just forwarded the letter from SF Heritage regarding the Hearst Building to the HPC Commissioners. The attached letter came in last night regarding the project as well,
so it would be good to send this to the Commissioners as well for consistency. I'll bring in copies for the record as well. Thanks,

Rebecca

From: Rachel Mansfield-Howlett <rhowlettlaw @gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 7:19 PM

To: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org>

Cc: Adina, Seema (CPC) <seema.adina@sfgov.org>; Pollak, Josh (CPC) <josh.pollak@sfgov.org>; hobrien@coblentzlaw.com; STACY, KATE (CAT) <Kate.Stacy@sfcityatty.org>
Subject: Re: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hi Rebecca,
Thank you for forwarding the attached letter to the Commissioners for tomorrow’s hearing.
Rachel

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett
Provencher & Flatt, LLP
823 Sonoma Ave.

Santa Rosa CA 95404

Phone: 707/284.2378
Cell: 707/291.6585
Rhowlettlaw@gmail.com

On Mar 19, 2019, at 9:10 AM, Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Rachel,

The HPC packets have already been sent to the HPC Commissioners, and cannot be altered at this point. The link to the appendices has been sent to them by a
member of our admin. staff who has access to a remote server that is easier to access files from than the remote server | used, so they should have an easier time
accessing the file than you did. | apologize if there were difficulties in accessing the file—this was my first time going through that process, and it’s helpful to know
that there were access issues. If you'd like to let the Commissioners know that you would like them to especially focus on Appendix B, or if there’s any other specific
information you’d like to share with them ahead of the hearing tomorrow, you can send a position letter and we will forward it to the Commissioners. Thanks,

Rebecca

From: Rachel Mansfield-Howlett <rthowlettlaw @gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 3:48 PM

To: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org>

Cc: Adina, Seema (CPC) <seema.adina@sfgov.org>; Pollak, Josh (CPC) <josh.pollak@sfgov.org>; SUSAN BRANDT HAWLEY <susanbh@me.com>
Subject: Re: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

Thank you, Rebecca. If you could please include Appendix B, separately, in their packets as well as the link, we’d appreciate it. It took me quite a few tries to

download the link because you have to enter a password that is sent to your phone and some of the passwords didn't work. We would like to make sure all the
commissioners have the document.

On Mar 18, 2019, at 2:58 PM, Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Rachel,
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PROVENCHER & FLATT, LLP ATTORNEYS AT LAW

823 Sonoma Ave. Santa Rosa, CA 95404 Douglas B. Provencher
Phone: 707-284.2380 Fax: 707-284.2387 Gail F. Flatt
OF COUNSEL

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett
Roz Bateman Smith

March 19, 2019

President Aaron Hyland, President
and Honorable Commissioners
Historic Preservation Commission
Via email

Subject: 5 Third Street [Hearst Building]
Agenda Item 8a, March 20, 2019
2016-007303PCA and PTA
Recommendation re Planning Code Text Amendments
Consideration of Permit to Alter

Dear Honorable President Hyland and Commissioners:

The Friends of the Hearst Building respectfully request this Commission
recommend against the proposed Planning Code Text Amendments and deny the
requested Permit to Alter. The Friends’ primary interest in this project is its
significant impacts to the historic Julia Morgan-designed Hearst Building, one of
the most important buildings in San Francisco.

This Commission should instead insist that conversion of the magnificent
building to serve as a profitable commercial hotel occur without any loss of
integrity of its acknowledged significant contributing and character-defining
features.

The Friends have repeatedly requested that consideration of the various
requested project approvals, including those now before this Commission,
receive the benefit of analysis and consideration of impacts and alternatives
within an environmental impact report (EIR) process — as mandated by the
California Environmental Quality Act.

My understanding is that this Commission is not empowered to make
CEQA decisions, and it is unfortunate that the Planning Commission approved
the mitigated negative declaration without the input of this Commission
regarding the project’s proposal to destroy character-defining features. Without
the information that would be gleaned in an EIR process, this Commission has
inadequate information to recommend the text amendments or approve the
permit to alter, as it does not know what project alterations are feasible. It should
thus decline both.





Letter re Hearst Building 2
March 19, 2019

I know that the Commission has in hand the review and analysis of
architectural historian Barrett Reiter that was provided to the Planning
Commission. Ms. Barrett’s opinion is that the demolition of the penthouse is not
consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards as the penthouse was and
remains an important element of the Hearst Building design. In relevant part:

While this rooftop structure was not publicly accessible or visible from the public right of way, its quaint design
with its bargeboard decorated gable roof line, a birdhouse, and decorative tile work remains a remarkable touch
by a master architect whose larger oeuvre is known for creating comfortable, welcoming spaces. This lunchroom
penthouse evokes a cottage in its design that contrasts with its 13th floor setting in a remarkable way. Its
demolition, to create publicly-accessible roof deck amenities, would be both a significant environmental impact

and a lost opportunity.

In my opinion, as a character-defining feature with high artistic values that express the unique touch of a master
architect, the demolition of the Julia Morgan-designed conference penthouse is not consistent with and requires

additional scrutiny under the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, particularly Standard 2 which
advises against “the removal of distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces, and spatial relationships that
characterize the property;,” and Standard 9 which mandates that “New additions, exterior alterations, or related
new construction will not destroy historic materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the

property.™

Analysis in the HRE Part 2 (revised and dated January 2019), as well as the Historic Structure Report (September
2018) and the Planning Department’s Staff Report, all justify demolition through the observation that the
conference penthouse was not historically visible to the public. Public visibility, however, is not a criterion of

the Standards, and no supporting citation is provided. The fact that it has not been publicly accessible not only
fails to justify demolition, but provides additional reasons for considering the feasibility of its adaptive reuse as
part of the proposed hotel project. Objective analysis of such an alternative is imperative to avoid a significant

environmental impact.

As noted by Ms. Reiter, the adaptive reuse of the Hearst Building as a hotel
would now allow public access to the penthouse area; providing an opportunity
rather than an obstacle. While the revised project has been found eligible for
historic tax credits by the State Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) and was
endorsed by San Francisco Heritage, the proposed historic qualities of the 13th
floor Julia Morgan-designed penthouse were never fully explained. Its
demolition is conceded by everyone to be a significant environmental impact.
The Secretary’s Standards do not state, as implied in the record, that a character-
defining feature of an historic resource may be destroyed if the resource is not
publicly accessible or visible. Indeed, such a proviso would lead to significant
loss of many historic treasures. The fact that OHP has approved eligibility for tax
credits is not a conclusive opinion that the Secretary’s Standards are met. There
has been no public consideration of adaptive reuse of the penthouse as part of
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the rooftop development proposed. There is no justification for its destruction,
nor the destruction of any significant features identified in the appendices of the
project applicant’s Historic Structures Report, just provided to the Friends,
yesterday, upon their request.

The findings that this Commission is being asked to make are
insupportable, including your staff’s proposed findings that the Ordinance:

o “fosters the preservation of an historic structure”
o “will be done in accordance with the Secretary’s Standards”

o “will help facilitate the rehabilitation and reuse of a historic
resource and would increase the public access of the historic
building and the New Montgomerey-Mission-2nd Street
Conservation District as a whole”

Instead, the primary point of the code text revisions is to allow for a large rooftop
bar and restaurant, which as currently designed involves demolition of the Julia
Morgan-designed penthouse. It is not justifiable for necessary technical needs of
the rehabilitation of the rest of the building. As to general plan consistency,
demolition of the penthouse is directly inconsistent with many provisions,
including Commerce and Industry Policies 2.4 and 2.5 (staff report at 4),
Downtown Plan Policies 12.1 and 12.2 (ibid.), Planning Code Section 101
Findings, Priority Policy 7 (staff report at 5), and the [non-existent] Planning
Code Section 302 Findings (ibid).

The New York Times recently published the attached article about Julia
Morgan, including her storied connection with the Hearst family and this
building. Her importance to the architectural heritage of San Francisco cannot be
overstated and none of her designs should be destroyed solely for profit. The
proposed text amendments and permit to alter do not meet the requirements of
the City’s codes, are inconsistent with the general plan. Approval would be a
disservice to the people of San Francisco.

The Friends ask that this Commission by its actions ensure that the Hearst
hotel project be predicated on adaptive reuse without destruction of significant
historic features, including the penthouse.

Rachel Martsfield-Howlett

Friends of the Hearst Building
cc:  Rebecca Salgado

Seema Adina
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Josh Pollak
Kate Stacy
Harry O’Brien

https:/ /www.nytimes.com/2019/03/06/ obituaries / julia-morgan-overlooked.html

NEW YORK TIMES March 6, 2019

Overlooked No More: Julia Morgan, Pioneering Female Architect
March 6, 2019 Alexandra Lange

Morgan, who was the first woman to earn an architect’s license in
California, was a prolific designer of hundreds of buildings, namely the
Hearst Castle at San Simeon.

Julia Morgan in 1898 in her Paris apartment. She studied at the Ecole des Beaux-Arts in
Paris, then the world’s most prestigious architecture school. Julia Morgan Papers,
Special Collections and Archives, California Polytechnic State University
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Since 1851, obituaries in The New York Times have been dominated by white men.
With Ouverlooked, we're adding the stories of remarkable people whose deaths went
unreported in The Times.

Through fire and shock, the Great San Francisco Earthquake of 1906
destroyed more than 80 percent of the city’s buildings. The grand Fairmont
Hotel, only days from opening, was gutted by flames, leaving only a shell.
The hotel’s owners, determined to rebuild, turned to a young architect,
Julia Morgan. Only three years earlier she had built a bell tower on the
campus of Mills College, and it had withstood the earthquake unscathed —
proof that Morgan was as experienced in reinforced concrete as she was in
European design.

But word that a woman had been hired to renovate the luxurious hotel was
met with astonishment. Was the building really in the charge of a woman?
Jane Armstrong, a reporter for The San Francisco Call, asked the project’s
foreman in 1907 on a visit to the hotel’s ballroom after Morgan had
restored it to its original splendor.

Yes, the foreman answered, it was in the charge of “a real architect, and her
name happens to be Julia Morgan, but it might as well be John Morgan.”

“To him it was work well done,” Armstrong wrote. After she toured the
building with Morgan, she added, she was so inspired that she “wanted to
emblazon above it the part that a woman has played.”

The grand Fairmont Hotel on Nob Hill, which Morgan restored after it was damaged in
the Great San Francisco Earthquake of 1906. Smith Collection/Gado, via Getty Images
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As the first woman to receive an architect’s license in California, in 1904,
Morgan early on was used to skepticism about her abilities. But she came
to allay those doubts by building a sterling reputation with projects now
known around the world, including the Asilomar conference grounds on
the Monterey Peninsula and, most notably, the Hearst Castle at San
Simeon. By the time she retired in 1951, at 79, she had designed hundreds
of buildings and sites.

Morgan was born in San Francisco on Jan. 20, 1872. Her father, Charles Bill
Morgan, had settled in California in 1867, having reached it from Brooklyn
by sailing around the tip of South America accompanied by his new bride,
Eliza Woodland Parmelee. A mining engineer, he had seen the West as the
place to make his fortune. Morgan and her four siblings were raised in a
large Victorian house across San Francisco Bay in Oakland.

Morgan enrolled at the University of California, Berkeley, where she
studied civil engineering. When she was a senior, she met the architect
Bernard Maybeck, who would go on to design one of the defining works of
the Bay Area School of architecture, the First Church of Christ, Scientist
(1910) in Berkeley, as well as the neo-Classical Palace of Fine Arts (1915) in
San Francisco.

Maybeck was a charismatic teacher and mentor who encouraged many of
his students, including Morgan, to study, as he had, at the Ecole des Beaux-
Arts in Paris, then the world’s most prestigious architecture school.

She applied, and at 26 became the first woman to pass the school’s entrance
exams. The San Francisco Examiner hailed her achievement with the
headline, “California Girl Wins High Honor.”

Morgan returned to Oakland in 1902, degree in hand, and soon established
an independent practice. She adopted the dark suit and tie of the rank-and-
file male architect, but with a skirt rather than trousers.

“Eschewing a regular purse, which would encumber her hands, she
utilized suit pockets to carry necessaries,” Elinor Richey wrote in the book
“Eminent Women of the West” (1975).

Her first office, at 456 Montgomery Street in San Francisco, was also
destroyed by the 1906 earthquake, an event that precipitated a construction
boom.
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At the time, a growing women'’s network, developed through campaigns
for the abolition of slavery, temperance and women'’s suffrage, was primed
to help a female professional. And in 1903, Mills College, a women’s school
in Oakland, asked Morgan to design El Campanile, a 72-foot-tall reinforced
concrete bell tower in the red-roofed Mission style then popular in the
West; like many of her Beaux-Arts-trained contemporaries, Morgan was a
master of historical styles and worked in many genres specific to
California.

The Young Women'’s Christian Association also became a major client, for
which Morgan designed a dozen centers on the West Coast, as well as one
in Honolulu.

Morgan in 1926 with William Randolph Hearst, with whom she designed a castle of
fantastic, pan-European architecture. Marc Wanamaker /Bison Archives

In 1913 Phoebe Apperson Hearst, whom she had met through Maybeck,
hired Morgan to transform 30 acres on the Monterey Peninsula into the
Y.W.C.A. conference center, renamed Asilomar, or “refuge by the sea.”
Over the next 16 years Morgan would add 16 buildings, most in a rustic
Arts and Crafts style featuring dramatic exposed wood trusses, redwood
walls and stone fireplaces. Asilomar became a state park in 1956, and in
1987 Morgan’s buildings were added to the National Register of Historic
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Places.

Phoebe Hearst also introduced Morgan to her son, the newspaper tycoon
William Randolph Hearst, for whom she designed the blocklong white
stucco Examiner Building in 1915.

Four years later he hired her again, initially asking her to help him build a
modest bungalow at his ranch in San Simeon, Calif. Soon his ambitions
changed.

The commission would turn into an extraordinary, long-running architect-
client relationship that would produce a vast castle of fantastic, pan-
European architecture augmented by fragments of buildings, mostly from
Italy and Spain, that Hearst had collected and shipped to California.
Morgan spent 25 years working continuously with Hearst, spending a
majority of her weekends on-site. The castle became Morgan’s most famous
work.

“She could do any style, castles for Hearst up at Mount Shasta, Italianate,
stucco, little cottages and Craftsman buildings,” said Lynn Forney
McMurray, the daughter of Morgan’s longtime secretary, Lillian Forney,
and her goddaughter. “Her houses were built from the inside out; she
thought about how the people were to live. That was what was important
to her.”

But eventually those skills went out of style. In the 1950s, the emphasis was
on the new, the modern, and the heroic — not to mention on architecture to
house the masses. Morgan was largely forgotten.

The profession “has tended to lionize only those architects who break new
formal ground or dramatically cut stylistic ties from their predecessors,”
the former Los Angeles Times architecture critic Christopher Hawthorne
wrote in an appreciation of Morgan in Architect magazine in 2014.

One of Morgan'’s original sketches for Hearst Castle, which became
Morgan’s most famous work.

Her reputation was restored, however, largely thanks to a 1988 biography,
“Julia Morgan, Architect,” by the architectural historian Sara Boutelle.
Boutelle’s biography examined the vast extent of Morgan’s work and her
hundreds of clients and commissions beyond Hearst, including the Chinese
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Y.W.C.A. in San Francisco (now the Chinese Historical Society), the
Berkeley City Club and dozens of homes across California.

Morgan, who never married, died on Feb. 2, 1957, at her apartment in San
Francisco. She was 85.

Architecture, construction and engineering remain fields dominated by
men, and yet “all the biases against her she turned into assets,” said Julia
Donoho, an architect and lawyer who successfully nominated Morgan for
the 2014 American Institute of Architects Gold Medal — the first time the
organization had given its highest honor to a woman.

She added, “I don’t know why we didn’t learn about Julia Morgan in
school, but I hope that will never happen again.”

A version of this article appears in print on March 10, 2019, on Page A18 of
the New York edition with the headline: Overlooked No More: Julia
Morgan, Pioneering Female Architect.






The HPC packet includes the HSR and Appendix A of the HSR, but not the other appendices. | will send the link with all of the appendices to the
Commission Secretary this afternoon to distribute to the HPC Commissioners. Thanks,

Rebecca

From: Rachel Mansfield-Howlett <rhowlettlaw@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 1:44 PM

To: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org>

Cc: Adina, Seema (CPC) <seema.adina@sfgov.org>; Pollak, Josh (CPC) <josh.pollak@sfgov.org>; SUSAN BRANDT HAWLEY <susanbh@me.com>

Subject: Re: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV
Hi Rebecca,

| was able to download the link to the appendices for the Knapp Architects Historic Structures Report just fine.

If the appendices have not already been provided to the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and the Planning Commission, we request they be
included in the Hearst project file; the HPC should be made aware of this information before the public hearing this Wednesday.

Thank you,
Rachel

On Mar 18, 2019, at 12:19 PM, Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Rachel,
Thanks for your message. The appendices to the Knapp Architects Historic Structures Report for the project can be found at the following
link (the file is too big to email):

http v1-my.sharepoint.com:44 ersonal/re

JTZ1pjmRt7dg?email=rhowlettlaw%40gmail.com&e=0GI1w4H

Please let me know if you have issues viewing the file, or if you have any other questions ahead of the HPC hearing this Wednesday.
Thanks,

Rebecca

From: Rachel Mansfield-Howlett <rhowlettlaw@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 11:45 AM

To: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org>; Adina, Seema (CPC) <seema.adina@sfgov.org>
Cc: Pollak, Josh (CPC) <josh.pollak@sfgov.org>

Subject: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

Hi Rebecca and Seema,

Josh Pollak referred me to you for a question | have about the date of an upcoming hearing and a request for information:

Rebecca:

Can you send me the appendices to the Sept. 2018 Historic Structures Report by Knapp Architects that was prepared for the Hearst
Building? I'm especially interested in seeing Appendix B.

Seema:
T understand the Hearst project will be reviewed this Wednesday, March 20, at the Historic Preservation Commission hearing but I don’t

see anything on the agenda regarding the Planning Commission’s review of the project for this Thurs., March 21, or the following
week. We had thought the Planning Commission was going to review the appeal/project this week.

Has the Planning Commission set a date for the next hearing in which the appeal or the project will be considered?

Thank you,
Rachel
On Mar 18, 2019, at 10:54 AM, Pollak, Josh (CPC) <josh.pollak@sfgov.org> wrote:
Hi Rachel,
Thanks for reaching out--I am out of the office today, but please follow up with Rebecca Salgado, our preservation
planner (rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org, 415-575-9101) for the preservation-related questions, and with our current

planner Seema Adina (seema.adina@sfgov.org, 415-575-8722) for the Planning Commission-related question.

| believe that the Planning Commission hearing was scheduled for this Thursday as far as | knew a few weeks ago, but
Seema would be the one to follow up with on that.
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Thanks,
Josh

Josh Pollak, AICP
Senior Environmental Planner

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-8766 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

Email: josh.pollak@sfgov.org

From: Rachel Mansfield-Howlett <rhowlettlaw @gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 10:06 AM

To: Pollak, Josh (CPC)

Subject: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hi Josh,

Can you send me the appendices to the Sept. 2018 Historic Structures Report by Knapp Architects that was prepared
for the Hearst Building? I’m especially interested in seeing Appendix B.

I understand the Hearst project will be reviewed this Wednesday, March 20, at the Historic Preservation Commission
hearing but I don’t see anything on the agenda regarding the Planning Commission’s review of the project for this
Thurs., March 21, or the following week.

Has the Planning Commission set a date for the next hearing in which the appeal or the project will be considered?

Thank you,

Rachel

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett
Provencher & Flatt, LLP
823 Sonoma Ave.

Santa Rosa CA 95404

Phone: 707/284.2378
Fax: 707/284.2387

Cell: 707/291.6585
Rhowlettlaw@gmail.com
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From: Silva, Christine (CPC

To: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC); CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY

Cc: Erye, Tim (CPC

Subject: RE: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV
Date: Monday, March 18, 2019 3:26:25 PM

Hi Rebecca — Yes, we can.

Thanks,

Christine L. Silva

Senior Planner, Commission Affairs

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9085 | i

From: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC)

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 3:06 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Cc: Frye, Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>

Subject: FW: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

Hi,

A member of the public would like the HPC Commissioners to have access to all of the appendices for a historic structures report that was prepared for a project at
5 Third Street (2016-007303PTA). Only one of the appendices was included in the HPC packet, due to the overall length of the packet. | have the appendices in a PDF
file together, but the file is much too big to email. Do you have a way of easily uploading it to a remote server so the Commissioners can view it? | uploaded the file
with the appendices to M-Files:

5 Third Street HSR_Appendices.pdf (Desktop, Web, Mobile)

Can you send a link to this file to the Commissioners with the message from the member of the public, below? Please let me know if you need more information
before you send an email to them.

From: Rachel Mansfield-Howlett <rhowlettlaw @gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 1:44 PM

To: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org>

Cc: Adina, Seema (CPC) <seema.adina@sfgov.org>; Pollak, Josh (CPC) <josh.pollak@sfgov.org>; SUSAN BRANDT HAWLEY <susanbh@me.com>
Subject: Re: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

Hi Rebecca,

| was able to download the link to the appendices for the Knapp Architects Historic Structures Report just fine.

If the appendices have not already been provided to the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) and the Planning Commission, we request they be included in the
Hearst project file; the HPC should be made aware of this information before the public hearing this Wednesday.

Thank you,
Rachel

On Mar 18, 2019, at 12:19 PM, Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Rachel,
Thanks for your message. The appendices to the Knapp Architects Historic Structures Report for the project can be found at the following link (the file
is too big to email):

Please let me know if you have issues viewing the file, or if you have any other questions ahead of the HPC hearing this Wednesday. Thanks,

Rebecca

From: Rachel Mansfield-Howlett <rhowlettlaw@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 11:45 AM

To: Salgado, Rebecca (CPC) <rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org>; Adina, Seema (CPC) <seema.adina@sfgov.org>
Cc: Pollak, Josh (CPC) <josh.pollak@sfgov.org>
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Subject: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

Hi Rebecca and Seema,

Josh Pollak referred me to you for a question | have about the date of an upcoming hearing and a request for information:

Rebecca:
Can you send me the appendices to the Sept. 2018 Historic Structures Report by Knapp Architects that was prepared for the Hearst Building? I’'m
especially interested in seeing Appendix B.

Seema:

I understand the Hearst project will be reviewed this Wednesday, March 20, at the Historic Preservation Commission hearing but I don’t see anything
on the agenda regarding the Planning Commission’s review of the project for this Thurs., March 21, or the following week. We had thought the
Planning Commission was going to review the appeal/project this week.

Has the Planning Commission set a date for the next hearing in which the appeal or the project will be considered?

Thank you,
Rachel

On Mar 18, 2019, at 10:54 AM, Pollak, Josh (CPC) <josh.pollak@sfgov.org> wrote:
Hi Rachel,

Thanks for reaching out--1 am out of the office today, but please follow up with Rebecca Salgado, our preservation planner
(rebecca.salgado@sfgov.org, 415-575-9101) for the preservation-related questions, and with our current planner Seema Adina
(seema.adina@sfgov.org, 415-575-8722) for the Planning Commission-related question.

| believe that the Planning Commission hearing was scheduled for this Thursday as far as | knew a few weeks ago, but Seema
would be the one to follow up with on that.

Thanks,

Josh

Josh Pollak, AICP

Senior Environmental Planner

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-575-8766 | www.sfplanning.org

Email: josh.pollak@sfgov.org

From: Rachel Mansfield-Howlett <rhowlettlaw@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 10:06 AM

To: Pollak, Josh (CPC)

Subject: Hearst Project Planning Commission Case Number 2016-007303ENV

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hi Josh,

Can you send me the appendices to the Sept. 2018 Historic Structures Report by Knapp Architects that was prepared for the
Hearst Building? I'm especially interested in seeing Appendix B.

I understand the Hearst project will be reviewed this Wednesday, March 20, at the Historic Preservation Commission hearing but
I don’t see anything on the agenda regarding the Planning Commission’s review of the project for this Thurs., March 21, or the
following week.

Has the Planning Commission set a date for the next hearing in which the appeal or the project will be considered?

Thank you,

Rachel

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett
Provencher & Flatt, LLP
823 Sonoma Ave.
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From:
To:

Cc:

Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Salgado, Rebecca (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

FW: SF Heritage comments re Hearst Project

Wednesday, March 20, 2019 10:33:11 AM

SF Heritage comments re Hearst Rehabilitation Project (1.23.19).pdf

Jonas P. lonin,

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: Mike Buhler <MBuhler@sfheritage.org>
Sent: Wednesday, March 20, 2019 7:48 AM

To: Frye, Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: SF Heritage comments re Hearst Project

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted

sources.

Good morning, Tim. Great to see you yesterday. As we discussed, attached please find Heritage’s
comments endorsing the design approach for the proposed adaptive reuse of the Hearst Building.
Because it’s unlikely that | will be able to attend today’s hearing, | would appreciate it if you (or
Jonas) could please distribute our letter to members of the HPC.

Thanks so much, Mike
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January 23, 2019

Jamie Robertson

Bespoke Hospitality LLC

c¢/0 JMA Ventures LLC

460 Bush Street

San Francisco, CA 94108
jrobertson@jmaventureslic.com

Re: Hearst Building Rehabilitation Project

Dear Mr. Robertson:

On behalf of San Francisco Heritage, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
proposed Hearst Building Rehabilitation Project. As you know, members of the project
team presented to Heritage’s Projects & Policy Committee at its meeting on December
14, 2018. The committee’s review focused exclusively on the project’s treatment of
historic features without addressing other issues raised in the current appeal.

The proposed project seeks to convert the Hearst Building (5 Third Street) and an
adjacent non-historic building (17-29 Third Street) into a 170-unit hotel. The adaptive
reuse plan includes the first complete seismic retrofit since its construction in 1911, as
well as updates to fire access, mechanical, electrical, plumbing, and vertical
transportation systems, among other improvements. In general, Heritage feels that the
proposed adaptive reuse as a hotel is appropriate and sympathetic to the long-term
preservation of the historic building.

Originally constructed in 1898 by William Randolph Hearst, the first seven-story San
Francisco Examiner building was destroyed by the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. Its 13-story
replacement was completed in 1911 and housed the newspaper for 54 years before
being converted into an office building in 1965. In 1938, master architect Julia Morgan
was retained by Hearst to complete a remodel of the Hearst Building’s exterior entry way,
ground floor lobby, and parapet roof structure. The Hearst Building is a contributor to the
New Montgomery-Mission-Second Street Conservation District under Article 11 of the
Planning Code, but is not an individual San Francisco Landmark despite its historic
importance and exceptional physical integrity.

Significantly, as part of the proposed project, the sponsor has nominated the Hearst
Building for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. National Register

1





designation will not only elevate the building’s official historic status, but will qualify the
project for the 20-percent federal historic tax credit. To assure compliance with the
Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards for Rehabilitation, historic tax credit projects are
subject to rigorous review by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) and the
National Park Service. The National Register nomination for the Hearst Building informs
the review process by identifying more than 30 character-defining features that must be
protected, including (and especially) the two-story Renaissance Revival lobby designed by
Julia Morgan.

Recognizing that the project is still subject to Part 3 historic tax credit review, Heritage
applauds the sponsor for its efforts so far to incorporate multiple design changes
recommended by the OHP. In response to guidance from the OHP, the sponsor has agreed
to retain the original glass side walls and gold leaf panels in the historic lobby, with new
openings to be discretely inserted in the recessed niches which flank the elevator doors. In
the upper floor corridors, missing marble wainscoting will be infilled with salvaged material,
existing door locations will be reused, and some decommissioned doors will remain in
place as blank doors. Existing window openings will be retained and new door assemblies
will be designed to better take advantage of existing openings. The proposed rooftop
alterations will be recessed, limited in height, and will not be visible from the adjacent
public right of way.

Even though some proposed work has not yet been detailed (e.g., rooftop landscaping,
signage, etc.), Heritage is reassured by the project sponsor’s demonstrated commitment to
fully comply with the Secretary’s Standards. In addition, the final design will be subject to
review and approval by the OHP, Planning Department, and the National Park Service.

Thank you, again, for presenting to the Projects + Policy Committee. Please contact me
directly at 415/441-3000 x15 or mbuhler@sfheritage.org should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

SN/

Mike Buhler
President & CEO






From: Black, Kate (CPC)

To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: Re: Availability for Joint with Civic Center Design Review Committee
Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 9:40:58 PM

Hi Jonas and Josephine,
| am available.

Best,

Kate

From: lonin, Jonas (CPC)

Sent: Friday, March 15, 2019 1:26:28 PM

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: Availability for Joint with Civic Center Design Review Committee

Commissioners,
Please let me know if you are available for a Joint hearing with the Civic Center Design Review Committee to

consider the Civic Center Plan Monday, May 20™ from 2:30 to 5:30.

Thank you,

Jonas P. lonin,
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
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From: Ellen Johnck

To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: Re: Availability for Joint with Civic Center Design Review Committee
Date: Friday, March 15, 2019 4:09:03 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Yes, | am available.

- Ellen Joslin Johnck, RPA

Environmental and Cultural Resources Permitting, Planning and Management
415-480-4344 Office
415-297-0920 Mobile

ellen@ellenjohnckconsulting.com

www.ellenjohnck.com

From: Jonas lonin <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Date: Friday, March 15, 2019 at 1:26 PM

Cc: "Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)" <josephine.feliciano@sfgov.org>
Subject: Availability for Joint with Civic Center Design Review Committee

Commissioners,
Please let me know if you are available for a Joint hearing with the Civic Center Design Review Committee to

consider the Civic Center Plan Monday, May 20™ from 2:30 to 5:30.

Thank you,

Jonas P. lonin,
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
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From: Andrew Wolfram

To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: Re: Availability for Joint with Civic Center Design Review Committee
Date: Friday, March 15, 2019 1:33:54 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I'm available

Andrew Wolfram, LEED AP, AIA
Principal

D 415.901.4912
C 415.265.9911
andrew@TEFarch.com

TEF Design
1420 Sutter St, San Francisco, CA 94109

TEFarch.com

On Fri, Mar 15, 2019 at 1:26 PM Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org> wrote:
Commissioners,

Please let me know if you are available for a Joint hearing with the Civic Center Design Review
Committee to consider the Civic Center Plan Monday, May 20t from 2:30 to 5:30.

Thank you,

Jonas P. lonin,

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
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From: Aaron Hyland

To: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: Re: Availability for Joint with Civic Center Design Review Committee
Date: Friday, March 15, 2019 1:30:27 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

I’m available at the moment.

Aaron Jon Hyland, FAIA
Historic Preservation Commission

On Mar 15, 2019, at 1:26 PM, Ionin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org> wrote:

Commissioners,
Please let me know if you are available for a Joint hearing with the Civic Center Design Review

Committee to consider the Civic Center Plan Monday, May 20™ from 2:30 to 5:30.

Thank you,

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

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED’S SHELTER CRISIS LEGISLATION PASSES BOARD OF
SUPERVISORS

Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 3:19:39 PM

Attachments: 3.19.19 Shelter Crisis.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 19, 2019 3:10 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED’S SHELTER CRISIS LEGISLATION PASSES
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, March 19, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED’S SHELTER CRISIS LEGISLATION
PASSES BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Two ordinances introduced by the Mayor will allow the City to more quickly construct
homeless shelters, contract with homeless services providers, and help unhoused residents
into care and shelter

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed’s legislation to declare a shelter crisis in San
Francisco today passed the Board of Supervisors, which will allow the City to take more
immediate action to address the homelessness crisis.
The two ordinances introduced by Mayor Breed together significantly expand a more limited
shelter crisis ordinance that expired on March 1, 2019 and removes administrative,
contracting, building, and planning code red tape that delays the construction of new shelters
and the delivery of services to those in need.
“Homelessness is a crisis in our city and we cannot continue to move at our normal pace,” said
Mayor Breed. “We need to cut the bureaucracy that delays new shelter from being created in
order get our unhoused residents the care and services they need to help them exit
homelessness. | am committed to opening 1,000 new shelter beds by 2020 to clear our nightly
waitlist for shelter, which is why we are expanding two existing Navigation Centers to add 80
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, March 19, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED’S SHELTER CRISIS LEGISLATION
PASSES BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Two ordinances introduced by the Mayor will allow the City to more quickly construct homeless
shelters, contract with homeless services providers, and help unhoused residents into care and
shelter

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed’s legislation to declare a shelter crisis in San
Francisco today passed the Board of Supervisors, which will allow the City to take more
immediate action to address the homelessness crisis.

The two ordinances introduced by Mayor Breed together significantly expand a more limited
shelter crisis ordinance that expired on March 1, 2019 and removes administrative, contracting,
building, and planning code red tape that delays the construction of new shelters and the delivery
of services to those in need.

“Homelessness is a crisis in our city and we cannot continue to move at our normal pace,” said
Mayor Breed. “We need to cut the bureaucracy that delays new shelter from being created in
order get our unhoused residents the care and services they need to help them exit homelessness.
| am committed to opening 1,000 new shelter beds by 2020 to clear our nightly waitlist for
shelter, which is why we are expanding two existing Navigation Centers to add 80 new beds and
why | am proposing a 200-bed SAFE Navigation Center at Sea Wall Lot 330.”

The first ordinance allows the City to streamline the contracting and permitting process for the
construction of new homeless shelters as well as the contracting process for homelessness
services. The Departments of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) and San Francisco
Public Works will be responsible for vetting a pool of contractors who can provide construction
support and homelessness services and will then choose from this pool for future projects, rather
than having to go through the usual three to six month contracting process for each project
individually. To ensure accountability, the ordinance requires HSH and Public Works to submit
detailed annual reports on all contracts awarded under this expedited procedure.

Additionally, this ordinance removes planning code barriers to opening shelters in certain zoning
districts that currently have limitations or restrictions. HSH will be required to undergo a robust
community process prior to the opening of any site-based service like a shelter. The Board of
Supervisor will have oversight of all contracts rewarded under this expedited procedures. This
ordinance will remain in effect for five years, or until there is a 30% reduction in homelessness
as measured by the Point in Time Count, the City’s biennial survey of homeless individuals.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

The second ordinance opts-in the City to AB932, authored by Assemblymember Phil Ting,
which streamlines the building and planning code approval process for homeless shelters by
implementing expedited approval procedures that reduces the process by a matter of months.
This ordinance also adopts Appendix N of the California Building Code, which provides
consistent standards for the development of emergency shelters during the shelter crisis. This
ordinance requires approval from the California Department of Housing and Community
Development before going into effect and will remain in effect until January 2021.

Mayor Breed has announced an ambitious plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds by 2020, 212 of
which have been opened so far. She recently proposed a new 200-bed SAFE Navigation Center
at Sea Wall Lot 330 and the expansion of 80 new beds at the existing Division Circle and Civic
Center Navigation Centers to help reach that goal.

The legislation is co-sponsored by Supervisors Vallie Brown, Shamann Walton, Catherine
Stefani, Rafael Mandelman, and Matt Haney. The Board of Supervisors is scheduled to vote on
this item a second time on April 2, 2019.

it
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new beds and why I am proposing a 200-bed SAFE Navigation Center at Sea Wall Lot 330.”
The first ordinance allows the City to streamline the contracting and permitting process for the
construction of new homeless shelters as well as the contracting process for homelessness
services. The Departments of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) and San
Francisco Public Works will be responsible for vetting a pool of contractors who can provide
construction support and homelessness services and will then choose from this pool for future
projects, rather than having to go through the usual three to six month contracting process for
each project individually. To ensure accountability, the ordinance requires HSH and Public
Works to submit detailed annual reports on all contracts awarded under this expedited
procedure.

Additionally, this ordinance removes planning code barriers to opening shelters in certain
zoning districts that currently have limitations or restrictions. HSH will be required to undergo
a robust community process prior to the opening of any site-based service like a shelter. The
Board of Supervisor will have oversight of all contracts rewarded under this expedited
procedures. This ordinance will remain in effect for five years, or until there is a 30%
reduction in homelessness as measured by the Point in Time Count, the City’s biennial survey
of homeless individuals.

The second ordinance opts-in the City to AB932, authored by Assemblymember Phil Ting,
which streamlines the building and planning code approval process for homeless shelters by
implementing expedited approval procedures that reduces the process by a matter of months.
This ordinance also adopts Appendix N of the California Building Code, which provides
consistent standards for the development of emergency shelters during the shelter crisis. This
ordinance requires approval from the California Department of Housing and Community
Development before going into effect and will remain in effect until January 2021.

Mayor Breed has announced an ambitious plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds by 2020, 212
of which have been opened so far. She recently proposed a new 200-bed SAFE Navigation
Center at Sea Wall Lot 330 and the expansion of 80 new beds at the existing Division Circle
and Civic Center Navigation Centers to help reach that goal.

The legislation is co-sponsored by Supervisors Vallie Brown, Shamann Walton, Catherine
Stefani, Rafael Mandelman, and Matt Haney. The Board of Supervisors is scheduled to vote
on this item a second time on April 2, 2019.

HiHt



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: Julius" Castle Order.pdf

Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 1:24:03 PM

Attachments: Order.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Frye, Tim (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 11:27 AM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Subject: Julius' Castle Order.pdf

Hi.

Please forward to the HPC Commissioners for their information. Thanks!

Best,

Timothy Frye

Principal Planner | Preservation—Historic Preservation Officer
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 415.575.6822 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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SUPERIOR COURT OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
FRIENDS OF MONTGOMERY STREET, Case No. CPF-17-515902
JOHN LEE, GORDON FRANCIS, and DAN
LORIMER, ORDER DENYING PETITION FOR WRIT OF
MANDAMUS
Petitioners and Plaintiffs,
Judge: Hon. Cynthia Ming-Mei Lee
Vs. Place: Dept. 503

Date Action Filed: October 17, 2018
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO; and DOES 1 through 100,

Respondents and Defendants,

PAUL D. SCOTT, JULIUS CASTLE REDUX
LLC, and DOES 101 through 200,

Real Parties in Interest.

L. INTRODUCTION

This matter was heard on November 16, 2018, in Department 503 of the San Francisco County
Superior Court before the Honorable Cynthia Ming-mei Lee. Deputy City Attorney Brian F.
Crossman appeared on behalf of respondent, the City and County of San Francisco (the City). Real
party in interest Paul D. Scott appeared on behalf of himself and the other real party in interest, Julius
Castle Redux, LLC. Stephan C. Volker of the Law Offices of Stephen C. Volker appeared on behalf
of Petitioners Friends of Montgomery Street, John Lee, Gordon Francis, and Dan Lorimer. Additional

post-hearing briefing concluded on November 20, 2018.
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In this writ of mandamus proceeding, Petitioners challenge the City’s environmental review
and approval of Julius’ Castle on the grounds that the City failed to comply with the California
Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Resources Code § 21000 et seq.) and violated various provisions of
the City’s Planning Code. This Court has reviewed the administrative record. The Court also
reviewed the briefs filed by the parties, and considered the arguments of parties. The Court denies the
Petition in its entirety and rules as follows.

I1. BACKGROUND

A currently vacant building known as Julius® Castle is located in the Telegraph Hill/North
Beach neighborhood of San Francisco at 302 Greenwich Street/1531 Montgomery Street. (Certified
Administrative Record (AR) at 1-2.) The property was the location of one of San Francisco’s oldest
restaurants. (AR 2.) It opened in 1923 and operated in the same building under the same name until it
was shut down in 2007. (AR 1-2.) In 2012, real party in interest Paul D. Scott purchased the property
with the intention of reopening it as a restaurant. (AR 1186.)

Julius’ Castle has a colorful history. It was named after its original owner, Julius Roz, who
immigrated to San Francisco from Italy in 1902 and made his living by working at various restaurants
around the North Beach neighborhood. (AR 86, 88.) Roz purchased the property in 1923, which at
the time consisted only of a large concrete foundation where the previous owner’s house had stood
until it burned down in 1918. (AR 87.) Roz hired architect Louis Mastropasqua to design and
supervise construction of the building. (AR 86.) Like Roz, Mastropasqua was born in Italy and
immigrated to San Francisco in 1902. (AR 87.) Following the 1906 fire, Mastropasqua helped design
and build a number of notable buildings around San Francisco, in a building boom to restore San
Francisco’s structures. (AR 87.) The design and construction of Julius® Castle reflects the Arts-and-
Crafts design style for which Mastropasqua was well-known. (AR 89.) Mastropasqua constructed the
tower, the west and south stories as well as the basement. (AR 86.) The first story accommodated the
restaurant portion of the building while the second story was designed as living quarters. (AR 86.)
Remarkably, without an architect, engineer, or contractor, Roz extended the restaurant portion of the
building north of the tower in 1928. (AR 86.) Roz and his family lived in the upstairs apartment

while he operated the restaurant portion of the property. (AR 88.)
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When Julius’ Castle first opened there were few buildings nearby. (AR 87, 1185.) At the time
of Julius’ Castle’s construction, Montgomery Street was a dirt trail only one vehicle wide. (AR 1185.)
Located on Montgomery Street where it dead-ends, the street was so narrow that a turntable operated
by Roz’s employees to accommodate vehicles was installed in 1931. (AR 1185.) With views of the
San Francisco Bay, Roz provided patrons a seven-course “Prohibition-era menu” which “has a

distinctly Italian leaning.” (AR 88.) A historical account of Julius’ Castle noted:

During Prohibition, Julius’ Castle became a speakeasy for the carriage trade. Its patrons watched
the Bay Bridge being constructed and completed in 1936. Regulars witnessed the apparition of
Treasure Island as it was dredged from the bottom of the bay for the World’s Fair of 1939-1940.
They also saw the wartime fleet moving in and out during World War II.

(AR 1185, 1292.) In admiration, a 1938 city guide wrote of Julius’ Castle:

Worth the price of a box seat at the Opera, for the incomparable view of the Eastbay, Treasure
Island . . . But Julius has much more than this to offer. To taste his fish sauce supreme, his tagliarini
and his banana souffl€ is to have a glimpse of an epicure’s heaven.

(AR 88.)

Roz owned Julius’ Castle until he died in 1943. (AR 88.) After Roz’s death, the restaurant
went through a number of owners, yet always retained its name and restaurant identity. (AR 88,
1185.) Astime went on, Julius’s Castle became an iconic location and a favorite spot for notable

people:

It had been a popular celebrity hangout for local politicians (Table 34 was the mayor’s table),
musicians such as Huey Lewis and Hollywood actors, including Robert Redford, Cary Grant, Sean
Connery, Marlon Brando and Ginger Rogers. Even famed Everest climber Sir Edmund Hilary was
a patron.

(AR 1185, 1292.)

Although the administrative record is unclear, at some point the neighborhood surrounding
Julius’ Castle became residential and was thereafter zoned as RH-3. (AR 1447.) In early 1980, the
City awarded Julius’ Castle landmark status, designating it City Landmark No. 121. (AR 1184.)
Under the landmark ordinance, the designated significance of the building lies in its architectural
design and its role as a restaurant that embodies the history of the local Italian and restaurant

communities. (AR 2, 1142-1447.)
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Julius® Castle operated successfully as a restaurant until 2006 when the restaurant was sold to
James Payne. (AR 1185.) Mr. Payne made changes to the building without obtaining proper permits.
(AR 1185-1186.) As a result, the restaurant ceased operations in November 2007. (AR 1 186.) For
several years, Mr. Payne attempted to rectify the permitting issues but faced with insurmountable
financial troubles, he listed the property for sale in February 2010, marketing Julius’ Castle as a
commercial “destination restaurant.” (AR 1186.) Mr. Payne’s effort to sell the property was
unsuccessful. (AR 1186.) In September 2011, he filed for bankruptcy. (AR 1186.)

Real party in interest and current owner of Julius® Castle, Paul Scott, purchased the property
from Mr. Payne’s bankruptcy proceeding in April 2012. (AR 1186.) Mr. Scott is a resident of the
neighborhood. (AR 4447.) Mr. Scott decided to restore Julius® Castle as a restaurant, hoping to
restore the location’s iconic status, rather than opt for the more lucrative path of converting the
building into residential units. (AR 4448.) By the time he purchased the property, the restaurant had
been closed for six years. (AR 1184-1186.)

In 2014, the City’s Zoning Administrator determined that the City’s Planning Code prohibited
Julius® Castle from operating as a restaurant in a residentially zoned neighborhood because Julius’
Castle ceased operating as a restaurant for over three years. (AR 1258.) Under the City’s Planning
Code, when a nonconforming use ceases for a period of over three years, the conditional use permit
expires. (AR 1258.) The City Zoning Administrator concluded that Mr. Scott would have to apply for
an entirely new conditional use permit by relying on Julius’ Castle’s landmark status. (AR 1259.) For
almost five years, Mr. Scott conducted additional construction and renovation to comply with
permitting requirements. Finally, on February 23, 2017, Mr. Scott applied for a conditional use permit
to operate Julius’ Castle as a restaurant. (AR 1, 1858-1857, 1885.) On June 28, 2017, the San
Francisco Planning Department determined that the project constituted a Class 3 categorical
exemption under CEQA and no further environmental review required. (AR 191-195.)

On July 6, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission conducted a noticed hearing
regarding Julius’ Castle’s conditional use permit. (AR 2.) During the public comment period,
residents sent twenty-three letters in support of the project and eleven in opposition. (AR 3.)

Residents who opposed the project primarily complained about possible noise and traffic arising from
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the restaurant. (AR 229-245.) Specifically, those who opposed the conditional use permit maintained
that the project should not have been exempt under CEQA and that approval of the conditional use
permit would violate city ordinances. (AR 229-235.) The Planning Commission approved the
conditional use permit and imposed a number of restrictions. (AR 14-15.) Throughout his effort to
reopen Julius’ Castle, Mr. Scott reached out to members of the neighborhood to address their concerns
about noise and traffic. (AR 4449-4451.) Reflecting neighborhood residents’ concerns, Mr. Scott
agreed to numerous conditions which included shortened hours of operation, restrictions on garbage
pick-up times, odor control, prohibition of live entertainment, and limiting the window of inventory
delivery hours. (AR 2887-2889.) These agreed-upon restrictions were incorporated into the
conditional use permit to be monitored and enforced by the Planning Commission. (AR 14-15, 2886-
2889.)

On August 4, 2017 neighbors filed an appeal to the Board of Supervisors, challenging the
Commission’s categorical exemption determination. (AR 265.) Hearing on the appeal took place on
September 12, 2017. (AR 348-396.) The Board of Supervisors unanimously affirmed the Planning
Department’s categorical exemption determination under CEQA. (AR 396.) On October 17,2017,
Petitioners Friends of Montgomery Street filed the instant CEQA writ arguing that the City’s approval
of the conditional use permit was contrary to municipal code protections and that the project was not
categorically exempt from CEQA’s requirements.

II.  DISCUSSION

Petitioners argue that the City failed to comply with CEQA and that approval of the conditional
use permit violated the City’s ordinance. The Court turns first to the Planning Code allegations before
addressing the CEQA challenge.

A. Planning Code

Petitioners argue that the City failed to comply with various provisions of the Planning Code.
However, Petitioners failed to exhaust their administrative remedies as to their Planning Code
challenges. Even if the Court were to reach the merits of Petitioners’ Planning Code challenges,
substantial evidence supports the City’s findings. Petitioners’ claims under the Planning Code fail

under either argument.
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1. Exhaustion of Administrative Remedies

Before an aggrieved party seeks relief from the courts from a zoning or planning decision, the
party must exhaust available administrative remedies. (Metcalf'v. County of Los Angeles (1944) 24
Cal.2d 267, 270.) “Where an administrative remedy is provided by statute,” a party must seek relief
from the administrative body “before the courts will act.” (Clews Land & Livestock, LLC v. City of
San Diego (2017) 19 Cal.App.5th 161, 184 [quoting Citizens for Open Government v. City of Lodi
(2006) 144 Cal.App.4th 865, 874].) Exhaustion of administrative remedies is a jurisdictional
prerequisite and the doctrine “bar[s] suit by litigants who fail to employ it.” (Id. [quoting Tahoe Vista
Concerned Citizens v. County of Placer (2000) 81 Cal.App.4th 577, 590].) “Because this exhaustion
requirement depends on the availability of a remedy within the administrative proceeding,” a court
must examine the procedures of the administrative proceedings. (Id. at 185.) The City maintains that
Petitioners’ Planning Code challenges must be denied for failure to exhaust administrative remedies.
The Court agrees. Petitioners failed to comply with the Planning Code’s appeal procedures and never
raised their Planning Code challenges before the Board of Supervisor.

San Francisco’s municipal codes provide separate rights of appeal for CEQA determinations
and conditional use authorizations. Section 31.16 of the Administrative Code authorizes an appeal of
a CEQA exemption by submitting a letter to the Clerk of the Board stating the specific grounds for
appeal. (S.F. Admin. Code § 31.16(a)-(b).) Planning Code section 308.1 authorizes an appeal of a
conditional use authorization by timely filing a notice of appeal subscribed by either (i) the owners of
at least 20% of the property affected by the conditional use, as defined in the Planning Code, or (ii)
five members of the Board of Supervisors. (S.F. Planning Code § 308.1.) Section 308.1 does not
require that administrative appellants themselves own 20% of the affected property, only that they
either secure the support of a portion of the neighborhood, or in the alternative, five Supervisors. (See
id.) “[W]here an administrative remedy is provided by statute, relief must be sought from the
administrative body and this remedy exhausted before the courts will act.” (Park Area Neighbors v.

Town of Fairfax (1994) 29 Cal.App.4th 1442, 1447.)
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a. Petitioners failed to file an appeal to the Conditional Use Authorization.

The only notice of appeal filed with the Board of Supervisors was an August 4, 2017 letter
entitled “CEQA Appeal to San Francisco Board of Supervisors regarding the Planning Commission’s
Approval of a Conditional Use Authorization on [July] 6, 2017.” (AR 3354-3358.) The letter
complained of valet parking, public transit, parking, emergency access, and hours of operation. (AR
3354-3358.) In raising these issues, the authors wanted “to underscore the Planning Commission’s
wanton disregard” of “environmental issues raised” in a prior letter submitted by Petitioners’ counsel
Stephan C. Volker during the public comment period prior the Planning Commission’s hearing. (AR
3354, 3359-3370.) Although Mr. Volker’s letter during the public comment period raised challenges
to the S.F. Planning Code, authors of the August 4 letter to the Board of Supervisors stated that
“Stephan Volker’s attached letter to the Planning Commission dated July 5th, 2017, presents a detailed
legal explanation as to why Paul Scott’s application for a Conditional Use Authorization for Julius’
Castle should not have been treated as exempt from CEQA.” (AR 3354.) The letter concludes by
urging the Board of Supervisors to “recognize, first and foremost, that [the] project should not have
been deemed exempt from CEQA, and that an EIR is necessary.” (AR 3358.)

Petitioners urge the Court to find that the August 4 letter incorporated all claims made by Mr.
Volker’s July 5 letter. The Court rejects Petitioners” argument. “In order to satisfy the exhaustion of
administrative remedies requirement, ‘the exact issue raised in the lawsuit must have been presented to
the administrative agency so that it will have had an opportunity to act and render the litigation
unnecessary.’” (Harrington v.. City of Davis (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th 420, 441 [quoting Resource
Defense Fund v. Local Agency Formation Com. (1987) 191 Cal.App.3d 886, 894].) “Generalized
objections are not sufficient to preserve specific legal and factual issues for judicial review.” (/d.
[citing Coalition for Student Action v. City of Fullerton (1984) 153 Cal.App.3d 1194, 1197].)

In Harrington, a petitioner challenged the City of Davis’ approval of a conditional use permit
to build office spaces under the City of Davis’ Building Code. (/d. at 423.) Among other things,
petitioner argued that the City of Davis failed to make adequate findings as to accessible parking. (Id.)
Under the City of Davis’ Building Code, altered portions of existing buildings required accessible

parking. (/d. at 440.) Although petitioner raised general objections to the City of Davis’
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determination that accessible parking was not required, petitioner failed to specifically raise his
“alteration” argument at the administrative level. (Id. at 440-441.) The Harrington court concluded
that petitioner failed to exhaust administrative remedies and thus waived the argument on appeal. (/d.
at 442.)

In an attempt to deflect their failure to file an appeal of the conditional use authorization,
Petitioners conflate the separate appeals. The August 4th letter was titled and considered as an appeal
of the CEQA determination to the Board of Supervisors. (AR 186.) The August 4 letter makes no
mention of allegations regarding the Planning Code. Moreover, at the September 12, 2017 hearing
before the Board of Supervisors, no one raised a Planning Code challenge. (See AR 348-396.) Like
petitioner in Harrington, Petitioners’ CEQA appeal failed to challenge the City’s determination of
compliance with the Planning Code and the specific Planning Code challenges. Petitioners’ CEQA
appeal does not and cannot serve as an appeal of the conditional use authorization. (See Clews Land
and Livestock, LLC v. City of San Diego (2017) 19 Cal.App.5th 161, 187.) The July 5 letter, submitted
as an exhibit to the August 4 Board of Supervisor appeal does not cure the failure to comply with the
required Planning Commission’s process for planning challenges. The Court finds Petitioners failed to
properly exhaust its Planning Code challenge to the conditional use authorization at the administrative
level and therefore waived their challenge to the conditional use authorization.

b. Petitioners failed to comply with SF Planning Code section 308. 1.

Even if the August 4th letter can be deemed to satisfy the requirement of a timely filing of an
appeal to the conditional use authorization, Petitioners failed to exhaust their administrative remedies
in failing to comply with the procedural requirements set forth by S.F. Planning Code section 308.1.

The S.F. Planning Code governs San Francisco’s zoning laws, which includes the approval of
conditional use permits and the procedures for appealing such approvals. Section 308.1 requires the
timely filing of a “written notice of appeal” to the Board of Supervisors within 30 days after the
approval of a conditional use authorization by the Planning Commission and, more importantly, “[t]he
notice of appeal shall be subscribed by either (i) the owners of at least 20% of the property affected by
the proposed amendment or Conditional Use or (ii) five members of the Board of Supervisors.”

(Planning Code § 308.1 (b).)
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The August 4 letter was signed by three neighbors: Gordon Francis who represented a 9-unit
Home Owners Association located at 1451 Montgomery Street; Norman Laboe, a resident at 1310
Montgomery Street; and Dan Lorimer, a resident at 1315 Montgomery Street. (AR 3358.) There is no
evidence that the three authors of the letter were together owners of at least 20% of the property
affected by the conditional use permit, nor was the letter subscribed by five members of the Board of
Supervisors. Thus, the August 4 letter also failed to comply with SF Planning Code section 308.1 and
exhaustion of administrative remedies and procedures.

Alternatively, Petitioners contend the Planning Code procedures are so burdensome that it
precludes an effective administrative remedy, based on an assumption they would have failed to obtain
signatures of 20% of the surrounding property owners. In AIDS Healthcare Foundation, Inc. v. City
and County of San Francisco (N.D. Cal. 2016) 208 F.Supp.3d 1095 a federal district court held that
the procedural requirements of Planning Code section 308.1(b) provide a sufficient administrative
remedy so that failure to comply with its provisions barred a subsequent appeal. (Id. at 1103-1104.)
Plaintiffs in AIDS Healthcare challenged the decision of San Francisco’s Planning Commission to
deny a conditional use permit. (/d. at 1097.) However, the plaintiffs failed to appeal the Planning
Commission’s determination before the Board of Supervisors. (/d. at 1103.)

Asserting the identical argument as Petitioners assert here, the 4IDS Healthcare plaintiffs
argued that the procedural requirements of San Francisco’s Planning Code section 308.1(b) provided
an inadequate remedy because it “conditions the right to appeal on circumstances outside of the
appellant’s control.” (/d. at 1103.) In rejecting the plaintiffs’ argument, the federal district court
reasoned that “there [was] nothing on the record to show that [plaintiff] attempted to comply with the
requirements of Section 308.1(b) at all.” (Id.) Additionally, the City provided the federal court with
Board of Supervisor agendas showing conditional use appeals. (Id.)

Similar to the challengers in AIDS Healthcare, Petitioners failed to make any showing that they
attempted to comply with the procedural requirements of Planning Code section 308.1(b). There is no
evidence in the administrative record to support the conclusion that such procedural requirements

preclude an effective administrative remedy other than Petitioners’ assertion. Accordingly, the Court
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finds Petitioners failed to exhaust their administrative remedies as to the Planning Code challenges as
required by San Francisco Planning Code section 308.1.

Petitioners’ constitution claims are also misplaced. City of Long Beach v. Bozek (1982) 31
Cal.3d 527, which addresses malicious prosecution by a public agency, does not apply here.
Petitioners are not being penalized for suing the City, but they are not excused from the jurisdictional
prerequisites to their lawsuit, either. The Court is aware of no authority, and Petitioners have cited
none, that would exempt Petitioners from their obligation to exhaust the Section 308.1 remedy on
constitutional grounds. Section 308.1 is a reasonable requirement designed to avoid spurious appeals
of projects with the immediate neighborhood’s support. A project opponent must exhaust the remedy
under Section 308.1 to preserve its challenge for judicial review. Here, Petitioners’ failure to do so is
fatal to their cause of action challenging the project’s conditional use authorization. (Tahoe Vista
Concérnea’ Citizens v. County of Placer (2000) 81 Cal.App.4th 577, 589 [“the requirement of
exhaustion is a jurisdictional prerequisite, not a matter of judicial discretion.”].)

2, Planning Code Sections 186.3 and 303

While the Court need not reach the merits of Petitioner’s challenge to the conditional use
authorization, the Court nonetheless finds that the approval complies with the S.F. Planning Code, and
theréfore, Petitioners’ claim fails on the merits.

Petitioners challenge the City’s conditional use authorization, arguing that the City violated
Planning Code sections 186.3 and 303. The Court reviews a conditional use authorization for an abuse
of discretion. (Protect Telegraph Hill v. City and County of San Francisco (2017) 16 Cal.App.5th
261, 266.) An abuse is shown only where the agency has not proceeded in a manner required by law,
its decision is unsupported by findings, or findings are not supported by substantial evidence. (/d.)
Substantial evidence in the administrative record supports the City’s discretionary determination that
the Project fully complies with the Planning Code.

Planning Code section 186.3 states: “no conditional use shall be authorized” for a landmark
site “unless (1)such authorization conforms to the applicable provisions of Section 303 of this Code,
and (2) the specific use so authorized is essential to the feasibility of retaining and preserving the

landmark” of the Planning Code. (Planning Code § 186.3.) The plain language of section 186.3 (2) is
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easily satisfied. The proposed Project is the restoration of a historic restaurant which operated as a
restaurant at the same location for 84 years. It was designated as Landmark 121 in 1980 due to its
architectural uniqueness and because it was a prominent restaurant reflecting local Italian heritage.
There is substantial evidence that reinstatement and operation of the restaurant is essential to the
retention and preservation of its landmark status. Operation of the restored Julius Castle would be
subject to additional conditions agreed to by Mr. Scott and made part of the conditional use
authorization. (AR 11-15.)

Petitioners also contend that the City failed to comply with the various provisions of Planning
Code section 303, as required by Section 186.3(1). The Court addresses each Planning Code section
303 challenge in turn and finds substantial evidence supports the City’s determination. Moreover, the
prefatory language to these sections requires, in part, that the proposed project “will not be detrimental
to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.” In
approving the conditional use authorization, the Commission determined that the Project “will provide
desirable goods and services to the neighborhood and will provide resident employment opportunities
to those in the community” and further, “the return of a [r]estaurant use at this location will not result
in undesirable consequences.” (AR 7.) The reopening of Julius’ Castle “will return a service currently
unavailable in the neighborhood and contribute to its economic vitality by revitalizing a vacant

building.” (AR 5.)

a. Substantial Evidence Supports the City’s Planning Code section
303(c)(2) challenge.

Petitioners argue that the conditional use authorization does not comply with Planning Code

section 303(c)(2). Section 303(c)(2) states:

(c) Determination. After its hearing on the application, or upon the recommendation of the Director
of Planning that no hearing is required, the Planning Commission shall approve the application and
authorize a Conditional Use if the facts presented are such to establish:

(2) Such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property,
improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not
limited to the following:
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(B) The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such
traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading and of proposed alternatives to
off-street parking, including provisions of car-share parking spaces, as defined in Section 166 of this
Code.

(C) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust and
odor;

Petitioners’ objections are almost identical to Petitioners’ CEQA challenge.

On July 6, 2017, the Planning Department made specific findings as to Planning Code section
303. (See AR 4-5.) The City determined that “[t]he proposed project will not be detrimental to the
health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.” (AR 5.)
Addressing traffic objections, the City found that the Planning Code does not require parking for a
restaurant the size of the Project, and “[t]he proposed use should not generate significant amounts of
vehicular trips from the immediate neighborhood and traffic calming measures will be incorporated as
part of the Sponsor’s agreed-to operations plan.” (AR 5.) Further, “the owner is required to submit an
operations plan to the Planning Department prior to the first Site or Building Permit, including (1)
valet parking; (2) employee parking; and (3) customer access to the Restaurant (vehicular, public
transit, etc.)”. (AR 13-14.) With regard to the noise objections, restrictions as to hours of operations,
the prohibition of live music, limitations on garbage pick-up times, and constraints on deliveries
sufficiently mitigated any order or noise generated by Julius’ Castle operating as a restaurant. (AR 5,
14-15.) Compliance with the city Noise Ordinance was required and odor controls were required as
well as implementation of cleaning or odor control equipment to ensure any noxious or offensive
odors would be prevented. (AR 13.) A further additional agreement was reached between the owner
and residents to restrict hours of operation for the roof terrace, employee parking, and limits placed on
the size of delivery trucks accessing the site. (AR 61, 67.)

The Commission made a determination that “the Project is not consistent with the stated
purposed (sic) of RH-3 Districts, but pursuant to Planning Code section 186.5, the use is permitted as
it conforms to the applicable provisions of Section 308 and is essential to the feasibility or retaining
and preserving City Landmark No. 121: Julius Castle.” (AR 6.) The Court finds that substantial

evidence supports the City’s determination that the Project is consistent with the mandate of Planning
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Code sections 303(c)(2)(B) and 303(c)(2)(C). There is substantial evidence to support the City’s
determination that the Project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity or injurious to property. The Court finds that the

City did not abuse its discretion in approving the conditional use authorization.

b. The Court declines to disturb the City’s balancing of interests in
applying Planning Code section 303(c)(4).

Petitioners argue that the City did not comply with Planning Code section 303(c)(4). Section
303(c)(4) states:

(c) Determination. After its hearing on the application, or upon the recommendation of the Director
of Planning that no hearing is required, the Planning Commission shall approve the application and
authorize a Conditional Use if the facts presented are such to establish:

(4) Such use or feature as proposed will provide development that is in conformity with the stated
purpose of the applicable Use District.

The area in which Julius Castle is located is zoned as RH-3, a residential use district. Under Planning
Code section 209.1, the purpose of residential housing districts is to “recognize, protect, conserve and
enhance areas characterized by dwellings in the form of houses.” (Planning Code section 209.1.) The
section also notes that “nonresidential uses are more common in these areas than in RH-2 Districts.”
Petitioners object that Julius® Castle thwarts this purpose and that a restaurant is not compatible with
the purpose of a residential housing district. Petitioners ignore Planning Code section 186.3 (Non-
residential Uses in Landmark Buildings in RH and RM Districts). The Planning Department

acknowledged:

The Project is not consistent with the stated purpose of RH-3 Districts, but pursuant to Planning
Code Section 186.3, this use is permitted as it conforms to the applicable provisions of Section 303
and is essential to the feasibility or retaining and preserving City Landmark No. 121: Julius’ Castle.

(AR 6.)

The Planning Department made a specific finding that opening Julius’ Castle will “return a
service currently unavailable in the neighborhood and contribute to its economic vitality by
revitalizing a vacant building.” (AR 5.) The City is entitled to weigh competing interests when
determining whether Julius® Castle conforms to the purpose of the RH-3 Districts. “An action,
program, or project is consistent with the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the
objectives and policies of the general plan and not obstruct their attainment.” (San Francisco
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Tomorrow v. City and County of San Francisco (2014) 229 Cal.App.4th 498, 513-14 [quoting Friends
of Lagoon Valley v. City of Vacaville (2007) 154 Cal.App.4th 807, 817].) “State law does not require
perfect conformity between a proposed project and the applicable general plan.” (/d.) “[T]he
government agency must be allowed to weigh and balance the plan’s policies when applying them,
and it has broad discretion to construe its policies in light of the plan’s purposes.” (Id. at 515 [quoting
Pfeiffer v. City of Sunnyvale City Council (2011) 200 Cal.App.4th 1552, 1563].) The Court reviews
the City’s determination for an abuse of discretion. (See id. at 515-16.)

In Protect Telegraph Hill v. City and County of San Francisco, supra, 16 Cal.App.5th,
petitioners challenged a conditional use approval of a residential building on the grounds that it did not
comply with San Francisco’s general plan, which stated: “That our parks and open space and their
access to sunlight and vistas be protected from development.” (Id. at 274 [quoting Planning Code §
101.1(b)(8)].) Petitioners argued that a stairway leading to a park would be obscured by the project
and would thus be in conflict with the general plan. (Id.) The court held that the conditional use
approval was not an abuse of discretion because “San Francisco’s general plan are not strictly
construed and their application necessarily involves a weighing and balancing of interests.” (/d.
[citing San Francisco Tomorrow v. City and County of San Francisco, supra, 229 Cal.App.4th at
520].)

The City properly considered whether Julius® Castle would be in conformity with the RH
district. Although the City determined it was not consistent with the purpose of RH-3, it weighed the
non-conformity with its landmark status and compliance with section 303. The Court declines to
disturb the City’s balancing of competing interests.

G The project does not violate Planning Code section 303(0).

Petitioners claim that Julius’ Castle does not comply with Planning Code section 303(0)
because as the only commercial space in the area, Julius’ Castle necessarily exceeds the 25%

threshold. Section 303(0) states:

Eating and Drinking Uses. With regard to a Conditional Use authorization application for a
Restaurant, Limited-Restaurant and Bar use the Planning Commission shall consider, in addition to
the criteria set forth in subsection (c) above, the existing concentration of eating and drinking uses
in the area. Such concentration should not exceed 25% of the total commercial frontage as
measured in linear feet within the immediate area of the subject site except as otherwise provided in
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this subsection (0) . . . For purpose of this Section 303 of this Code, the immediate area shall be
defined as all properties located within 300” of the subject property and also located within the same
zoning district.
The Planning Department stated the following:

Within a 300-foot radius, there are no other eating and drinking uses, and no other commercial
properties. Although this results in a concentration of over 25% of the total commercial frontage as
measured in linear feet within 300 of the subject property and also with the RH-3 District (since the
subject property is the only commercial property within 300”), the historic concentration of eating

and drinking uses will not be affected in this neighborhood as a result of this project, since this
property was built as a Restaurant in 1923.

(AR at6.)

Petitioners argue that the Planning Department clearly found that Julius® Castle would violate
section 303(0). The Court disagrees with Petitioners’ interpretation of section 303(0). Section 303(0)
simply requires that Planning Commission to “consider” existing eating and drinking in the area and
that the concentration “should not” exceed 25%. From the plain language of section 303(0), it was
well within the Planning Commission’s discretion to allow an establishment to exceed 25% of
commercial frontage. Additionally, section 303(0)’s purpose is to prevent bars and restaurants from
monopolizing available commercial space in a particular neighborhood, not to prevent a single
restaurant from operating where none exists, as Petitioners suggest. If the Court were to adopt
Petitioners’ interpretation, no new restaurants could be built in neighborhoods not already populated
by substantial commercial use. Where more than one statutory construction is arguably possible, a
court should favor the construction that leads to a more reasonable result. (Webster v. Superior Court
(1988) 46 Cal.3d 338, 343.) Moreover, authorizing use of Julius Castle as a restaurant is “essential to
the feasibility of retaining and preserving the landmark.” (S.F. Planning Code § 186.3.) The
restoration of Julius’ Castle restaurant where it has been since 1923, pre-dating most of the restaurants
in this neighborhood, would not negatively affect other eating and drinking establishments. Therefore,
the Court finds substantial evidence in the record to support the conditional use authorization and
consistency with Section 303(0).

B. CEQA

When a court reviews “an agency’s compliance with CEQA in the course of its legislation or
quasi-legislative actions, the court’s inquiry ‘shall extend only to whether there was a prejudicial abuse

of discretion.”” (Protect Telegraph Hill v. City and County of San Francisco, supra, 16 Cal.App.5th at
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265[quoting Pub. Resources Code (CEQA) § 21168.5].) “Such an abuse is established “if the agency
has not proceeded in a manner required by law or if the determination or decision is not supported by

29

substantial evidence.”” (/d. [quoting Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth, Inc. v. City of
Rancho Cordova (2007) 40 Cal.4th 412, 426].) The court “determine[s] whether the administrative
record is free of any legal error and contains substantial evidence to support the agency’s factual
findings.” (Id.) “Under that relatively deferential standard of review . . . reviewing courts, after
resolving all evidentiary conflicts in the agency’s favor and indulging in all legitimate and reasonable
inferences to uphold the agency’s finding must affirm that finding if there is any substantial evidence,
contradicted or uncontracted, to support it.” (Berkeley Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015)
60 Cal.4th 1086, 1114-1115 (Berkeley Hillside I).)

CEQA applies, not just to public projects, but also to private activities “requiring a government
permit or similar entitlement.” (Berkeley Hillside I at 1100 [citing Friends of Mammoth v. Board of
Supervisors (1972) 8 Cal.3d 247, 259].) Under CEQA, certain “classes of projects do not have a
significant effect on the environment” and are “categorically exempt from the requirement for
preparation of the environmental documents.” (Cal. Code Regs. (Guidelines) § 15300.) The
Guidelines enumerate thirty-three classes of exempt projects. (See Guidelines § 15301-15333.)
Relevant to this petition are “Class 3” exemptions under Guidelines section 15303, which states in
part:

Class 3 consists of . . . the conversion of existing small structures from one use to another where

only minor modifications are made in the exterior of the structure. . . . Examples of this exemption

include but are not limited to:

(c) A store, motel, office, restaurant or similar structure . . .. In urbanized areas, the exemption also

applies to up to four such commercial buildings not exceeding 10,000 square feet in floor area on

sites zoned for such use . . . where all necessary public service and facilities are available and the
surrounding area is not environmentally sensitive.

(Guidelines § 15303(c).)

It is undisputed that Julius’ Castle is a “restaurant . . . not exceeding 10,000 square feet in floor
area.” (Guidelines § 15303(c).) Petitioners take the position that the project is not exempt
because Julius’ Castle is located in an area zoned for residential use and thus a restaurant is not “zoned

for such use” within the meaning of Guidelines section 15303(c). Petitioners’ zoning arguments have
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been discussed previously. As explained above, Petitioners failed to exhaust their administrative
remedies in the Planning Code challenges. Petitioners also failed to timely appeal the conditional use
authorization. (AR 2-10.) However, even if the Court reached the merits, substantial evidence
supports the City’s zoning determination under Planning Code Sections 186.3 and 303. Thus, the
Court rejects Petitioners’ assertion that Julius® Castle is not properly zoned for use as a restaurant.

Petitioners assert that Julius’ Castle is not categorically exempt because the condition that “all
necessary public services and facilities are available” has not been met. (Guidelines § 15303(c).)
Petitioners contend that lack of vehicular access and parking result in the failure to meet this condition,
but offer no authority in support of their contention. CEQA Guidelines do not define what constitutes
“necessary public services and facilities,” but should this include vehicular access and parking,
substantial evidence contained in the record indicates that the Project is accessible by various modes of
transportation, public and private. (AR 8, 31.) The record demonstrates that the Project location is
directly on Montgomery Street, a public street and is adjoined by other public streets with street
parking. On-site parking is not required given the square footage of the restaurant. The owner has
agreed to provide an operational plan for traffic to address neighbors’ concerns as part of the
conditional use authorization. (AR 13.) Street parking is available in the surrounding streets in the
Telegraph Hill area, within walking distance to the restaurant. The adequacy of existing roads and
parking in the neighborhood is not a CEQA issue. (California Building Industry Assn. v. Bay Area
Quality Management District (2013) 62 Cal; 4th 369, 386).

Public services may also include availability of transportation to the location. The Project is
located within a half-mile walking distance of eight Muni lines with services operating on weekday,
weekends, and evenings. While Petitioner objects that the transit stops require walking up stairs or
hills, that is not unusual in San Francisco’s hilly topography. With regards to Petitioners’ concern for
the availability of emergency services, the Planning Department contacted the San Francisco Fire
Department, which determined that the Fire Department expects to adequately access the Project site,
as it has in the past when responding to emergencies. (AR 182.)

Substantial evidence supports the City’s findings that all necessary public services and

facilities, including vehicular access and parking, are available. Petitioners offer no other argument
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regarding Julius’ Castle’s status as an exempt class under Guidelines section 15303(c). The Court
finds that substantial evidence in the record exists to support the Class 3 exemption.

1. Unusual Circumstances Exception

The substance of Petitioners’ CEQA challenge, is that an “unusual circumstance” exists which
vitiates the categorical exemption determination. “[TThe Legislature, through the Guidelines, intended
to enumerate classes of projects that are exempt from CEQA because, notwithstanding their potential
effect on the environment, they already ‘have been determined not to have a significant effect on the
environment.”” (Berkeley Hillside I, supra, 60 Cal.4th at 1102 [quoting Guidelines § 21084].)
However, Guidelines section 15300.2(c) creates an exception to categorical exemption when a project,

despite falling within a categorical exemption, has a significant environmental effect:

Significant Effect. A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a

reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to

unusual circumstances.

(Guidelines § 15300.2(c) [emphasis added].) Petitioners argue that should Julius’ Castle re-open, it
would create “unusual circumstances,” triggering Guidelines section 15300.2(c)’s exception to
categorical exemption.

Review of an agency’s unusual circumstance determination is a two-prong test and “a party
challenging the exemption has the burden of producing evidence supporting an exception.” (Protect
Telegraph Hill v. City and County of San Francisco, supra, 16 Cal.App.Sth at 270 [quoting Berkeley
Hillside I, supra, 60 Cal.4th at 1105.) Under the first prong, a reviewing court must first determine
whether substantial evidence supports an agency’s finding of no unusual circumstances. (See Berkeley
Hillside Preservation v. City of Berkeley (2015) 241 Cal.App.4th 943, 953-54 (Berkeley Hillside II)
[citing Berkeley Hillside I, supra, 60 Cal.4th at 1114-1115].) If the reviewing court concludes
substantial evidence supports the agency’s findings, it need not go further and no further inquiry is
necessary. (See Id. at 958 [citing Berkeley Hillside I, supra, 60 Cal.4th at 1115]; see Walters v. City of
Redondo Beach (2016) 1 Cal.App.5th 809, 822 fn. 5.) However, if the finding is not supported by
substantial evidence then a reviewing court must determine under the second prong whether
substantial evidence supports a “fair argument” of a reasonable possibility of a significant effect on the
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environment due to the unusual circumstances. (Berkeley Hillside II, supra, 241 Cal.App.4th at 953-
54.) If a reviewing court under the second prong determines that substantial evidence supports a fair
argument of a significant effect, the reviewing court “may order the preparation of an EIR only if the
agency lacks discretion to apply another exemption or to issue a negative declarati(;n, mitigated or
otherwise.” (Berkeley Hillside I, supra, 60 Cal.4th at 1122.)

As an alternative to the two-prong test, “a challenger ‘may establish an unusual circumstance
with evidence that the project will have a significant environmental effect.”” (Walters v. City of
Redondo Beach, supra, 1 Cal.App.5th at 820 [quoting Berkeley Hillside I, supra, 60 Cal.4th at 1105].)
“But a challenger must establish more than just a fair argument that the project will have a significant
environmental effect. . . . A party challenging the exemption, must show that the project will have a
significant environmental impact.” (/d. [quoting Citizens for Environmental Responsibility v. State ex
rel. 14th Dist. Ag. Assn. (2015) 242 Cal.App.4th 555, 574 (Citizens)].) If a challenger can demonstrate
“by substantial evidence that a project will have a significant effect on the environment” the challenger
satisfies both prongs of the unusual circumstances test outlined above. (Id. [quoting Citizens, supra,
242 Cal.App.4th at 576].)

Petitioners argue that the restaurant’s location, in a residential neighborhood, at the end of a
narrow street, with limited neighborhood parking constitutes unusual circumstances and thus an
exception to the exemption. The Court concludes that under the first prong, substantial evidence
supports the City findings that no unusual circumstances exist. As such, the Court need not reach the
second prong. In addition, under the alternative approach, Petitioners fail to establish that re-opening
Julius® Castle will have a significant environmental impact.

Although “the Guidelines do not define ‘unusual circumstances’ . . . a party can show an
unusual circumstance by demonstrating that the project has some characteristic or feature that
distinguishes it from others in the exempt class, such as its size or location.” (Walters v. City of
Redondo Beach, supra, 1 Cal.App.5th at 809 [citing Berkeley Hillside I, supra, 60 Cal.4th at 1105].)
“The presence of comparable facilities supports [an] implied finding that there were no ‘unusual

circumstances’ precluding a categorical exemption.” (/d. [quoting Bloom v. McGurk (1994) 26
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Cal.App.4th 1307, 1316].) In addition, “[t]he general effects of an operating business, such as noise,
parking and traffic, cannot serve as unusual circumstances in and of themselves.” (Id.)

In Walters, for example, the court held that a proposed car wash and coffee shop did not create
“unusual circumstances” within the meaning of Guidelines section 15300.2. (Id. at 826.) A previous
car wash and snack shack operated for approximately thirty-six years before ceasing operation after it
fell into disrepair, at the very same location of the proposed car wash and coffee shop. (/d. at 814.)
The location ceased functioning as a car wash for a period of over ten years before the owners
demolished the existing structures and proposed to build a new high-end car wash and coffee shop.
(Id.) The local agency granted a conditional use permit and found that the new car wash and coffee
shop were categorically exempt under Guidelines section 15303(c). (/d) Challengers appealed the
determination, arguing that the proposed car wash and coffee shop created unusual circumstances
because of the residential nature of the surrounding properties. (Id. at 162.) The challengers argued
that the proposed car wash’s vacuums and blowers would create too much noise. (/d. at 823-824.)
They also asserted that the “proposed car wash and coffee shop would adversely impact local traffic
and pose public safety concerns around the immediate area due to the small lot size, site congestion,
traffic bottlenecks, and other issues.” (/d. at 825.)

The Walters court determined that there was “nothing particularly unusual about the proposed
car wash and coffee shop.” (Id. at 821.) “The evidence established that there are many other car
washes in the surrounding area, including a car wash within a minute’s drive from the project site, five
car washes within two miles and 12 car washes within a 10-minute drive.” (/d.) More importantly,
“the site itself was a car wash and snack bar for nearly 40 years, strongly suggesting that the
circumstances are not the least bit unusual.” (/d.) The court further held that the challengers failed to
identify substantial evidence of an unusual circumstance because their complaints were about normal
activities associated with projects that fell within the Guidelines section 15303(c)’s exemption. (See
id. at 821-22.) For example, in response to the challengers’ assertion that large air blower and other
outside activities seven days a week makes a car wash unusual, the court noted that “[r]estaurants and
stores routinely have outside activities such as sidewalk displays, outdoor seating for customers or

drive-through windows.” (Id. at 821.) The court reasoned that “general effects” of operating a
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business within a categorically exempt class could not be the basis of an unusual circumstance. (Id. at
821-22.) The court held that challengers failed to identify any substantial evidence demonstrating
unusual circumstances. (/d. at 822.)

As in Walters, the most compelling fact supporting the City’s conclusion that reopening Julius’
Castle as a restaurant does not constitute “unusual circumstances™ is that it operated as a restaurant in
the very same location under the same name for 84 years. Moreover, although no restaurants operate
in the immediate area, the Neighborhood Commercial Districts of the North Beach neighborhood is
located approximately five blocks away, which is home to “eating, drinking, and entertainment
establishments [that] remain open into the evening to serve a much wider trade area and attract many
tourists.” (Planning Code § 722; see AR at 49; see Planning Code §§ 701-702.) Planning Code
section 722 notes the proliferation of restaurants and bars in the Neighborhood Commercial Districts
of North Beach. (See Planning Code § 722.) Furthermore, Coit Memorial Tower designated as a City
Landmark No. 165 in 1984 (see Planning Code, art. 10, appen. A) is located within a stone’s throw of
where Julius’ Castle is located. (AR at 49-50, 57-58.)

Similar to the circumstances in Walters, Julius® Castle is not unusual because it will operate as
a restaurant in the same manner as it has for 84 years, utilizing the same name, location, and function.
Although located in a residential neighborhood, the neighborhood itself is within close proximity to
other restaurants and bars. Moreover, the neighborhood abuts another iconic City landmark (Coit
Tower), which attracts tourists at all hours. In San Francisco, re-opening Julius’ Castle is not the least
bit unusual or unique considering San Francisco is “a city of outstanding and unique places.” (Protect
Telegraph Hill v. City and County of San Francisco, supra, 16 Cal.App.5th 261, 274.)

Reinstatement of Julius’ Castle as a restaurant in the same building, with the same function it
has had over 84 years does not constitute an “unusual circumstance.” Petitioners’ CEQA claims of
“unusual circumstances” are exactly the kind of “general effects” one would expect in operating a
restaurant in an urban environment. The Court finds substantial evidence in the record to support the
city’s finding of no “unusual circumstances.”

Petitioners also fail to identify evidence demonstrating that re-opening will have a significant

effect on the environment. Specifically, Petitioners point to (1) limited vehicular access and increased
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traffic, (2) difficulty parking, and (3) the probable noise impacts. The Court examines each of these
specific challenges in turn.
a. Vehicular Access and Traffic

Julius’ Castle is located on a cul-de-sac where Montgomery Street terminates. (AR 50, 180.)
The one-and-a-half blocks south of Julius’ Castle are divided by an impassable median, leaving two
one-way residential streets with steep grades. (AR 50, 55,181.) Drivers driving north on Montgomery
Street must make a 180 degree turn to drive south before they reach the cul-de-sac. (AR 50,55,181.)
Petitioners maintain that cul-de-sac is an active parking area and once Julius’ Castle begins operating
again, there is a potential that traffic will become congested and worsen vehicular access to the
neighborhood. Petitioner also argues that increased traffic will negatively impact air quality and create
pedestrian hazards. According to Petitioners, given the unique street layout, these potential traffic
issues create unusual circumstances. The Court disagrees.

For the eight decades that Julius’ Castle operated as a restaurant, the dead-end cul-de-sac has
been an unchanged feature of that particular neighborhood. As noted earlier, when Montgomery
Street was still a dirt road, Julius Roz built a turntable in the 1930s which was operated by one of his
employees. (AR 1185.) Additionally, steep and narrow streets are ubiquitous in San Francisco. (AR
81) So too is traffic congestion, especially in the North Beach/Telegraph Hill neighborhoods where
tourists flock towards the businesses near Washington Square and make regular visits to Coit Tower.
(See AR 181-182.) As the Planning Department determined: “One-way streets and streets that ‘dead-
end,” coupled with steep slopes, are . . . not unusual in San Francisco, which is a city with several
hills.” (AR 181.) The Planning Department found that the street configuration was “an existing
condition of the project, and it is not a result of the proposed project.” (AR 181.) In making the
determination that the Project site, surrounding physical terrain, and noises associated with restaurants
are not unusual, the City relied on opinions of expert planning personnel in defined areas of expertise.
Accordingly, substantial evidence supports the City’s determination that potential traffic issues do not
create an unusual circumstance.

In support of their contentions regarding traffic, Petitioners point to a generic 2002

Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines chart from the Planning Department to calculate the
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Project’s projected vehicle trips. (AR 2854-2855.) Petitioners fail to adequately demonstrate the 2002
chart’s relevance to the current conditions of the Project (including the conditions imposed in the
conditional use authorization) and provide little foundation for the calculation. Petitioners’ reliance on
the opinion of a neighbor who is a real estate developer, opining that re-opening Julius’ Castle could
generate 450 vehicles a day, is a lay opinion unsupported by demonstrated training and experience as a
traffic or transportation expert. Petitioners rely upon an assumption of valet parking, which is not part
of the proposed Project. This is in contrast to Walters where the challengers provided opinions of a
traffic expert who concluded the car wash and coffee shop would adversely impact traffic and result in
pedestrian hazards. (Walters v. City of Redondo Beach (2016) 1 Cal.App.5th 809, 825.) Challengers’
evidence was contradicted by the respondent’s expert. (/d.) The Walters court concluded that “at
best” the evidence suggested possible periodic negative effects on traffic, but such a showing was well
below the threshold of demonstrating “the project actually will have a significant impact on the
environment,” and denied the petitioners’ challenge. (Id. at 826.)

To bolster their position, Petitioners present anecdotal evidence from neighbors who speculate
that people would speed down Montgomery Street and that its peculiar turns and narrow sidewalks
would create pedestrian hazards. (See AR 143-144, 147-148, 151, 163.) Under Public Resources
§21099 (a)(4), the Project qualifies as an infill project and as such, traffic congestion and parking are
not environmental impacts under CEQA.

Under CEQA, significant effect on the environment means “a substantial or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project.”
(Guidelines §15382.) The evidence presented by Petitioner is well below the threshold of showing
that Julius’ Castle will have an actual significant effect on the environment. Petitioners offer no
evidence that the street conditions around that portion of Montgomery Street have significantly
changed since Julius’ Castle first closed in 2007. Anecdotal evidence about traffic and lay opinions
are speculative, unsubstantiated opinions, unsupported by studies or expert opinion. (Public Resources
Code §21082.2) Opinions that “something ‘potentially... may occur’ do not constitute substantial
evidence necessary to invoke an exception to a categorical exemption.” (Hines v. Cal. Coastal Com.

(2010) 186 Cal.App.4th 830, 857 [quoting Magan v. County of Kings (2002) 105 Cal.App.4th 468,
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477] (internal citations omitted).) Therefore, Petitioner failed to meet their burden in demonstrating
that re-opening Julius’ Castle will have a significant effect on the environment under Guidelines
section 15300.2(c). Substantial evidence supports the City’s CEQA determination.
b. Limited Parking
Petitioners assert that re-opening Julius’ Castle will create difficult parking, creating an
unusual circumstance. Substantial evidence supports the City’s determination that potential parking
issues do not create an unusual circumstance. The Planning Department stated the following regarding

parking:

In San Francisco, on-street parking is prevalent, a parking lane (for parallel parking) is typically 8
feet wide, and a standard driving lane is around 10 to 12 feet wide, so these segments of
Montgomery Street are not unusual in their configuration. . . Restaurants without on-site parking
along streets that have on-street parking are ubiquitous in San Francisco.

(AR 181.)

Petitioners argue that the City’s parking determination is incorrect because Julius’ Castle will
likely utilize valet parking given the constrained parking already plaguing the neighborhood. As
stated in their opening brief, Petitioners make the following contention: “For each valet-parked car
that is parked at an off-site location, the following trips occur on Montgomery Street: (1) the trip in for
the owner of the car; (2) the trip down the remote parking lot by the valet; (3) one round trip (i.e., two
trips on Montgomery Street) by another valet to pick up the valet at the off-site parking lot; (4) a
second round-trip (i.e., two more trips on Montgomery Street) to drop the valet at the car; (5) a trip
back to the restaurant with the car; and (6) one trip out for the owner of the car.” (Petitioners’
Opening Brief at 17.) According to Petitioners, this would result in a total of eight car trips and would
result in a four-fold increase in cars traveling on Montgomery Street. However, given that valet
parking is not part of the proposed project, the Court declines to entertain Petitioners’ arguments
regarding valet parking.

“[A] finding of environmental impacts must be based on the proposed project as actually
approved and may not be based on unapproved activities that opponents assert will be necessary
because the project, as approved, cannot be built.” (Berkeley Hillside I, supra, 60 Cal.4that 1119.) In

Berkeley Hillside I, petitioners asserted that the building of a home would likely have a significant
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environmental impact due to seismic lurching caused by oversteepened “side-hill fills.” (/d.)
However, the project as approved did not involve “side-hill fills.” (Id.) The Supreme Court held that
“if a proposed project cannot be built as approved, then the project’s proponents will have to seek
approval of any additional activities and, at that time, will have to address the potential environmental
effects of those additional activities.” (Id.) As a matter of law, petitioner’s evidence was insufficient
because it was based on potential effects of unapproved activities under the premise that the project
could not be built as approved. (Id.)

Like the “side-hill fill” assertion in Berkeley Hillside I, the Julius’ Castle Project as approved
by the City does not include valet parking. During the appeal before the Board of Supervisors, a
Planning Department representative stated that “[m]any of the appellant’s concerns are related to valet
service. Please note that valet service is not part of the proposed project.” (AR 373.) If Julius’ Castle
wishes to have valet service in the future, it would be the subject of an entirely different permitting and
review process. (See AR 375-376.) As a matter of law, Petitioners’ valet parking assertions cannot be
the subject of review in this instant petitioner.

& Noise Impacts

Petitioners also complain of the potential noise impacts that would occur if Julius’ Castle is re-
opened. Petitioners rely on Lewis v. Seventeenth Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1985) 165 Cal.App.3d 823
(Lewis) for the proposition that increased noise levels constitute an unusual circumstance worthy of
environmental review. Petitioners also take the position that the mitigation measures imposed by the
City are evidence of the probable noise impacts. The Court disagrees.

As stated earlier, “a finding of environmental impacts must be based on the proposed project as
actually approved.” (Berkeley Hillside I, supra, 60 Cal.4th at119; Walters v. City of Redondo Beach,
supra, 1 Cal.App.5th at 824.) In Walters, the court determined that measures taken to dampen the
sound of car wash blowers and vacuums were not mitigation measures, but part of the project as
approved. (Walters v. City of Redonda Beach, supra, 1 Cal.App.5th at 824.) Here, as part of the
approval process Mr. Scott agreed to a number of restrictions in operating the restaurant to minimize
potential noise levels. The project as approved is subject to the following restrictions: the restaurant

cannot operate later than 10:00 pm; the roof terrace will be closed by 9:00 pm; live music is
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prohibited; trash and recycling must be picked up no earlier than 6:30 am; and delivery hours for the
restaurant’s inventory can occur between 8:00 am and 5:00 pm. (AR 14-15, 4443.) These restrictions
were made part of the conditional use authorization. Thus, in reviewing Julius’ Castle, the Court
considers these restrictions as it relates to Petitioners’ complaints about noise.

Petitioners’ complaints about noise involve the type of noise associated with operating a
restaurant. The Planning Department made express findings regarding noise impacts, stating “[t]he
project site is located within a dense urban environment with a diverse number and type of uses within
the area . . . [t]he operational noises associated with a restaurant use are typical of this dense urban
environment. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in ambient
noise levels . . .” (AR at 183.) Moreover, Commissioner Moore commented on the complaints about
potential noise at the July 6, 2017 hearing before the Planning Commission: “That is city life. We are
not living in the suburbs where everything has to be quiet at all time. We’re just not living that way.”
(AR 4501.) The Court finds that substantial evidence supports the City’s determination that potential
noise does not constitute unusual circumstances.

Moreover, Petitioners’ reliance on Lewis is misguided. Lewis involved dust and noise created
by a high-powered stock-car racetrack near residential homes. (Lewis, supra, 165 Cal.Ap.3d at 826.)
In distinguishing Lewis, the Walters court noted, “it is axiomatic that a car racetrack is far more
unusual next to a residential neighborhood than the continuation of a long-standing car wash on the
corner of a busy intersection near residential properties.” (/d. at 822 [citing Citizens, supra, 242
Cal.App.4th at 584-585].) More importantly, the Walters court held that Lewis could not be relied
upon because the Lewis court focused solely on the significant effect prong. (/d.) The Court declines
to rely on Lewis. A restaurant, while generating some noise, does not reach the decibels of high-speed
stock cars.

Similar to their arguments regarding traffic, Petitioners offer the opinion of neighbors to
support their noise argument. The evidence that Petitioners rely upon are taken from public comments
made by a small number of neighbors who opposed approval of the project. The complaints mainly
concern the type of noise that emanate from most restaurants, such as the sounds of the kitchen, staff

taking breaks, and customers arriving and leaving. (See AR at 157-158.) Some neighbors complained
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about the rooftop terrace and hours operations while others complained about the potential noise from
garbage trucks emptying bottles and the sound of delivery trucks bringing inventory. (AR at 143, 151,
157-158, 163.) Many of these complaints are alleviated by the agreed upon restrictions outlined
above, which were incorporated into the conditional use authorization and will be monitored and
enforced by the Planning Department. In light of the City’s findings regarding noise, the Court
concludes that Petitioners fall well short of demonstrating Julius’ Castle will have a significant
environmental effect due to noise.

The Court finds substantial evidence supporting the City’s finding of no unusual

circumstances. Accordingly, the Court affirms the City’s categorical exemption determination.

IV.  CONCLUSION

The Court finds that substantial evidence supports the Julius® Castle’s categorical exemption.
The Court also holds that Respondents complied with CEQA’s procedural requirements. For the
reasons set forth above, the Petition for Writ of Mandamus is DENIED in its entirety.

Accordingly:

1a Final judgment shall be, and hereby is, entered in favor of Respondents on all claims set
forth in the Petition for Writ of Mandamus.

2. Respondents are the prevailing parties in this action. Respondents may recover their
costs of suit from Petitioners by timely filing a memorandum of costs. Petitioners retain the right to
file a timely motion to strike or tax costs.

3. Respondents shall provide notice of this order and judgment.

IT IS SO ORDERED.

Dated:

Hon. Cynthia Ming-mei Lee
JUDGE OF THE SUPERIOR COURT
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $25 MILLION DONATION TO HELP REALIZE
INDIA BASIN PROJECT

Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 1:20:11 PM

Attachments: 3.19.19 India Basin.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,

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, March 19, 2019 12:48 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $25 MILLION DONATION TO
HELP REALIZE INDIA BASIN PROJECT

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, March 19, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $25 MILLION
DONATION TO HELP REALIZE INDIA BASIN PROJECT

Project will transform a vacant industrial lot in the Southeastern neighborhood into the City’s
newest park

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced a $25 million donation from
the John Pritzker Family Fund to support the India Basin Park Restoration Project. The gift is
the single largest private donation in history to a San Francisco park and will kickstart the
remediation, community engagement, design and construction phases of the project, which
will renovate three City-owned sites to create a unified waterfront park space in San
Francisco’s southeastern neighborhood.

“This park is an important investment in the Bayview Hunters Point community and a big step
in creating equity when it comes to healthy neighborhoods in our city,” said Mayor Breed.
“All San Franciscans deserve a beautiful, safe place to gather, exercise and play. This donation
will help achieve a measure of environmental justice for our southeastern neighborhoods and
create a beautiful new space for generations to come.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, March 19, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES $25 MILLION
DONATION TO HELP REALIZE INDIA BASIN PROJECT

Project will transform a vacant industrial lot in the Southeastern neighborhood into the City’s
newest park

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced a $25 million donation from the
John Pritzker Family Fund to support the India Basin Park Restoration Project. The gift is the
single largest private donation in history to a San Francisco park and will kickstart the
remediation, community engagement, design and construction phases of the project, which will
renovate three City-owned sites to create a unified waterfront park space in San Francisco’s
southeastern neighborhood.

“This park is an important investment in the Bayview Hunters Point community and a big step in
creating equity when it comes to healthy neighborhoods in our city,” said Mayor Breed. “All San
Franciscans deserve a beautiful, safe place to gather, exercise and play. This donation will help
achieve a measure of environmental justice for our southeastern neighborhoods and create a
beautiful new space for generations to come.”

The India Basin Restoration Project consists of the renovation of a vacant industrial lot at 900
Innes Avenue, as well as underutilized park areas at India Basin Open Space and India Basin
Shoreline Park. The project will unite the three sites into a 10-acre park designed to connect the
Bay Trail and provide recreational activities for residents and visitors. The project also includes
the restoration of tidal marsh and wildlife habitat, and an Equitable Park Development Plan to
provide jobs and workforce development opportunities for local residents.

“Transforming an urban environment for public good can be one of our most challenging, yet
rewarding actions, and as some of you know, this community has awaited the beautification of
this industrial landscape for years,” said State Board of Equalization Chair Malia Cohen, who
championed the project during her time on the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.
“*Reimagining Urbanism’ has been the guiding principle for India Basin. Today is just an
example of the steps being taken to fulfill the promise to this community, of providing open
recreational space for the southeast neighborhoods. | am very pleased to support this
development and am excited about the positive impact it will have on this growing neighborhood
for the decades to come.”

“This donation is an investment in the heart of our community. Parks are where we make
memories with our families, where our children learn to run and climb, and where neighbors
become friends,” said Supervisor Shamann Walton. “This is a chance to create a Chrissy Field of
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the southeast while honoring the arts, culture, and traditions of the Bayview Hunters Point
community.”

There are thousands of units of public and affordable housing that either exist or are planned
within a mile of the future park. The project will galvanize job development in the neighborhood
by partnering with local non-profits training local youth and adults in remediation, construction,
and more.

“Public access and community connection are at the heart of this plan and at the heart of this
gift,” said Recreation and Parks General Manager Phil Ginsburg. “Funding this project means
creating livable communities with green space and incredible recreational options. It means
residents of public housing will be connected with the coastline. It means neighbors can gather
for picnics or learn to canoe or kayak while children take lessons in boat building.”

The $25 million grant will specifically support the renovation, design, and construction of the
spaces at 900 Innes Avenue and India Basin Shoreline Park, which will be led by the San
Francisco Recreation and Park Department. It comes approximately two weeks after the San
Francisco Bay Restoration Authority approved a $5 million grant to remediate and restore the
soft-bottom intertidal and subtidal habitat and remove dilapidated structures at 900 Innes
Avenue. The Authority disburses grant money earmarked by voters through Measure AA to
preserve the San Francisco Bay and its shorelines.

“This gift brings us closer to our longtime dream of a unified open space that honors longtime
residents, welcomes new ones, and provides a gathering space that draws people from across San
Francisco and beyond,” said Maya Rodgers, co-founder of Parks 94124,

“The India Basin Waterfront Project isn’t just a commitment to the health of people in southeast
neighborhoods, it’s a commitment to using their talents and skills. Everyone should be able to
share in San Francisco’s thriving economy,” said Jacqueline Flin, Executive Director of the A.
Phillip Randolph Institute.

The India Basin Park Restoration Project, passed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in
October 2018, is a collaboration between the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department,
Build Inc, the Trust for Public Land, and the San Francisco Parks Alliance, Parks 94124, the A.
Phillip Randolph Institute, Young Community Developers, the India Basin Neighborhood
Association and many other neighborhood and park serving organizations.
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The India Basin Restoration Project consists of the renovation of a vacant industrial lot at 900
Innes Avenue, as well as underutilized park areas at India Basin Open Space and India Basin
Shoreline Park. The project will unite the three sites into a 10-acre park designed to connect
the Bay Trail and provide recreational activities for residents and visitors. The project also
includes the restoration of tidal marsh and wildlife habitat, and an Equitable Park
Development Plan to provide jobs and workforce development opportunities for local
residents.

“Transforming an urban environment for public good can be one of our most challenging, yet
rewarding actions, and as some of you know, this community has awaited the beautification of
this industrial landscape for years,” said State Board of Equalization Chair Malia Cohen, who
championed the project during her time on the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.
“‘Reimagining Urbanism’ has been the guiding principle for India Basin. Today is just an
example of the steps being taken to fulfill the promise to this community, of providing open
recreational space for the southeast neighborhoods. I am very pleased to support this
development and am excited about the positive impact it will have on this growing
neighborhood for the decades to come.”

“This donation is an investment in the heart of our community. Parks are where we make
memories with our families, where our children learn to run and climb, and where neighbors
become friends,” said Supervisor Shamann Walton. “This is a chance to create a Chrissy Field
of the southeast while honoring the arts, culture, and traditions of the Bayview Hunters Point
community.”

There are thousands of units of public and affordable housing that either exist or are planned
within a mile of the future park. The project will galvanize job development in the
neighborhood by partnering with local non-profits training local youth and adults in
remediation, construction, and more.

“Public access and community connection are at the heart of this plan and at the heart of this
gift,” said Recreation and Parks General Manager Phil Ginsburg. “Funding this project means
creating livable communities with green space and incredible recreational options. It means
residents of public housing will be connected with the coastline. It means neighbors can gather
for picnics or learn to canoe or kayak while children take lessons in boat building.”

The $25 million grant will specifically support the renovation, design, and construction of the
spaces at 900 Innes Avenue and India Basin Shoreline Park, which will be led by the San
Francisco Recreation and Park Department. It comes approximately two weeks after the San
Francisco Bay Restoration Authority approved a $5 million grant to remediate and restore the
soft-bottom intertidal and subtidal habitat and remove dilapidated structures at 900 Innes
Avenue. The Authority disburses grant money earmarked by voters through Measure AA to
preserve the San Francisco Bay and its shorelines.

“This gift brings us closer to our longtime dream of a unified open space that honors longtime
residents, welcomes new ones, and provides a gathering space that draws people from across
San Francisco and beyond,” said Maya Rodgers, co-founder of Parks 94124,

“The India Basin Waterfront Project isn’t just a commitment to the health of people in
southeast neighborhoods, it’s a commitment to using their talents and skills. Everyone should



be able to share in San Francisco’s thriving economy,” said Jacqueline Flin, Executive
Director of the A. Phillip Randolph Institute.

The India Basin Park Restoration Project, passed by the San Francisco Board of Supervisors in
October 2018, is a collaboration between the San Francisco Recreation and Park Department,
Build Inc, the Trust for Public Land, and the San Francisco Parks Alliance, Parks 94124, the
A. Phillip Randolph Institute, Young Community Developers, the India Basin Neighborhood
Association and many other neighborhood and park serving organizations.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: IMPORTANT ETHICS UPDATE FOR COMMISSIONERS
Date: Monday, March 18, 2019 12:38:41 PM

Attachments: Ethics Update Memo.pdf

Letter from Mavor London N. Breed Re Ethics Update Memo.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR)

Sent: Monday, March 18, 2019 12:32 PM

Cc: Elsbernd, Sean (MYR) <sean.elsbernd@sfgov.org>; Heckel, Hank (MYR) <hank.heckel@sfgov.org>
Subject: IMPORTANT ETHICS UPDATE FOR COMMISSIONERS

PLEASE DISTRIBUTE
Commissioners-

Please find the attached letter from Mayor Breed and a memo from the City Attorney advising all
Elected Officials, Department heads, and Commissioners on recent updates to our ethics laws.
Please carefully review the memo and let us know if you have any questions.

Regards,

Mawuli Tugbenyoh 4t Z 4%
Liaison to Boards and Commissions
Office of Mayor London N. Breed

415.554.6298 | mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org
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City AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA
City Aftorney

MEMORANDUM

TO: ALL ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS
ALL CITY BOARD AND COMMISSION MEMBERS

ALL CITY DEPARTMENT HEADS
FROM: DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Atto
DATE: March 15, 2019

RE: New City Conflict of Interest and Ethics Laws

In May 2018, the Ethics Commission, Board of Supervisors, and Mayor approved a series
of amendments to the City’s Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code. Some of these
provisions went into effect on June 30, 2018; the remainder of the changes went into effect on
January 1, 2019. These new rules largely apply to City elective officers and commissioners.
Consistent with advice we have previously given since the amendments were enacted, the City
Attorney’s Office is distributing this memorandum to outline these new conflict of interest and
ethics laws, and also to remind you of existing rules that apply to City officials.

A further overview of conflict of interest and ethics laws governing the conduct of City
officers and employees is available in the Good Government Guide posted on the Good
Government section of our website at www.sfcityattorney.org. This memorandum is a general
guide to these new rules and is not a substitute for legal advice in particular circumstances.
Please contact the City Attorney’s Office or the San Francisco Ethics Commission in advance
with any questions related to these provisions.

Rules that became operative on June 30, 2018:

* Fundraising for nonprofit organizations. Section 3.207(a)(1)! prohibits elected
officials and commissioners from using their public positions or offices to seek or
obtain anything of value to benefit themselves, their immediate families, or
organizations with which they are associated. For the purposes of this provision, a
City officer is “associated” with an organization if the officer, or a member of the
officer’s immediate family, is a director, officer, or trustee, owns or controls 10% of
the entity, or is an agent or employee of the organization. Section 3.207(a)(1)’s
prohibition would potentially apply to fundraising for the benefit for nonprofit
organizations. For example, if you serve on the board of directors of a nonprofit
organization or an honorary committee member for a fundraising event, you should
consult with either the City Attorney’s Office or the Ethics Commission before the
organization solicits donations and references your City position or title.

» Exchanging official actions for campaign contributions. Section 3. 207(a)(2) prohibits

elected officials and commissioners from giving, offering, promising to give, or
withholding their vote, influence, or official action with respect to any pending matter
in exchange for a campaign contribution.

! Section references are to the San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code.

City HALL - 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 234 - SAN FRANCISCO, CALFORNIA 94102
RecepTION: (415) §54-4700 FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4745
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New City Conflict of Interest and Ethics Laws

Exchanging official actions for anything of value. Section 3.207(a)(3) prohibits

elected officials and commissioners from soliciting or accepting anything of value for
the purpose of influencing their votes, official actions, or judgment.

Asking subordinates to volunteer on campaigns. Section 3.231(a) prohibits elected
officials and commissioners from asking any of their subordinate employees to
volunteer on political campaigns for or against any ballot measure or candidate. A
“subordinate employee” means any employee for whom you have the responsibility
of directing or evaluating the employee’s performance or any of that employee’s
supervisors. For example, for a commissioner, a “subordinate employee” would be
any employee of the department that the commissioner oversees.

Fundraising for appointing authorities. Section 3.231(b) prohibits commissioners
from engaging in political fundraising for the benefit of their appointing authorities,
any political committees controlled by their appointing authorities, or candidates for
the offices held by their appointing authorities. But commissioners can continue to
make their own contributions to their appointing authorities.

Rules that became operative on January 1, 2019:

Contractor contribution ban - amendments. Amendments to Section 1.126 extend the
length of the City’s existing contractor contribution ban from six months after the
date of contract approval to 12 months after that date. The amendments also specify
that development agreements are among the types of contracts that trigger this
contribution ban. The amendments also impose new notification requirements on
prospective City contractors, and City agencies attempting to enter into such
contracts. We encourage you to contact the Ethics Commission with any questions
about these notification requirements.

Recusal procedures. Section 3.209 specifies recusal procedures for commissioners
who have a financial conflict of interest arising from pending matters, including
public disclosure of the conflict and leaving the room during discussion, voting and
any other disposition of the matter. The amendments would also require
commissioners who have recused themselves to file an Ethics Commission form
within 15 calendar days after the date of the meeting at which the recusal occurred.
Commissioners file the form even if the member did not attend the meeting that
would require recusal.

Local behested payment reporting. A “behested payment” is a donation solicited
directly or indirectly by an official for a legislative, governmental or charitable
purpose. A behested payment can include, for example, a donation solicited by a City
official for the benefit of a local nonprofit organization or a City department. Section
3.610 requires elected officials and commissioners to file local behested payment
SFEC Form 3610b for any behested payments of $1,000 or more from an interested
party made 1) during the pendency of certain matters before the official or official’s
commission, 2) within six months of the conclusion of such a matter, or 3) during the
12 months prior to the commencement of such a matter. Under this rule, an
“interested party” is any party or participant in a proceeding regarding administrative
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enforcement, a license, a permit, or other entitlement for use before an officer or any
board or commission on which the officer sits.

* Local behested payment reporting — donors. Section 3.620 requires certain donors
who have made behested payment(s) totaling $10,000 or more in a calendar year to
file a report with the Ethics Commission providing information about the
proceeding(s) in which they were involved, the outcome(s) sought, and any contact(s)
they made in relation to such proceedings.

* Local behested payment reporting — recipients of behested payments. Section 3.630
requires entities who have received behested payment(s) totaling $100,000 or more in
a calendar year to file a report with the Ethics Commission providing information
about the use of those behested payments and the City decisions in which they are
involved.

In addition to these new rules, there are a number of other state and local ethics laws that apply
to elected officials and commissioners. We also write to remind you about the following existing
conflict of interest and ethics laws:

» Prohibition on contracting with the City. Section 3.222 generally prohibits elected
officials and commissioners from contracting with the City, the School District, the
Redevelopment Agency, the Housing Authority or the Community College District.
This provision applies to any contract or subcontract of $10,000 or more per year,
regardless of whether it is related to the business of the officer’s board or
commission. Among other exclusions, this rule does not apply to contracts: (a) with
nonprofit organizations, or (b) entered into before a commissioner was appointed.

» Compensated advocacy ban. Section 3.224 prohibits elected officials and
commissioners from directly or indirectly communicating, for compensation, with
any other City officer or employee on behalf of a client or employer with the intent to
influence a government decision. Under this rule, for example, commissioners cannot
be paid to lobby other City officers or employees. There are exceptions to the rule,
including for communications made on behalf of a business, union, or organization of
which the officer is a member or full-time employee.

* Failure to File a Form 700, or an Ethics and Sunshine Training Declaration Form.
Section 3.1-102.5(c) provides that if a commissioner has failed to timely file a Form

700 or an Ethics and Sunshine Training Declaration Form, that commissioner may
not participate in or vote on matters appearing on a meeting agenda until the Form
700 or Ethics and Sunshine Training Declaration Form is filed.

» Appointments and nominations. Section 3.208 provides that elected officials and
commissioners may not solicit or accept, any money or anything of value in
consideration for the person’s, or any other person’s, nomination or appointment to
any City office, employment, promotion, or for other favorable employment action.

* Annual gift limit. Elected officials and commissioners are subject to an annual,
cumulative gift limit from a single source within their Form 700 disclosure category
(as specified in Article III, Chapter 1 of the Campaign and Governmental Conduct
Code). As of January 1, 2019, this annual gift limit increased to $500.
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March 15, 2019
To: City Commissioners and Commission Secretaries

Serving the public is both an honor and privilege, and with it comes the responsibility that we
hold ourselves to the highest standards of ethics and transparency. These standards of conduct
apply to us all, whether we are Elected Officials, Department leaders, or City Commissioners.

In May of last year, San Francisco approved a series of amendments to the City’s Campaign and
Governmental Conduct Code that apply to City Officials and Commissioners. Some of these
provisions went into effect on June 30, 2018 and the remainder went into effect on January 1,
2019. The purpose of these laws is to instill trust in the public that the people representing them
in government are working on behalf of the public good, and not for any other reason of self-
interest.

The City Attorney’s Office has composed the attached memorandum to summarize these new
laws and to remind you of existing conflict of interest and ethics laws. All Commissioners and
Commission Secretaries are to review this memorandum to ensure compliance with the City’s
conflict of interest and ethics laws. If you have questions or need to seek legal advice about
specific issues regarding these laws you should consult with the City Attorney’s Office directly.

Thank you for your service to the City and County of San Francisco, and for the work you do on

behalf of all of our residents. I appreciate your partnership in helping to make a difference here
in San Francisco.

8 T 4§

Mayor London N. Breed
City and County of San Francisco

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141






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

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON NEED FOR ACCOUNTABILITY IN LARRY BAER INCIDENT
Date: Monday, March 18, 2019 9:45:57 AM

Attachments: 03.18.19 Larry Baer.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 18, 2019 9:27 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON NEED FOR ACCOUNTABILITY IN LARRY
BAER INCIDENT

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, March 18, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT **%*
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON NEED FOR ACCOUNTABILITY
IN LARRY BAER INCIDENT

Today Mayor London N. Breed issued the following statement regarding the conduct of San
Francisco Giants President Larry Baer in the recent recorded altercation with his wife.
Several leaders from San Francisco’s domestic violence community have sent a letter to the
Commissioner of Major League Baseball calling for strong disciplinary action.

“When the incident first occurred involving Larry Baer and his wife, the San Francisco Police
Department immediately began an investigation. That investigation is ongoing, but regardless
of the outcome, Major League Baseball needs to send a message that any and all acts of
violence against women is unacceptable.

The letter written by several respected women leaders in our domestic violence community
echoes an all too familiar reality where incidents involving violence against women are not
met with true accountability. While Mr. Baer has apologized and expressed remorse for his
behavior, it does not excuse his actions and it does not erase what transpired. Mr. Baer’s
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LoONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, March 18, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

wxk STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON NEED FOR ACCOUNTABILITY
IN LARRY BAER INCIDENT

Today Mayor London N. Breed issued the following statement regarding the conduct of San
Francisco Giants President Larry Baer in the recent recorded altercation with his wife. Several
leaders from San Francisco’s domestic violence community have sent a letter to the
Commissioner of Major League Baseball calling for strong disciplinary action.

“When the incident first occurred involving Larry Baer and his wife, the San Francisco Police
Department immediately began an investigation. That investigation is ongoing, but regardless of
the outcome, Major League Baseball needs to send a message that any and all acts of violence
against women is unacceptable.

The letter written by several respected women leaders in our domestic violence community
echoes an all too familiar reality where incidents involving violence against women are not met
with true accountability. While Mr. Baer has apologized and expressed remorse for his behavior,
it does not excuse his actions and it does not erase what transpired. Mr. Baer’s actions were
serious and wrong. We are a City that loves and supports our San Francisco Giants, and that
means holding our organization and its leaders to the highest of standards.

Every little girl, every woman should be able to attend a Giants game with a clear sense of the
organization’s values. I share in the call to action by the women who have written the
Commissioner calling for greater accountability. There must be a stronger public reaction and
response to violence against women in our City and our country.”
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actions were serious and wrong. We are a City that loves and supports our San Francisco
Giants, and that means holding our organization and its leaders to the highest of standards.

Every little girl, every woman should be able to attend a Giants game with a clear sense of the
organization’s values. I share in the call to action by the women who have written the
Commissioner calling for greater accountability. There must be a stronger public reaction and
response to violence against women in our City and our country.”
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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 March 20, 2019

Date: Thursday, March 14, 2019 12:08:42 PM

Attachments: 20190320 hpc.docx

20190320 hpc.pdf
HPC Advance - 20190320.xlIsx
HPC Hearing Results 2019.docx

Hi Commissioners,

Attached are your HPC calendars for March 20, 2019.

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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Agenda



Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689





Wednesday, March 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 March 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.	CONSENT CALENDAR



6.	2018-016242COA	(J. VIMR: (415) 575-9109)

1088 SANSOME STREET – located at the east side between Green and Vallejo Streets, Assessor’s Block 0135, Lot 009 (District 3). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness to construct a roof deck along the eastern half of the subject property’s flat roof. The deck would include new flooring, planters, railings, and wooden trellises. No aspects of the proposed work would be visible from surrounding public rights-of-way, barring the top of potential plants within the planters. The subject property is located within a C-2 (Community Business) Zoning District, the Waterfront Special Use District No. 3, the Northeast Waterfront Special Sign District, and 65-X Height and Bulk District. It is contributory to the Northeast Waterfront Landmark District.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve



E.	REGULAR CALENDAR  



[bookmark: _Hlk3188049][bookmark: _Hlk3188064]7.	2014.0012E	(C. THOMAS: (415) 575-9036)

BETTER MARKET STREET – The Historic Preservation Commission will discuss the DRAFT Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) to frame their written comments on the adequacy of the DEIR, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. Project sponsor San Francisco Public Works, in coordination with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and the Citywide Planning Division, would redesign and provide a program of transportation, streetscape and infrastructure improvements within the project corridor, including changes to the roadway configuration and private vehicle access, traffic signals, surface transit (including Muni-only lanes, stop spacing and service, stop locations, stop characteristics, and a new bi-directional F Market & Wharves historic streetcar (F-Line) track loop (F-loop) on Charles J. Brenham Place and McAllister Street), bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, streetscapes, commercial and passenger loading, vehicular parking, and utilities. The proposed project would also partially restore, reconstruct, and realign the Path of Gold (City Landmark No. 200) light standards to accommodate a new overhead contact system to increase transit service along Market Street; remove or alter several streetscape features, including the red brick sidewalk and plazas, granite curbs, street trees, traffic signals and signage along the 2.2-mile corridor of Market Street from Steuart Street to Octavia Boulevard (District 3, District 5, and District 6), including portions of streets that intersect Market Street, four off-corridor intersections, the entirety of Charles J. Brenham Place, and a portion of Valencia Street between Market Street and McCoppin Street.

Preliminary Recommendation:  Review and Comment



8a.	2016-007303PCA	(S. ADINA: (415) 575-8722)

5 THIRD STREET (HEARST BUILDING) – located on the east side between Market and Stevenson Streets, Assessor’s Block 3707, Lot 057 (District 6). Consideration of Planning Code Text Amendments to Planning Code Section 188 – Noncomplying Structures: Enlargements, Alterations and Reconstruction. The Historic Preservation Commission will consider a proposal from the Project Sponsor to adopt an Ordinance that would extend the expiration date of Section 188(g) to allow Terrace Infill on a noncomplying structure designated as a Significant Building under Article 11 of the Code and would amend the text to allow for rooftop infill along the primary building frontage if obscured from view by existing parapet walls.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors.

(Continued from Regular Hearing on December 5, 2018)

	

8b.	2016-007303PTA	(R. SALGADO: (415) 575-9101)

5 THIRD STREET – located at the southeast corner of Market Street and 3rd Street, Assessor’s Block 3707, Lot 057 (District 6). Request for a Major Permit to Alter for alterations to the two existing buildings on the lot (5 3rd Street and 17-29 3rd Street) to accommodate a change in primary use from office to a hotel. Modifications would include changes to the historic entrance lobby and upper-floor corridors at 5 3rd Street; the installation of new and modified storefronts at both buildings on the lot; construction of a new raised roof deck on the fourth-floor roof of 17-29 3rd Street, to be accessed from converted window openings at 5 3rd Street; the demolition of select existing rooftop additions on the 13th-floor roof of 5 3rd Street; and the creation of new and modified rooftop additions at 5 3rd Street. The proposed project would result in an approximately 131,550 gross square foot building, with up to 170 hotel rooms, 5,920 square feet of office space, and 11,393 square feet of retail space, including 422 square feet of general retail, and 4,005 square feet of restaurant/bar uses. At a future hearing, the Planning Commission will consider a request for a Conditional Use Authorization, Downtown Exception-309, and Planning Code Amendment for the project.  The subject property is located within the Article 11 New Montgomery-Mission-2nd Street Conservation District and is within a C-3-O (Downtown-Office) Zoning District and 120-X Height and Bulk Limit.  

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular Hearing on December 5, 2018)



9a.	2019-002369LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

1747 BUCHANAN STREET – located at the southwest corner of Sutter and Buchanan streets in the Japantown neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 0685, Lot 001 (District 5). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Benkyodo Company is a Japanese confectionery facility and shop established in 1906 that has served San Francisco for 113 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 Japantown NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval







9b.	2019-002396LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

330 ELLIS STREET – located on the north side of Ellis Street between Jones and Taylor streets in the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 0324, Lot 027 (District 6). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. The Board of Trustees of the Glide Foundation is a benevolent and religious corporation that provides the local community with programs and services that range from feeding the homeless and providing shelter to hosting Sunday Celebrations that has served San Francisco for 90 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 RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) Zoning District and 80-T-130-T Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



9c.	2019-002399LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

5124 GEARY BOULEVARD – located on the north side of Geary Boulevard between 15th and 16th avenues in the Richmond neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 1447, Lot 020A (District 1). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Picture Machine Tattoo is a tattoo shop that has served San Francisco for 43 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-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



9d.	2019-002404LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

1101 OCEAN AVENUE – located on the southwest corner of Lee and Ocean avenues in the Ocean View neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 6944, Lot 001 (District 7). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Randy’s Place is a bar that has served San Francisco for 44 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 Ocean Avenue NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District and 45-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



9e.	2019-002485LBR	(S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)

1400 JUDAH STREET – located on the northwest corner of Judah Street and 19th Avenue in the Outer Sunset neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 1774, Lot 021 (District 4). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Wah Mei School is a community-based nonprofit Chinese-English bilingual school that has served San Francisco for 45 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 RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval



ADJOURNMENT










NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

REGARDING PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW STANDARDS

(APRIL 3, 2019)



[bookmark: _Hlk3377439]	2018 -016401CRV:  Accessory Dwelling Unit Architectural Review Standards, Commission Review for approving Architectural Review Standards for “No Waiver” Accessory Dwelling Units and to delegate to staff review of review of projects for compliance with those standards in properties listed in the California Register of Historic Places, and properties designated individually or as part of districts pursuant to Articles 10 or 11.


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 (Pll), i.e. social security numbers, driver's license numbers, bank accounts. Members of the public are not required to provide Pll 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 PIl 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 Comisién de Planificacién. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacién en Espafiol o solicitar un aparato para
asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE:
RsE R adis. g L EaE 5 B R B R H, SEUE415-558-6309. & (L HE 5 & HAT B 1) 22 /04811 /NRp 1R

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: NoBecTka aHst Komuccum no nnaHNpoBaHUIO. 3a nomoubio nepesoavunka nnun 3a scrnomMoratesibHbIM CITyXOBbIM
yCTpOVICTBOM Ha BpeMA CJ'IyLLIaHI/II7I o6pau.|,a|7|Ter no Homepy 415-558-6309. 3anp00b| JOJKHbI AenaTtbcsa MUHUMYM 3a 48 YacoB
00 Havyana cnywaHus.
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San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission Wednesday, March 20, 2019

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:
e Draft Minutes for March 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
e 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).
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San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission Wednesday, March 20, 2019

e 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. CONSENT CALENDAR

6.

2018-016242C0OA (J. VIMR: (415) 575-9109)
1088 SANSOME STREET - located at the east side between Green and Vallejo Streets,
Assessor’s Block 0135, Lot 009 (District 3). Request for a Certificate of Appropriateness to
construct a roof deck along the eastern half of the subject property’s flat roof. The deck
would include new flooring, planters, railings, and wooden trellises. No aspects of the
proposed work would be visible from surrounding public rights-of-way, barring the top of
potential plants within the planters. The subject property is located within a C-2
(Community Business) Zoning District, the Waterfront Special Use District No. 3, the
Northeast Waterfront Special Sign District, and 65-X Height and Bulk District. It is
contributory to the Northeast Waterfront Landmark District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve

E. REGULAR CALENDAR

7.

8a.

2014.0012E (C. THOMAS: (415) 575-9036)
BETTER MARKET STREET — The Historic Preservation Commission will discuss the DRAFT
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) to frame their written comments on the adequacy of
the DEIR, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and Chapter 31 of
the San Francisco Administrative Code. Project sponsor San Francisco Public Works, in
coordination with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency and the Citywide
Planning Division, would redesign and provide a program of transportation, streetscape
and infrastructure improvements within the project corridor, including changes to the
roadway configuration and private vehicle access, traffic signals, surface transit (including
Muni-only lanes, stop spacing and service, stop locations, stop characteristics, and a new
bi-directional F Market & Wharves historic streetcar (F-Line) track loop (F-loop) on Charles
J. Brenham Place and McAllister Street), bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, streetscapes,
commercial and passenger loading, vehicular parking, and utilities. The proposed project
would also partially restore, reconstruct, and realign the Path of Gold (City Landmark No.
200) light standards to accommodate a new overhead contact system to increase transit
service along Market Street; remove or alter several streetscape features, including the red
brick sidewalk and plazas, granite curbs, street trees, traffic signals and signage along the
2.2-mile corridor of Market Street from Steuart Street to Octavia Boulevard (District 3,
District 5, and District 6), including portions of streets that intersect Market Street, four off-
corridor intersections, the entirety of Charles J. Brenham Place, and a portion of Valencia
Street between Market Street and McCoppin Street.

Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment

2016-007303PCA (S. ADINA: (415) 575-8722)
5 THIRD STREET (HEARST BUILDING) - located on the east side between Market and
Stevenson Streets, Assessor’s Block 3707, Lot 057 (District 6). Consideration of Planning
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San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission Wednesday, March 20, 2019

Code Text Amendments to Planning Code Section 188 - Noncomplying Structures:
Enlargements, Alterations and Reconstruction. The Historic Preservation Commission will
consider a proposal from the Project Sponsor to adopt an Ordinance that would extend the
expiration date of Section 188(g) to allow Terrace Infill on a noncomplying structure
designated as a Significant Building under Article 11 of the Code and would amend the
text to allow for rooftop infill along the primary building frontage if obscured from view by
existing parapet walls.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Resolution Recommending Approval to the Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors.

(Continued from Regular Hearing on December 5, 2018)

8b. 2016-007303PTA (R. SALGADO: (415) 575-9101)
5 THIRD STREET - located at the southeast corner of Market Street and 3rd Street,
Assessor's Block 3707, Lot 057 (District 6). Request for a Major Permit to Alter for
alterations to the two existing buildings on the lot (5 3rd Street and 17-29 3rd Street) to
accommodate a change in primary use from office to a hotel. Modifications would include
changes to the historic entrance lobby and upper-floor corridors at 5 3rd Street; the
installation of new and modified storefronts at both buildings on the lot; construction of a
new raised roof deck on the fourth-floor roof of 17-29 3rd Street, to be accessed from
converted window openings at 5 3rd Street; the demolition of select existing rooftop
additions on the 13th-floor roof of 5 3rd Street; and the creation of new and modified
rooftop additions at 5 3rd Street. The proposed project would result in an approximately
131,550 gross square foot building, with up to 170 hotel rooms, 5,920 square feet of office
space, and 11,393 square feet of retail space, including 422 square feet of general retail,
and 4,005 square feet of restaurant/bar uses. At a future hearing, the Planning Commission
will consider a request for a Conditional Use Authorization, Downtown Exception-309, and
Planning Code Amendment for the project. The subject property is located within the
Article 11 New Montgomery-Mission-2nd Street Conservation District and is within a C-3-0
(Downtown-Office) Zoning District and 120-X Height and Bulk Limit.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions
(Continued from Regular Hearing on December 5, 2018)

9a. 2019-002369LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)
1747 BUCHANAN STREET - located at the southwest corner of Sutter and Buchanan streets
in the Japantown neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 0685, Lot 001 (District 5). Consideration
of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a
Legacy Business Registry application. Benkyodo Company is a Japanese confectionery
facility and shop established in 1906 that has served San Francisco for 113 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 Japantown
NCD (Neighborhood Commercial) Zoning District and 50-X Height and Bulk District.
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval
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%.

9c¢.

9d.

%e.

2019-002396LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)
330 ELLIS STREET - located on the north side of Ellis Street between Jones and Taylor
streets in the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 0324, Lot 027
(District 6). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business
Commission approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. The Board of Trustees of
the Glide Foundation is a benevolent and religious corporation that provides the local
community with programs and services that range from feeding the homeless and
providing shelter to hosting Sunday Celebrations that has served San Francisco for 90
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 RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density) Zoning District and 80-T-
130-T Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

2019-002399LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)
5124 GEARY BOULEVARD - located on the north side of Geary Boulevard between 15th
and 16th avenues in the Richmond neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 1447, Lot 020A (District
1). Consideration of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission
approval of a Legacy Business Registry application. Picture Machine Tattoo is a tattoo shop
that has served San Francisco for 43 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-3 (Neighborhood Commercial,
Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

2019-002404LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)
1101 OCEAN AVENUE - located on the southwest corner of Lee and Ocean avenues in the
Ocean View neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 6944, Lot 001 (District 7). Consideration of
adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a Legacy
Business Registry application. Randy’s Place is a bar that has served San Francisco for 44
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 Ocean Avenue NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) Zoning District
and 45-X Height and Bulk District.

Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

2019-002485LBR (S. CALTAGIRONE: (415) 558-6625)
1400 JUDAH STREET - located on the northwest corner of Judah Street and 19th Avenue in
the Outer Sunset neighborhood. Assessor’s Block 1774, Lot 021 (District 4). Consideration
of adoption of a resolution recommending Small Business Commission approval of a
Legacy Business Registry application. Wah Mei School is a community-based nonprofit
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Chinese-English bilingual school that has served San Francisco for 45 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 RH-3
(Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.
Preliminary Recommendation: Adopt a Recommendation for Approval

ADJOURNMENT
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
REGARDING PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW STANDARDS
(APRIL 3,2019)

2018 -016401CRV: Accessory Dwelling Unit Architectural Review Standards, Commission Review
for approving Architectural Review Standards for “No Waiver” Accessory Dwelling Units and to
delegate to staff review of review of projects for compliance with those standards in properties
listed in the California Register of Historic Places, and properties designated individually or as part
of districts pursuant to Articles 10 or 11.
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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;

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

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.

ow

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:

e  Planning Department Case Executive Summary

e  Planning Department Case Report

o  Draft Motion or Resolution with Findings and/or Conditions
e 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.
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San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission Wednesday, March 20, 2019

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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		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.



				March 20, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-016242COA 		1088 Sansome Street				CONSENT						Vimr

						non-visible roof deck with planters and wooden trellis

		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

		2018-013697COA		3500 Jackson Street										Ferguson

						Remodel garage and add roof deck, addition at west façade, new rear yard stair, third story infill, window 

				April 3, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-014839COA 		1 Bush Street				CONSENT						Vimr 

						120-square-foot coffee kiosk

				Castro Cultural District Ordinance										Caltagirone

						Planning Code Amendment

		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

		2017-004557ENV		550 O’Farrell Street										Greving

						Review and comment on the Preservation Alternatives

				May 1, 2019 - ARC						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner



				May 1, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

				Citywide Cultural Survey 										LaValley

						Informational

				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

	

NEXT RESOLUTION No:  1035

[bookmark: _GoBack]NEXT MOTION No:  0371

NEXT COMMENT LETTER:  0089

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

March 6, 2019 ARC Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-009783PTA

		220 Battery Street

		Salgado

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-009197COA

		1470-1474 McAllister Street

		Ferguson

		Reviewed and Commented

		







March 6, 2019 HPC Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Draft Minutes for ARC Hearing on February 6, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for HPC Hearing on February 20, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		M-0367

		2018-000619COA

		50-52 Fair Oaks Street

		Salgado

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Pearlman recused; Johnck absent)



		

		2018-000619VAR

		50-52 Fair Oaks Street

		Salgado

		Assistant ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-0368

		2017-003843COA

		809 Montgomery Street

		Salgado

		Approved with Conditions as amended to require the hip skylights and to continue working with Staff.

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		M-0369

		2018-003593COA

		906 Broadway

		Vimr

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		M-0370

		2015-016326COA

		Seawall Lots 323 and 324

		Vimr

		Adopted Findings as amended by Staff and read into the record.

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		R-1032

		2018-016401PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction

		Flores

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		

		2018-016401CRV

		Accessory Dwelling Unit Architectural Review Standards

		Flores

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-1033

		2019-001834LBR

		333 Turk Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		R-1034

		2019-001835LBR

		2506 Fillmore Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)







February 20, 2019 HPC Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Draft Minutes for ARC January 16, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for HPC January 16, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 24, 2019 – Joint with CPC

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for HPC February 6, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		

		2018-003593COA

		906 Broadway

		Vimr

		Continued to March 6, 2019

		



		R-1027

		2019-001299LBR

		3639 18th STREET

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		R-1028

		2019-001334LBR

		2210 Fillmore Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		R-1029

		2019-001335LBR

		3725 Balboa Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		R-1030

		2019-001336LBR

		3225 22nd Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		R-1031

		2019-001337LBR

		1950 Innes Avenue, #3

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Johnck absent)



		

		2016-013156SRV

		Citywide Cultural Resources Survey

		LaValley

		Reviewed and Commented

		







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
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION ESTABLISHING THE SOMA WEST
COMMUNITY BENEFIT DISTRICT

Date: Thursday, March 14, 2019 11:39:26 AM

Attachments: 3.14.19 SoMa West Signing.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 14, 2019 11:36 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION ESTABLISHING THE
SOMA WEST COMMUNITY BENEFIT DISTRICT

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 14, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION
ESTABLISHING THE SOMA WEST COMMUNITY BENEFIT

DISTRICT

SoMa West will be the largest community benefit district in the City and will address
cleanliness and public safety

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation establishing the SoMa
West Community Benefit District (CBD), the largest of the 17 CBDs citywide, to help ensure
a welcoming, clean, and economically vibrant local community.

“I am focused every day on keeping every neighborhood in our city clean, safe, and vibrant,”
said Mayor Breed. “SoMa West CBD is the result of these neighbors, merchants, property
owners, and stakeholders coming together to benefit the community for everyone who lives
and works here, and I am committed to working with them to continue the progress we are
making."

The SoMa West CBD was formed after a majority vote was cast by property owners in the
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 14, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION
ESTABLISHING THE SOMA WEST COMMUNITY BENEFIT
DISTRICT

SoMa West will be the largest community benefit district in the City and will address cleanliness
and public safety

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation establishing the SoMa
West Community Benefit District (CBD), the largest of the 17 CBDs citywide, to help ensure a
welcoming, clean, and economically vibrant local community.

“I am focused every day on keeping every neighborhood in our city clean, safe, and vibrant,”
said Mayor Breed. “SoMa West CBD is the result of these neighbors, merchants, property
owners, and stakeholders coming together to benefit the community for everyone who lives and
works here, and | am committed to working with them to continue the progress we are making."

The SoMa West CBD was formed after a majority vote was cast by property owners in the area
based off weighted assessments, and the Board of Supervisors voted to approve the formation. It
will raise approximately $3.74 million per year in special assessments from those properties to
carry out its management plan over the next 15 years. The boundaries of the District include
approximately 2,765 parcels located on approximately 100 whole blocks, including blocks and
partial blocks bounded by 5th Street and 6th Street on the east, Minna Street and Folsom Street
on the north, South VVan Ness Avenue and the U.S. Highway 101 Freeway on the west, and
Townsend Street on the south.

"I’m excited that the SoMa West CBD will help provide cleaner and safer streets for the
residents, and build community across the diverse neighborhood,” said Supervisor Haney. “West
SoMa is one of the highest needs areas in the city that deserves urgent focus and action. I’'m
happy to see that we were able to include a more affordable assessment for nonprofits, and a
commitment to an inclusive, diverse board with broad representation from community
organizations, tenants, small businesses, and property owners.”

The services that the SoMa West CBD will provide include:

e Maintenance teams that sweep, scrub, and pressure wash sidewalks and public spaces to
remove litter, graffiti, and trash;

e Beautification and activation improvements to make SoMa West more visually attractive,
which may include green spaces, wayfinding signage, trashcans, public art programs, and
public space activation programs;

e Safety improvements, which will include a pedestrian and bicycle safety program;

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

e Marketing and district branding to promote SoMa West as a regional destination; and
e A community grant program that will allow area nonprofits and cultural districts to apply
for funding for programming.

The formation of SoMa West took more than two years of outreach and planning by property
owners, businesses, renters, nonprofits, and other stakeholders looking to mirror the successes of
CBDs throughout the City. Approximately 90 public informational sessions and planning
meetings were held during the planning process. The steering committee included a diverse mix
of 35 local merchants, property owners, renters, and area nonprofits that reflect the
neighborhood. Technical assistance was provided throughout the process by the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development, which will continue to work with the new CBD to
ensure the smooth operation of the District and help ensure it follows all legal and community
obligations.

“As a resident and service provider in the neighborhood, I am excited about the potential of the
SoMa West CBD. This tremendous effort by residents, business owners, and community
members has embodied United Playaz’ motto, ‘It takes the hood to save the hood,” and we are
looking forward to the positive impact that it will have for Western Soma,” said Misha Olivas,
Director of Community and Family Engagement at United Playaz and a Western SoMa resident.

“Throughout the years in Western SoMa, residents, property owners, businesses, and
stakeholders have wanted a safer, cleaner, and a more vibrant neighborhood. Those of us living
and working here have always believed in our neighborhood. The past two years has seen the
neighborhood unify and work to this goal to form the SoMa West CBD. We are all pleased to
say that the SoMa West CBD will now be a reality for everyone’s benefit,” said James Spinello,
chair of the SoMa West CBD Steering Committee. “It has been an incredible journey listening to
and hearing from our neighborhood. SoMa West CBD will be a combined effort to make our
neighborhood a wonderful place to live, work, and visit. We are excited for the future and look
forward to showing everyone the success of SoMa West in the years to come.”

More information on the SoMa West Community Benefit District and the Management District
Plan can be found at: http://oewd.org/community-benefit-districts.

it
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area based off weighted assessments, and the Board of Supervisors voted to approve the
formation. It will raise approximately $3.74 million per year in special assessments from those
properties to carry out its management plan over the next 15 years. The boundaries of the
District include approximately 2,765 parcels located on approximately 100 whole blocks,
including blocks and partial blocks bounded by 5th Street and 6th Street on the east, Minna
Street and Folsom Street on the north, South Van Ness Avenue and the U.S. Highway 101
Freeway on the west, and Townsend Street on the south.

"I’m excited that the SoMa West CBD will help provide cleaner and safer streets for the
residents, and build community across the diverse neighborhood,” said Supervisor Haney.
“West SoMa is one of the highest needs areas in the city that deserves urgent focus and action.
I’m happy to see that we were able to include a more affordable assessment for nonprofits, and
a commitment to an inclusive, diverse board with broad representation from community
organizations, tenants, small businesses, and property owners.”

The services that the SoMa West CBD will provide include:

o Maintenance teams that sweep, scrub, and pressure wash sidewalks and public spaces to
remove litter, graffiti, and trash;

o Beautification and activation improvements to make SoMa West more visually
attractive, which may include green spaces, wayfinding signage, trashcans, public art
programs, and public space activation programs;

» Safety improvements, which will include a pedestrian and bicycle safety program,;

o Marketing and district branding to promote SoMa West as a regional destination; and

e A community grant program that will allow area nonprofits and cultural districts to
apply for funding for programming.

The formation of SoMa West took more than two years of outreach and planning by property
owners, businesses, renters, nonprofits, and other stakeholders looking to mirror the successes
of CBDs throughout the City. Approximately 90 public informational sessions and planning
meetings were held during the planning process. The steering committee included a diverse
mix of 35 local merchants, property owners, renters, and area nonprofits that reflect the
neighborhood. Technical assistance was provided throughout the process by the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development, which will continue to work with the new CBD to
ensure the smooth operation of the District and help ensure it follows all legal and community
obligations.

“As a resident and service provider in the neighborhood, I am excited about the potential of
the SoMa West CBD. This tremendous effort by residents, business owners, and community
members has embodied United Playaz’ motto, ‘It takes the hood to save the hood,” and we are
looking forward to the positive impact that it will have for Western Soma,” said Misha Olivas,
Director of Community and Family Engagement at United Playaz and a Western SoMa
resident.

“Throughout the years in Western SoMa, residents, property owners, businesses, and
stakeholders have wanted a safer, cleaner, and a more vibrant neighborhood. Those of us
living and working here have always believed in our neighborhood. The past two years has
seen the neighborhood unify and work to this goal to form the SoMa West CBD. We are all
pleased to say that the SoMa West CBD will now be a reality for everyone’s benefit,” said
James Spinello, chair of the SoMa West CBD Steering Committee. “It has been an incredible



journey listening to and hearing from our neighborhood. SoMa West CBD will be a combined
effort to make our neighborhood a wonderful place to live, work, and visit. We are excited for

the future and look forward to showing everyone the success of SoMa West in the years to
come.”

More information on the SoMa West Community Benefit District and the Management
District Plan can be found at: http://oewd.org/community-benefit-districts.

HiHt
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: GWHS murals, etc.

Date: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 12:55:32 PM

Attachments: MX-3050N 20190306 103612.pdf

Importance: High

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Frye, Tim (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 12:18 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: GWHS murals, etc.

Importance: High

Please forward to the HPC.
Thanks

Best,

Timothy Frye

Principal Planner | Preservation—Historic Preservation Officer
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 415.575.6822 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Mike Buhler <MBuhler@sfheritage.org>
Sent: Wednesday, March 06, 2019 11:06 AM
To: Frye, Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>
Subject: GWHS murals, etc.

Importance: High

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
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Hi Tim — We will go ahead and schedule the P+P Committee’s review of the Civic Center Plan for next
Friday, 3/15. The committee would like to then review the updated Retained Elements Design
Guidelines at its following meeting on Friday, 4/19. Would that work for you?

Here’s a quick synopsis of the process and recommendation made by the “Reflection and Action
Group” convened by the school district re Victor Arnautoff’s “Life of Washington” mural:

e The attached handout produced by SFUSD is a good summary of the process and goals to
date.

¢ Nine of the 12 group members voted in support of the following recommendation to the
Superintendent and School Board, two members did not endorse any recommendation, and
one member (representing the Alumni Association) opposed painting over the mural panels.

e The vote of the group is not necessarily an accurate reflection of public comments expressed
during the four meetings of the group, with many current and retired teachers and alumni
speaking against removal/painting over the mural. Many people of all cultural backgrounds
spoke in favor of removal as well.

¢ |t should be noted that the group was not presented with any information on technical
options for covering the mural’s depictions.

e At the last meeting on 2/28, the Chief Academic Officer (and facilitator), Brett Stephens,
stated that district counsel has concluded that the school board has authority to decide
disposition of the murals without further CEQA review, etc. because the school is not
currently protected as a historic landmark.

Reflection and Action Group Recommendation (transcribed from photo of handwritten
document, 2.28.19)

We recommend to the Superintendent and Board of Education that:
1. Digital archive of the “Life of Washington” mural, to be completed by first day of 2019-2020
school year
2. Paint white paint over all panels of the “Life of Washington” mural located in lobby before the
first day of 2019-2020 school year
3. Create a school and community-based committee to decide what should be put up where the
“Life of Washington” mural currently exists, if any.

Rationale: We come to these recommendations due to the continued historical and current trauma
of Native Americans and African Americans with these depictions in the mural that glorifies slavery,
genocide, colonization, manifest destiny, white supremacy, oppression, etc. This mural doesn’t
represent SFUSD values of social justice, diversity, united, student-centered. It’s not student
centered if it’s focused on the legacy of artists, rather than the experience of the students. If we
consider the SFUSD equity definition, the “low” mural glorifies oppression instead of eliminating it. It
also perpetuates bias through stereotypes rather than ending bias. It has nothing to do with equity
or inclusion at all. The impact of this mural is greater than its intent ever was. It’s not a counter-
narrative if [the mural] traumatizes students and community members.






From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES DEPUTY CHIEF JEANINE NICHOLSON AS
NEXT SAN FRANCISCO FIRE CHIEF

Date: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 10:12:14 AM

Attachments: 3.13.19 Fire Chief.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Wednesday, March 13, 2019 8:39 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES DEPUTY CHIEF JEANINE
NICHOLSON AS NEXT SAN FRANCISCO FIRE CHIEF

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, March 13, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES DEPUTY CHIEF
JEANINE NICHOLSON AS NEXT SAN FRANCISCO FIRE
CHIEF

Nicholson, a 25-year veteran of the Department who currently serves as Deputy Chief of
Administration, will be the first LGBT Chief of the San Francisco Fire Department

San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed announced that Deputy Chief Jeanine
Nicholson will serve as the next San Francisco Fire Chief. Deputy Chief Nicholson is a 25-
year veteran of the Fire Department and will be the first LGBT Fire Chief of the San Francisco
Fire Department, and the second woman to run the Department, following Chief Joanne
Hayes-White.

In addition to her current position as Deputy Chief of Administration, Deputy Chief Nicholson
has served the Department in various capacities on both the fire side and the EMS side. She
has been a Firefighter, a Paramedic, a Lieutenant, a Captain and a Battalion Chief. In her
current role as Deputy Chief of Administration, Deputy Chief Nicholson oversees a number of
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, March 13, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES DEPUTY CHIEF
JEANINE NICHOLSON AS NEXT SAN FRANCISCO FIRE
CHIEF

Nicholson, a 25-year veteran of the Department who currently serves as Deputy Chief of
Administration, will be the first LGBT Chief of the San Francisco Fire Department

San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed announced that Deputy Chief Jeanine
Nicholson will serve as the next San Francisco Fire Chief. Deputy Chief Nicholson is a 25-year
veteran of the Fire Department and will be the first LGBT Fire Chief of the San Francisco Fire
Department, and the second woman to run the Department, following Chief Joanne Hayes-
White.

In addition to her current position as Deputy Chief of Administration, Deputy Chief Nicholson
has served the Department in various capacities on both the fire side and the EMS side. She has
been a Firefighter, a Paramedic, a Lieutenant, a Captain and a Battalion Chief. In her current role
as Deputy Chief of Administration, Deputy Chief Nicholson oversees a number of Divisions,
including Support Services, Homeland Security, Human Resources, Investigative Services, and
Assignment/Personnel Offices.

Deputy Chief Nicholson sustained second degree burns at an arson fire on Felton Street in 2009
where five other firefighters were also injured, one critically. She is also a breast cancer survivor.
Due to these and other experiences, she not only understands all the risks that firefighters face
but she has worked hard during her career to ensure that others do not have to endure what she
went through.

“Deputy Chief Nicholson is a dedicated public servant and a tremendous leader and I can think
of no better person to serve as our next Fire Chief,” said Mayor Breed. “Her experience and her
resiliency have prepared her to lead the men and women who are out there every day protecting
our residents, and | am confident she will be ready to lead the Department on day one. I also
want to thank Chief Joanne Hayes-White for her service and her support as we go through this
transition process.”

“I am honored and humbled to take on the position of Fire Chief for the San Francisco Fire
Department,” said Deputy Chief Nicholson. “San Francisco is an incredible city with unique
challenges resulting from our dense urban environment and our ever-present earthquake risk. |
am committed to meeting these challenges and continuing the work to make our City safer for all
residents. | want to thank Mayor Breed for entrusting me with this position, Chief Hayes-White

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

for selecting me to be part of her command staff, and the men and women of the Fire Department
for the work they do to keep our City and citizens safe.”

Chief Hayes-White announced in October that she would be retiring in 2019, and committed to
staying on to run the Department while a successor was identified. Deputy Chief Nicholson will
work with Chief Hayes-White on a transition plan in the coming weeks.

“My heartiest congratulations to Chief Nicholson,” said Fire Chief Hayes-White. “Jeanine has
been a dedicated member of the San Francisco Fire Department for over 25 years. From early on
| realized her potential and leadership qualities, so her appointment last year to Deputy Chief of
Administration was an easy choice for me. The City will be in very capable hands with Chief
Nicholson leading the San Francisco Fire Department and we’re both committed to a smooth
transition.”

Deputy Chief Nicholson graduated from Colgate University in New York and she first joined the
San Francisco Fire Department in 1994. She entered the San Francisco Fire Department in
January 1994 and spent the first 24 years of her career in the field. Chief Nicholson has had an
opportunity to work in every district of San Francisco. She was a firefighter in the South of
Market and the Western Addition areas, a Firefighter Paramedic in the Ingleside and Richmond,
a Lieutenant in Bernal Heights, a Captain in the Financial District, and a Battalion Chief in the
Sunset and in Chinatown. She looks forward to her new role.

Hi#
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Divisions, including Support Services, Homeland Security, Human Resources, Investigative
Services, and Assignment/Personnel Offices.

Deputy Chief Nicholson sustained second degree burns at an arson fire on Felton Street in
2009 where five other firefighters were also injured, one critically. She is also a breast cancer
survivor. Due to these and other experiences, she not only understands all the risks that
firefighters face but she has worked hard during her career to ensure that others do not have to
endure what she went through.

“Deputy Chief Nicholson is a dedicated public servant and a tremendous leader and I can
think of no better person to serve as our next Fire Chief,” said Mayor Breed. “Her experience
and her resiliency have prepared her to lead the men and women who are out there every day
protecting our residents, and I am confident she will be ready to lead the Department on day
one. [ also want to thank Chief Joanne Hayes-White for her service and her support as we go
through this transition process.”

“I am honored and humbled to take on the position of Fire Chief for the San Francisco Fire
Department,” said Deputy Chief Nicholson. “San Francisco is an incredible city with unique
challenges resulting from our dense urban environment and our ever-present earthquake risk. I
am committed to meeting these challenges and continuing the work to make our City safer for
all residents. I want to thank Mayor Breed for entrusting me with this position, Chief Hayes-
White for selecting me to be part of her command staff, and the men and women of the Fire
Department for the work they do to keep our City and citizens safe.”

Chief Hayes-White announced in October that she would be retiring in 2019, and committed
to staying on to run the Department while a successor was identified. Deputy Chief Nicholson
will work with Chief Hayes-White on a transition plan in the coming weeks.

“My heartiest congratulations to Chief Nicholson,” said Fire Chief Hayes-White. “Jeanine has
been a dedicated member of the San Francisco Fire Department for over 25 years. From early
on I realized her potential and leadership qualities, so her appointment last year to Deputy
Chief of Administration was an easy choice for me. The City will be in very capable hands
with Chief Nicholson leading the San Francisco Fire Department and we’re both committed to
a smooth transition.”

Deputy Chief Nicholson graduated from Colgate University in New York and she first joined
the San Francisco Fire Department in 1994. She entered the San Francisco Fire Department in
January 1994 and spent the first 24 years of her career in the field. Chief Nicholson has had an
opportunity to work in every district of San Francisco. She was a firefighter in the South of
Market and the Western Addition areas, a Firefighter Paramedic in the Ingleside and
Richmond, a Lieutenant in Bernal Heights, a Captain in the Financial District, and a Battalion
Chief in the Sunset and in Chinatown. She looks forward to her new role.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED LAUNCHES OPEN TO ALL CAMPAIGN IN SAN FRANCISCO
Date: Tuesday, March 12, 2019 11:33:58 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 12, 2019 11:31 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED LAUNCHES OPEN TO ALL CAMPAIGN IN
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, March 12, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED LAUNCHES OPEN TO ALL
CAMPAIGN IN SAN FRANCISCO

Mayor challenges business and residents to take the Open to All pledge opposing
discrimination

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Rafael Mandelman, and
Treasurer José Cisneros today took the Open to All pledge and encouraged business and
residents to oppose discrimination and declare that they are Open to All regardless of race,
ethnicity, national origin, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity and expression, religion or
disability.

“San Francisco has a long history of standing united to advance the national dialogue around
acceptance, civil rights, and human rights,” said Mayor London N. Breed. “The Open to All
campaign is about reinforcing our values and stating that no matter who you are, where you
have come from, or who you love, you are welcome here in San Francisco.”

Open to All is nationwide campaign to build understanding and discussion about the
importance of our nation’s nondiscrimination laws—and the bedrock principle that when
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businesses open their doors to the public, they should be Open to All. It is supported by a
coalition of more than 200 nonprofit organizations committed to civil rights, racial justice,
LGBT equality, health and healthcare, disability rights, and much more.

To date, dozens of lawmakers from around the country have signed on in support of Open to
All The coalition of businesses continues to grow as well. Recently, Gap Inc. signed the Open
to All business pledge and declared that their 2,300 Gap, Banana Republic, Old Navy, Athleta,
and Intermix stores are Open to All. Gap Inc. joins Yelp, Marriott International Inc., Levi
Strauss & Co., and Lyft, as well as more than nearly 2,000 small businesses, in partnering with
Open to AlL

“San Francisco has a proud reputation as a City welcoming to all in search of acceptance,
refuge, and opportunity. But even in cities like ours with strong nondiscrimination laws in
place, people continue to face hostility and hate in everyday situations,” said Supervisor
Rafael Mandelman, who has introduced a resolution at the Board of Supervisors to declare
San Francisco a Open to All city. “Nobody should have to fear being denied service at a
restaurant or a safe ride home just because of who they are. By declaring our city Open to All,
we are sending a strong message that hate will not be tolerated here.”

“Open for All makes good business sense,” said Jos¢ Cisneros, Treasurer of the City and
County of San Francisco. “San Francisco employers have long recognized that being inclusive
allows them to broaden their customer bases and recruit best and brightest employees. I’ve
taken the Open to All pledge and will continue to stand up to discrimination in all forms.”

“As the Federal Administration continues to attack our diverse communities, it is important
that we stand by our values of being a City that is truly Open to All and call on other cities to
join us,” said Clair Farley, Senior LGBTQ Advisor and Director of the Office of Trans
Initiatives.

Businesses and residents are encouraged to take the pledge and declare that San Francisco is
Open to AlL

HiH
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: SB50 - Memo

Date: Monday, March 11, 2019 12:20:50 PM

Attachments: SB 50 Memao.pdf

Commissioners,
Attached is the Department’s analysis on the pending State Bill.

Jonas P. lonin,
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
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Memo to the Planning Commission ot

INFORMATIONAL HEARING DATE: MARCH 14, 2019 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

. Reception:
RE: Senate Bill 50 (2019) 415.558.6378
Staff Contact: Paolo Ikezoe, Senior Planner, Citywide Division
. Fax:
' paolo.ikezoe@sfgov.org, 415-575-9137 415.558.6409

Reviewed by: Miriam Chion, Manager of Housing and Community Development

miriam.chion@sfgov.org, 415-558-6362 r';‘”"i"% _

Joshua Switzky, Manager of Land Use and Community Planning :;;n;a;grgan

joshua.switzky@sfeov.org, 415-575-6815

BACKGROUND

This memo is in response to the Commission’s request for an analysis and informational hearing on the
proposed State Senate Bill 50 (“SB 50”) and its potential effects on San Francisco. SB 50 was introduced in
the California State Senate on December 3, 2018. This memo’s analysis is based on the version of the bill
proposed as of March 7, 2019. The current version of the bill includes several key provisions that have yet
to be defined, and amendments, which will likely include clarifications to portions of the bill left undefined,
are expected this month. A vote in the Senate Transportation and Housing Committee could occur as early
as the end of March.

Previous analysis on SB 827, SB 50’s predecessor, was provided to the Commission on February 5th and
March 15th of 2018. The Commission did not take any official action on that bill. The Board of Supervisors
passed resolution number 84-18 on April 3, 2018 opposing SB 827. On April 17, 2018, SB 827 failed to pass
out of the Senate Transportation and Housing Committee.

SB 50 is in many respects an update to last year’s SB 827. Both bills are intended to take on the
underproduction of housing throughout the state of California by increasing zoned capacity for housing
and focusing that capacity near transit service. The Urban Displacement Project released a study in October
2018 estimating the impact SB 827 could have had on the Bay Area. That analysis found SB 827 would have
increased the financially feasible development potential in the Bay Area sixfold (from 380,000 to 2.3 million
units), while increasing the potential for affordable inclusionary units sevenfold.! SB 50’s inclusion of ‘jobs
rich” areas would likely increase that estimate of how many new housing units could be produced. The
study also found that 60% of the units SB 827 would have unlocked were located in low-income and
gentrifying areas. SB 50’s addition of a ‘jobs rich’ geography greatly expands the area where the bill would
apply, and should include many high-resourced areas that may not be immediately proximate to transit.

There is widespread agreement at the state level that all of California has underbuilt housing for decades,
with disastrous effects for low-, moderate- and middle-income households. In the Bay Area, recent analyses
have suggested that the region would have needed to produce 700,000 more units since 2000 than it actually
did in order for housing to have remained affordable to median income households.2 The scale and breadth

1 https://www.urbandisplacement.org/sites/default/files/images/udp mapcraft sb 827 policy brief.pdf

2 https://www.spur.org/news/2019-02-21/how-much-housing-should-bay-area-have-built-avoid-current-housing-crisis
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Memo to the Planning Commission
Hearing Date: March 14, 2019 Senate Bill 50 (2019)

of the state’s affordability crisis since the Great Recession has led to increased interest and involvement
from the Governor, legislature, and various State agencies. A recent article counted over 200 housing-
related state bills introduced this session, and the Governor has set an ambitious goal of 3.5 million new
housing units statewide by 2025.3 SB 50, as well as many of the other bills currently proposed in the state
legislature, are intended to tackle our housing shortage and provide enough homes for our state’s growing
and diverse population. Mayor London Breed has voiced support for the intent of SB 50, telling a local
news station that “San Francisco, along with the entire Bay Area, needs to create more housing if we are
going to address the out of control housing costs that are causing displacement and hurting the diversity
of our communities.” The Mayor has stated she will work with Senator Wiener to create “more housing
opportunities near transit, while maintaining strong renter protections and demolition restrictions so we
are focusing development on empty lots and underutilized commercial spaces.”*

SUMMARY OF LEGISLATION

SB 50 proposes to increase housing development capacity statewide by allowing certain qualifying
residential projects, which meet a minimum inclusionary housing requirement, to receive a development
bonus. In SB 50, this bonus is called an “equitable communities incentive” and takes the form of relief from
certain local development controls for qualifying projects. Residential projects which meet minimum
performance standards specified in the bill and located within a quarter to half-mile of high quality transit
or in “jobs rich” areas of the state would be potentially eligible for the “equitable communities incentive”.

Where and how SB 50 would apply

For projects that qualify for an “equitable communities incentive”, SB 50 would remove residential density
limits and alter minimum parking requirements within a quarter to half mile of certain transit stops and
lines, as well as in areas described as “jobs rich”. Additionally, in areas around rail and ferry stops
statewide, the bill would prohibit municipalities from enforcing height limits and floor area ratio controls
below a specified minimum on qualifying projects. In order to qualify for an “equitable communities
incentive”, a project would be required to meet an on-site inclusionary requirement, either a local
municipality’s existing on-site inclusionary ordinance or a minimum level specified in SB 50 (exact level
not yet defined). SB 50 does not appear to include a minimum project size or density.

One key difference between SB 827 and SB 50 is the addition of the “jobs-rich” geography category. Though
still undefined in the current version of the bill, a “jobs-rich” area is described as generally an area near
jobs, with a high area median income relative to the relevant region, and with high-quality public schools.
The state’s Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) and Office of Planning and
Research (OPR) would be responsible for designating areas as “jobs-rich”. It is estimated that “jobs rich”
areas will be similar to HCD Resource Areas (see attached Exhibit E). Within “jobs-rich” areas, qualifying
residential projects would be able to receive an “equitable communities incentive” identical to areas within
Yamile of a stop on a high quality bus corridor, whether the “jobs-rich” area has high quality transit service
or not. This inclusion of the job-rich geography, while still undefined, is likely to dramatically expand the
geography of applicable areas statewide, compared to the areas that would have been affected by SB 827
(which was limited in applicability to only the most transit-rich corridors and station areas).

3 https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/California-lawmakers-target-cities-ability-to-13662697.php

4 https://sanfrancisco.cbslocal.com/2018/12/04/sb50-housing-transit-more-homes-act-state-sen-scott-wiener/
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SB 50 Applicable Geographies and Proposed Zoning Standards (see map on following page)

Min. -sit
e .|n Min. FAR * Min. Parking Density (?n Ste .
Qualifying Area Height - . .. Inclusionary Units
e Limit requirements Limits .
Limit Required**
% mile around Rail or Ferry Stop 55 ft 3.25 Waived Waived Yes
% mile around Rail or Ferry Stop 45 ft 2.5 Waived Waived Yes

Yes, for projects
Waived | larger than a certain
size

Waived up to 0.5
space/unit

% mile around ‘High Quality Bus” stop

In areas identified as “jobs-rich” No change | No change

*FAR = Floor Area Ratio, a common development control; in San Francisco’s Planning Code, FAR is defined as:” The
ratio of the Gross Floor Area of all the buildings on a lot to the area of the lot”. Most of San Francisco’s zoning district
do not regulate residential FAR.

** The minimum percentage of affordable units required on-site is not yet defined in the bill.

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





Memo to the Planning Commission
Hearing Date: March 14, 2019

Senate Bill 50 (2019)
Transit Rich Areas of San Francisco (Under SB 50 - March 2019)
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Incentives and Concessions for qualifying projects

Projects in qualifying areas which meet all of the eligibility criteria below would also be able to request
three incentives or concessions, identical to those offered under the State Density Bonus Law. As defined
in that law, incentives and concessions must a) result in identifiable and actual cost reductions to the
project, b) not have a specific adverse impact on public health and safety, or on any property listed in the
California Register of Historical Resources. The broad definition of ‘incentives and concessions’ means they
could take many forms, but of the dozens of State Density Bonus projects the Department has received, the
most common requests have been for reductions and exceptions to rear yard, exposure, open space, and
off-street parking requirements. To date, no project sponsor has requested to fully waive a rear yard
requirement (i.e. ask for full lot coverage) as an incentive or concession under the State Density Bonus Law.

As discussed later in the ‘Provisions of SB 50 that are unclear’ section, it appears an SB 50 project would be
allowed to request up to three additional incentives and concessions allowed under the State Density Bonus
Law, for a total of up to six, if it were to request a State Density Bonus on top of an ‘equitable communities
incentive’.

Eligibility criteria for projects seeking an ‘Equitable Communities Incentive”
In order to qualify for an “equitable communities incentive”, a project would need to meet all of the
following criteria:

e Belocated within one of the geographies noted in the above table

* Belocated on a site zoned to allow residential uses

e Atleast 2/3rds of the project’s square footage would need to be designated for residential use

e Must comply with on of two on-site inclusionary requirements (see following section ‘SB 50 on-
site requirement’ for more detail)

e  Must comply with all generally applicable approval requirements, including local conditional use
or other discretionary approvals, CEQA, or a streamlined approval process that includes labor
protections

e Must comply with all other relevant standards, requirements, and prohibitions imposed by the
local government regarding architectural design, restrictions on or oversight of demolition, impact
fees, and community benefits agreements

SB 50 on-site requirement
SB 50 lays our two options for projects to meet a minimum on-site inclusionary requirement to qualify for
an ‘equitable communities incentive’.

1) In cities with inclusionary ordinances that require on-site provision of affordable units, a project
would have to comply with that ordinance

2) In cities without such an ordinance, a project would have to provide a minimum percentage of
units on-site affordable to very low, low or moderate-income households, if the project is larger
than a certain size. The percentage of affordable units required and the project size threshold for
requiring on-site has not yet been specified in the bill, though there is reference to the affordability
requirements in the State Density Bonus Law. Should the bill adopt requirements mirroring the
percentage of units required to qualify for a full 35% bonus under the State Density Bonus Law,
the following minimum on-site requirements might apply on projects above a certain size:

a. 11% of units affordable to Very Low Income Households (30 to 50% AMI) OR;
b. 20% of units affordable to Low Income Households (50 to 80% AMI)
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This option indicates that projects smaller than a certain size - as yet undefined - will not need to
provide on-site units to qualify for an ‘equitable communities incentive’.

The bill appears to indicate that projects under a certain size in “job rich” areas and within ¥ mile of a high-
quality bus line, but further than % mile from a rail or ferry stop, may not need to provide affordable units
on-site to qualify for an ‘equitable communities incentive”. However, projects within ¥4 and 2 mile of rail
and ferry stops, would appear to be required to include a minimum percentage of affordable units on-site,
regardless of project size, to qualify for the greater ‘equitable communities incentive” offered in those areas.

‘Sensitive Communities’ Exemption

SB 50 includes a temporary 5-year exemption for so-called “sensitive communities”, defined as areas
vulnerable to displacement pressures. HCD would be responsible for identifying “sensitive communities”
throughout the state, in consultation with local community-based organizations, using indicators such as
percentage of tenant households living at, or under, the poverty line relative to the region. For the Bay
Area, it is expected “Sensitive Communities” would be based on the Sensitive Communities identified as
part of CASA (see map attached as Exhibit D). Local governments with “sensitive communities” would be
allowed to optionally delay implementation of SB 50 in those areas, and instead pursue a community-led
planning process at the neighborhood level to develop zoning and other policies that encourage multi-
family housing development at a range of incomes, prevent displacement, and address other locally
identified priorities. Plans adopted under this option would be required to meet the same minimum overall
residential capacity and affordability standards laid out in SB 50. Municipalities would have until January
1, 2025 to exercise this option, or the standard provisions of SB 50 would come into effect.

Renter Protections

SB 50 would not apply on any property where there has been a rental tenant in the previous seven years,
or where a unit has been taken off the rental market via the Ellis Act for the previous fifteen years. The
exemption on properties that have had tenants in the previous seven years would apply even if the
previously tenant-occupied units are vacant or have been demolished at the time of application.

Interaction with local approval processes

As currently drafted, SB 50 does not change or affect a municipality’s established process for reviewing
and entitling housing projects. Locally adopted mandatory inclusionary housing requirements which are
higher than the minimum percentage in SB 50 would continue to apply, and any established local processes
for evaluating demolition permits (including any legislated limits to or prohibitions on demolitions) would
remain in effect. Locally adopted design standards (such as open space, setback and yard requirements,
and bulk limits) would remain enforceable, so long as the cumulative effect of such standards does not
reduce a proposed ‘equitable communities incentive’ project below specified minimum FARs. That said,
the higher zoned capacity SB50 would enable could increase the invocation of the Housing Accountability
Act (HAA) in lower-density parts of the city. (See later discussion in this memo of the HAA.)

Possible Regional and Statewide Effects

One of this department’s key concerns with SB 827 was that the relatively high standard for qualifying
transit service largely excluded parts of the state outside the core regions of large metropolitan areas. Here
in the Bay Area, for example, vast areas of the job- and amenity-rich Peninsula and South Bay were
excluded, outside of the %2 mile radius around Caltrain stations. While the Department agreed with the
bill’s intent that all municipalities needed to share in the responsibility to add badly needed housing, in
practice that bill appeared to target the cores of large cities with well-established transit systems like San
Francisco, Oakland, San Jose, Los Angeles and San Diego while not addressing communities with large job
pools that have not built adequate housing.
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SB 50’s addition of the “jobs rich” category could address that concern, and greatly expand the bill’s
applicability to communities across the state where future residents would have access to job opportunities
and other resources (see attached Exhibit E). Many of these communities have used exclusionary, low-
density zoning as a tool to block lower income households and communities of color from accessing those
resources. Though the “jobs rich” category is yet to be defined, cities like Sunnyvale and Cupertino in the
Bay Area and Santa Monica and Beverly Hills in the Los Angeles area would likely qualify as “jobs rich”
under SB 50. It is possible that cities like Mill Valley and Piedmont could also qualify, even though they do
not contain large areas of employment, by virtue of their proximity and access to employment centers
outside of their municipal boundaries as well as their high-performing public school districts. As noted in
this memo, local approval processes and demolition controls would still apply, but municipalities would
not be able to enforce strict exclusionary low-density zoning as a rationale for denying projects meeting SB
50 qualifications.

POSSIBLE EFFECTS IN SAN FRANCISCO

Analysis of SB 50’s potential effects on San Francisco are organized below by topic area and geography.

Almost all of San Francisco meets SB 50’s standards for “transit-rich”
Almost the entire city is within a quarter mile of what the bill defines as a “high-quality bus corridor”, or
within a quarter or half mile of a rail or ferry stop (see Exhibit B).

Rental unit exemption

Roughly 63% of San Francisco’s occupied housing units are occupied by renters, according to the 2017
American Community Survey. SB 50 would not apply on parcels containing these properties, removing a
significant number of the city's properties from eligibility. Renters occupy buildings of all sizes throughout
the city, from single family homes (in which roughly 14% of San Francisco’s renters live®) to large rent
controlled buildings. San Francisco does not currently have an established process for determining whether
a property is or has previously been tenant-occupied. Should SB 50 pass, the Department would need to
work with the Rent Board and other relevant agencies to determine a process for ensuring no tenant has
occupied a property in the previous seven years for projects requesting an ‘equitable communities
incentive’. This process would be particularly necessary in buildings not subject to rent control (e.g. most
single family homes), where records may be less readily available.

Sensitive Communities exemption

Pending the bill's more detailed definition of “Sensitive Community”, it is possible that several
neighborhoods or parts of neighborhoods would be eligible for temporary delay to enable community
planning processes (see map on page 9). In those cases, the City would have the option to undertake those
new community planning processes or the provisions of SB50 would apply. In San Francisco, given that
past community planning efforts involving rezoning (including CEQA review and approval processes)
have taken several years to complete, the City and affected neighborhoods would have to decide the
appropriate path to take, given time and resource constraints.

5 San Francisco Housing Needs and Trends Report, page 6.
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Many San Francisco Zoning Districts, particularly in recent Area Plans, already de-control density and have
higher height limits than SB 50

In some ways SB 50 is similar to San Francisco’s recent rezoning activities in Area Plans, in that it proposes
to cluster density around high quality transit and regulate density through building form rather than a
strict numerical density limit. The Downtown, Eastern Neighborhoods, Market-Octavia and Central SoMa
Area Plans all increased housing capacity and raised height and density limits near high-capacity transit
hubs. The majority of areas San Francisco has rezoned in the last 15 years have had density controls
removed and now regulate residential density through height and bulk limits rather than as a ratio of units
to lot area. These areas also generally have height limits of 55 feet or higher, meaning the majority of parcels
in most Area Plans are zoned to higher capacity than SB 50 would allow; SB 50 is therefore not expected to
have a large effect on areas that have been rezoned in recent years (see map on page 9).

The impact within Area Plans would primarily limited to parcels with the lowest height limits (40/45 ft)
that are also within % mile of a rail station. These parcels might be allowed one additional story of height.
Also within Area Plans, there are parcels that retain RH-1 and RH-2 designations, such as on Potrero Hill
and in pockets of the Mission, that would be affected by SB 50.

Likely to apply on vacant lots, commercial properties and smaller owner-occupied residential buildings

SB 50 would not apply on properties that have been occupied by a renter at any time in the previous 7
years, or that have been removed from the rental market under the Ellis Act in the previous 15 years.
Redevelopment of multi-family owner-occupied buildings, such as condos or TICs, though technically
possible, is very uncommon. SB50 would therefore be most likely to lead to development on vacant or
nonresidential properties zoned to allow residential development, and could be utilized on owner-
occupied single-family homes (and possibly smaller owner-occupied residential buildings if all owners
were to coordinate sale of the property) to either add units, subdivide the building or replace the structure.

In neighborhood commercial and medium density mixed-use districts outside of Area Plan areas, SB 50
would remove existing density limits for qualifying projects, but would likely result in new buildings that
are generally in the same character as surrounding buildings (maximum 4 or 5 stories, not including any
density bonus). Generally speaking, HOME-SF already allows this level of development in these areas. It
appears the intent of SB 50 is to not undermine a local density bonus program, but there are some concerns
as to whether the City would be able to continue to require projects requesting additional density or height
to use HOME-SF rather than SB 50, including complying with HOME-SF’s inclusionary rates (see later
discussion in this memo titled “Provisions of SB 50 that are unclear ”).

See map on following page (also provided as a higher-resolution attachment, Exhibit C) for a preliminary
estimate of parcels on which SB 50 would likely lead to a change in zoned capacity, should it pass. The map
below starts with areas of the city likely covered by SB 50 (based on proximity to transit service), and
removes parcels zoned to higher capacity (mostly in Area Plan areas) as well as parcels which do not allow
residential uses (PDR and P zones). Parcels thought to contain rental units are also removed, although a
lack of available data makes this layer incomplete. Sensitive Community Areas, as defined by CASAS¢, are
also highlighted as a proxy for areas of San Francisco that might meet SB 50’s Sensitive Communities
exemption.

6 https://mtc.ca.gov/sites/default/files/Racial Equity Analysis for the CASA Compact.pdf
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Where SB 50 might apply in San Francisco (March 2019)
I 1/4 mile from rail or ferry station
1/2 mile from rail or ferry station
I 1/4 mile from bus meeting SB 50 frequency thresholds
Areas where SB 50 would potentially not apply, or where implementation could be delayed
- Zones that don't allow housing and areas zoned to higher standards than SB 50
' Parcels containing rental units (estimate)
Sensitive Communities (CASA)
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Data on existing rental units is an estimate, based on Assessor's Office records.
5B 50 would not apply on any property where there was a renter in the 7 years previous to application;
the City does not maintan records on tenancy or occupancy.
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Greatest change expected in single-family and two-unit (RH-1 and RH-2) districts

The greatest changes possible under SB 50 would be in the city’s lowest density single-family and duplex
districts. As mentioned above, Area Plans and HOME-SF generally already allow equal or higher zoning
capacity than SB 50 would require, and the only residential districts not covered by either of those programs
are RH-1 and RH-2. Single-family and duplex buildings are more likely to be owner occupied and are thus
less likely to be exempted under SB 50’s exclusion for properties that have had tenants in the previous
seven years. The vast majority of these districts have 40-ft height limits (though RH-1 is limited to 35 ft in
height), so SB 50 would not typically raise height limits. The exception would be for RH-1 and RH-2 parcels
within Y-mile of rail stations, where SB 50 could potentially enable 1 or 2 additional stories above the
existing height limit (i.e. raising the limit from 35 or 40 ft to 55 ft). The biggest change, however, would be
in the density allowed on qualifying RH-1 and RH-2 parcels. An RH-1 parcel within Y4-mile of a light rail
stop that currently allows one unit in a 35-foot-tall building could potentially, under SB 50, be developed
into a multi-unit 55-foot tall building (before any bonus offered by the state density bonus law).

There is little precedent in recent history of this level of upzoning on RH-1 and RH-2 parcels, so it is difficult
to predict how many qualifying parcels would be proposed for full redevelopment (i.e. demo/replacement)
or proposed to add units to existing structures through additions or subdivisions of existing buildings. In
2016, San Francisco passed legislation allowing ADUs in residential buildings citywide, and as of
November 2018, the Department has received applications for just over 1,500 units under the program. In
2017 and 2018, ADUs were added in 201 buildings, meaning the legislation led to changes in less than one
tenth of a percent of potentially eligible properties each year. SB 50 would generally allow greater densities
than the ADU program would, and with fewer restrictions, and is likely to spur a greater number of
additions to existing buildings as well as demo/replacements.

The following is an analysis of the zoning capacity SB 50 might enable on a typical lower density lot. Note
that all analysis below is preliminary, and does not take into account any bonus an SB 50 project might
request under the State Density Bonus Law (which would allow up to 35% more density).

Current Zoning;:

Typical | Typical R Typical Maxi
Zoning ypica ypical Rear yplca aximurm Maximum Maximum Allowable
District ot Yard Height Allowable Allowable FAR Densit
Size Requirement Limit Building Envelope y
25% 35 ft
RH-1 2,500 5,625 sq ft 2.25 2 units
(3 stories)
- 45% 40 ft
RH-2/ 2,500 5,500 sq ft 2.2 3 or 4 units
RH-3 (4 stories)

On a typical 2,500 square foot lot, existing rear yard and height requirements theoretically enable buildings
of up to 5,625 sq ft (in RH-1 districts) and 5,500 sq ft (in RH-2 or RH-3 districts). In reality, existing buildings
are much smaller in scale, and Residential Design Guidelines emphasize compatibility with surrounding
context, limiting the size of new buildings or additions. It is important to note also that many existing RH-
1 and RH-2 lots are already developed to higher densities than their zoning would allow today. Staff
estimates almost a third of San Francisco’s existing residential units are located on properties that are
existing non-conforming (i.e. above the allowable density on the parcel).
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Under SB 50 - Within %2 mile of high-quality bus or in a jobs rich area (pink areas on attached map):

Zoning Typical | Typical Rear Ty;flcal Maximum Maximum Estimated Allowable
.. Lot Yard Height Allowable .
District . . e o Allowable FAR Base Density*
Size Requirement Limit Building Envelope
25% 35 ft
RH-1 2,500 5,625 sq ft 2.25 6 units
(3 stories)
- 45% 40 ft
St 2,500 5,500 sq ft 2.2 6 units
RH-3 (4 stories)

Under SB 50, within a quarter mile of a high-quality bus line or in a jobs rich area, density controls would
be released, but existing height and setback requirements would remain enforceable. Simply releasing the
density controls would potentially enable 6 unit buildings (assuming 900-1,000 gross square foot units) on
a typical 2,500 sq ft RH-1, RH-2 or RH-3 parcel.

Under SB 50 — Within 2 mile of rail or ferry station (yellow areas on attached map):

. Typical Typical SB 50 Maximum Allowable FAR .
Z Estimated All |
D?s::'?cgt Lot Rear Yard Height Allowable (with SB 50 s ";aas:(li)en:i‘:lab €
Size Requirement Limit Building Envelope | requirements) v
25% 45 ft
RH-1 2,500 7,500 sq ft 3 8 units
(4 stories)
- 45% 45 ft
e 2,500 6,250 sq ft 2.5 6 units
RH-3 (4 stories)

Within %2 mile of a rail or ferry station, SB 50 would release density limits AND set height and FAR
minimums. In RH-1 districts (currently mostly limited to 35 feet in height), the height limit would be raised
one story, potentially allowing up to an 8 unit building on a typical lot. In RH-2 and RH-3 districts with 40
ft existing height limits, the height limit would be raised by 5 feet, but generally would stay the same at
four stories. However, the RH-2/RH-3 districts” high 45% rear-yard requirement would likely become
unenforceable, as it would reduce the maximum allowable FAR below 2.5. In order to meet SB 50’s
minimum requirements, the City would only be able to enforce a lesser rear yard requirement, or allow the
project to expand in other ways to meet the minimum 2.5 FAR. In reality, many RH-2 and RH-3 parcels are
built with rear yards smaller than 45% of the depth of the lot, and in practice new buildings and building
expansions in those districts are allowed a rear yard based on the average of the two neighboring buildings.

Under SB 50 — Within %2 mile of rail or ferry station (orange areas on attached map):

. Typical Typical SB 50 Maximum Allowable FAR .
;::t‘:'?cgt Lot Rear Yard Height Allowable (with SB 50 Estlr;:::(:)::;\tuable
Size Requirement Limit Building Envelope | requirements) v
25% 55 ft
RH-1 2,500 9,375 sq ft 3.75 9 units
(5 stories)
- 45% 55 ft
s 2,500 8,125 sq ft 3.25 8 units
RH-3 (5 stories)
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Within % mile of a rail or ferry station, SB 50 would release density limits AND set height and FAR
minimums. In RH-1 districts (currently mostly limited to 35 feet in height), the height limit would be raised
two stories, potentially allowing up to a 9 unit building on a typical lot. In RH-2 and RH-3 districts with 40
ft existing height limits, the height limit would be raised by one story. Again the RH-2/RH-3 districts” 45%
rear-yard requirement would likely become unenforceable, as it would reduce the maximum allowable
FAR below 3.25. In order to meet SB 50’s minimum requirements, the City would only be able to enforce a
lesser rear yard requirement or allow the project to expand in other ways to meet the minimum 3.25 FAR.
In reality, many RH-2 and RH-3 parcels are built with rear yards smaller than 45% of the depth of the lot,
and in practice new buildings and building expansions in those districts are allowed a rear yard based on
the average of the two neighboring buildings.

SB 50 likely to increase housing production, including on-site affordable units

San Francisco’s inclusionary housing ordinance is only triggered on projects containing 10 or more units.
On-site affordable units are rarely produced in the city’s lower density zoning districts - such as RH-1, RH-
2, and RH-3 — because existing density controls do not allow projects meeting the size threshold to trigger
inclusionary requirements. Should it pass, SB 50 would likely have the effect of creating more affordable
housing in these districts by allowing for denser development, increasing the number of potential sites that
could accommodate projects with more than 9 units.

Even in higher density districts which are still density-controlled (e.g. NC, RM, RC districts), SB 50 would
generally offer greater development capacity than current zoning, as well as three incentives and
concessions. By setting a new, higher base density in qualifying areas (and allowing a State Density Bonus
on top of the ‘equitable communities incentive’), SB 50 is likely to result in significantly greater housing
production across all density controlled districts, and thus would also produce more affordable housing
through the on-site inclusionary requirement.

Interaction with the Housing Accountability Act (HAA)

The Housing Accountability Act (HAA) is a state law that has been in effect since 1982. The general purpose
of the law is to require cities to approve code complying housing projects, and generally prevent them from
rejecting such projects for arbitrary reasons. Recent concerns have been raised that the HAA would prohibit
localities from rejecting a code-compliant project that would involve demolition of an existing residential
unit. A recent court case (SFBARF vs. City of Berkeley 2017) involved a situation where a developer
proposed demolishing an existing single family home and constructing three code-complying units on the
parcel. Berkeley’s Zoning Adjustments Board initially approved the project, but on appeal the Berkeley
City Council reversed that decision. SFBARF sued the city, arguing the denial was a violation of the HAA,
and a court agreed and required the City Council to reconsider the project. The City Council then voted to
approve the project, but deny the demolition permit on the existing single family home, arguing that the
HAA did not require them to approve the demolition. SFBARF sued the city again, arguing the HAA did
require the city to approve any discretionary permits necessary to enable the code complying project to
move forward. Additionally, the appellants argued that Berkeley did not apply objective standards when
disapproving the demolition permit, and instead made the decision based on subjective criteria. A court
agreed again, and the Berkeley City Council eventually approved the demolition and new construction
permits on the code complying project in September 2017.7

7 https://www.berkeleyside.com/2017/09/08/long-legal-dispute-berkeley-approves-application-build-3-homes-haskell-street

SAN FRANCISCO 12
PLANNING DEPARTMENT





Memo to the Planning Commission

Hearing Date: March 14, 2019 Senate Bill 50 (2019)

After this case, the HAA itself was amended to clarify that “disapprove a housing development project”
includes any instance in which a local agency votes on an application and the application is disapproved,
including any required land use approvals or entitlements necessary for the issuance of a building permit.
Additionally, one of the deciding factors in the court case appears to have been that Berkeley did not have
clear, objective standards for approving or denying a demolition permit, and acted in a subjective manner
when denying the demolition permit.

SB 50 would not, on its own, broaden the HAA, but it could increase the number of cases where HAA may
become applicable to a proposed development project. Presently, demolitions or alterations on lower
density properties in lower density zoning districts do not typically propose new buildings at higher
densities, because of strict density limits imposed by current zoning. Denying demolitions or alterations in
cases like these do not conflict with the HAA because they are not denying a development project that
would increase density to code-complying levels. By increasing zoning capacity on parcels that previously
only allowed 1 or 2 units, SB 50 is likely to result in a rise in applications to make additions to existing
owner occupied properties to add units, or to demolish the existing building entirely and redevelop the
property at higher density. In cases like this, the HAA could limit the Commission’s ability to reject the
alteration or demolition of the existing building, unless it did so by applying clear, objective standards.

Interaction with proposed Board File 181216 (Peskin)

Asnoted above, SB 50 makes no changes to local approval processes, and in fact requires qualifying projects
to comply with local approval processes, including any controls on demolition of buildings. Supervisor
Peskin has proposed an ordinance (Board File 181216) which would introduce additional controls on
demolition, merger or conversion of existing residential units by adding findings to the required Sec. 317
Conditional Use Authorization criteria as follows (with expected interaction with SB 50 in right-hand
column):

BF 181216 Proposed CU Criteria

SB 50 Application

Whether any units in the building have been
occupied by a tenant in the previous five years

SB 50 does not apply on any property containing a
unit that has been occupied by a tenant in the
previous seven years

Whether the replacement structure “conforms to
the architectural character of the neighborhood in
height, scale, form, materials and details.”

Whether the replacement structure exceeds the
average FAR of other buildings within 300 feet of
the building site within the same zoning district

SB 50 would likely enable replacement structures
that are larger in height and scale than surrounding
buildings. Within 2 mile of rail transit, SB 50 would
likely prohibit the City from enforcing these criteria
if they would result in a project that is below the
minimum FAR standards laid out in the bill.

Whether the replacement structure maximizes
allowable density on the lot

In lower density districts, SB 50 would set a new,
higher maximum density on many parcels, in many
cases higher than surrounding existing buildings.
In such cases, this criterion would seem to
encourage a replacement project to maximize

density, at the same time that other proposed
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criteria prioritize restricting a replacement project’s
size and density.

Though the proposed Conditional Use Authorization criteria in BF 181216 would add greater scrutiny to
demolitions of existing residential units, they do not appear to qualify as objective standards. Planning
Code Section 303, which lays out procedures and criteria for Conditional Use Authorizations, is inherently
subjective in that it requires Planning Commission to use its discretion to determine whether a project is
“necessary or desirable and compatible with” the neighborhood... If both Board File 181216 and SB 50 were
to pass in their current forms, it is unlikely that BF 181216’s proposed CU criteria - defined in Section 317 -
would strengthen the Planning Commission’s ability to use their discretion to deny demolition permits to
code complying SB 50 projects which involve demolition of an existing residential unit(s).

PROVISIONS OF SB 50 THAT ARE UNCLEAR

Interaction with San Francisco’s Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

As mentioned earlier in this case report, it appears the intent of SB 50 is for projects above a certain size
threshold to include on-site affordable units in order to qualify. SB 50 would require projects to meet one
of two on-site inclusionary requirements in order to qualify for an ‘equitable communities incentive”.

1) In cities with inclusionary ordinances that require on-site provision of affordable units, a project
would have to comply with that ordinance

2) In cities without such an ordinance, a project would have to provide a minimum percentage of
units on-site affordable to very low, low or moderate-income households, if the project is larger
than a certain size. The percentage of affordable units required and the project size threshold for
requiring on-site has not yet been specified in the bill, though there is reference to the affordability
requirements in the State Density Bonus Law. Should the bill adopt requirements mirroring the
percentage of units required to qualify for a full 35% bonus under the State Density Bonus Law,
the following minimum on-site requirements might apply on projects above a certain size:

a. 11% of units affordable to Very Low Income Households (30 to 50% AMI) OR;
b. 20% of units affordable to Low Income Households (50 to 80% AMI)

San Francisco’s inclusionary ordinance does not require on-site provision of units, instead requiring
payment of a fee, and giving project sponsors the option to satisfy this requirement by providing affordable
units on-site. It is unclear whether San Francisco’s ordinance would qualify under option #1 above.
Regardless of which SB 50 inclusionary requirement San Francisco ends up falling under, SB 50 projects of
9 units or more in the city would still be subject to our inclusionary ordinance, and would be required to
meet our local affordability requirements as well as any affordability requirements of SB 50.
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Interaction with State Density Bonus Law

SB 50 specifies that project sponsors would be allowed to request the State Density Bonus Law on top of
any ‘equitable communities incentive” offered under SB 50. This would mean any density and height above
existing local zoning offered by SB 50 would be considered the new “base” project, on which a project
sponsor would be able to request up to 35% additional density. On its own, SB 50 would offer qualifying
projects three incentives and/or concessions. It appears that projects requesting both an ‘equitable
communities incentive” and a State Density Bonus would be able to request incentives and/or concessions
under both programs (for a total of up to six incentives or concessions). The State Density Bonus Law also
offers qualifying projects an unlimited number of waivers from development standards, in order to allow
a project to accommodate the increased density awarded under the law. Incentives, concessions and
waivers are very loosely defined in the State Density Bonus Law, and could take many different forms.
Allowing a project sponsor to request a State Density Bonus on top of an ‘equitable communities incentive’
introduces a great deal of uncertainty as to the scale and form of buildings which might be proposed under
the two laws.

Interaction with HOME-SF

As mentioned above, most Area Plans allow higher heights and density than SB 50 allows, so the bill would
mostly represent no change from the current situation in Area Plan areas. Outside of Area Plans, in
neighborhood commercial (NC), residential mixed (RM) and other zoning districts with density controls,
HOME-SF —adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 2017 - offers a local density bonus option for developers
who include 20-30% of units on-site as affordable units. The bonus offered by HOME-SF is very similar to
SB 50. Like SB 50, HOME-SF offers relief from density controls as well as extra height. Though the minimum
percentage of on-site inclusionary SB 50 would require is not yet defined, it is likely HOME-SF would
require a higher percentage of affordable units on-site than SB 50. Further, HOME-SF includes stricter
eligibility criteria and is less flexible than SB 50.

Staff’s previous case report on SB 827 raised the concern that that bill might undermine HOME-SF or other
local density bonus programs by offering the same or similar incentives at a lower inclusionary percentage.
The following paragraph of SB 50 could potentially interpreted as guarding against that: “the equitable
communities incentive shall not be used to undermine the economic feasibility of delivering low-income housing under
the state density bonus program or a local implementation of the state density bonus program, or any locally adopted
program that puts conditions on new development applications on the basis of receiving a zone change or general plan
amendment in exchange for benefits such as increased affordable housing”. However, as currently drafted the
section is not clear enough to definitively determine whether San Francisco would still be able to enforce
HOME-SF’s inclusionary requirements on parcels where both HOME-SF and SB 50 apply.

Whether SB 50 is determined to supersede HOME-SF or not, however, HOME-SF does not allow demolition
of any existing units regardless of tenancy and requires projects to consist entirely of new construction (no
additions to existing buildings), while SB 50 does not prohibit demolition of owner-occupied units or
additions to existing buildings. On these properties, SB 50 could potentially be the only bonus available,
and would thus apply.

Interaction between changes in transit service, zoning standards, and CEQA review

SB 50 would tie zoning standards to transit service and infrastructure, so changes to transit would
necessarily lead in many cases to significant upzoning. As currently drafted, the bill seems to suggest that
changes to transit service that bring a line or station up to SB 50’s frequency standards would immediately
trigger eligibility for the ‘equitable communities incentive’ within the qualifying radius of the line. This
could mean that zoning could fluctuate substantially over time as service levels increase or decrease due
to transit budgets, ridership, travel patterns, or agency service strategy. It could also create an additional
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reason for jurisdictions or neighborhoods to suspend already planned transit service enhancements or
avoid planning for increased transit service altogether, if they oppose the increased density that would
come with the transit service.

SB 50 does not contain any CEQA exemptions, so it is possible that transit projects, or even modest changes
in transit service, could be forced to conduct CEQA analysis of the land use effects triggered by the service
change or infrastructure investment. This could therefore possibly require environmental analyses for
transit projects that otherwise involve no direct land use or zoning proposals (and therefore would not
otherwise be typically required to study land use effects).

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

No official Commission action is required, as this is an informational item. Staff will continue to monitor
SB 50 and other relevant state bills as they move through the legislative process, and will provide analysis
and recommendations as necessary.

Attachments:

Exhibit A: Senate Bill 50

Exhibit B: Map of Transit Rich Areas in San Francisco (Under SB 50 - March 2019)
Exhibit C: Map of How SB 50 might apply in San Francisco (March 2019)

Exhibit D: Map of Regional Transit Access Areas (including Sensitive Community Areas)
Exhibit E: Map of Regional Resource Areas

Exhibit F: Public Comment Received
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CALIFORNIA LEGISLATURE— 2019-2020 REGULAR SESSION

SENATE BILL No. 50

Introduced by Senator Wiener
(Coauthors: Senators Caballero, Hueso, Moorlach, and Skinner)
(Coauthors: Assembly Members Burke, Kalra, Kiley, Low, Robert Rivas, Ting, and Wicks)

December 03, 2018

An act to add Chapter 4.35 (commencing with Section 65918.50) to Division 1 of Title 7 of the
Government Code, relating to housing.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST

SB 50, as introduced, Wiener. Planning and zoning: housing development: equitable communities incentive.

Existing law, known as the Density Bonus Law, requires, when an applicant proposes a housing development
within the jurisdiction of a local government, that the city, county, or city and county provide the developer with
a density bonus and other incentives or concessions for the production of lower income housing units or for the
donation of land within the development if the developer, among other things, agrees to construct a specified
percentage of units for very low, low-, or moderate-income households or qualifying residents.

This bill would require a city, county, or city and county to grant upon request an equitable communities
incentive when a development proponent seeks and agrees to construct a residential development, as defined,
that satisfies specified criteria, including, among other things, that the residential development is either a job-
rich housing project or a transit-rich housing project, as those terms are defined; the site does not contain, or
has not contained, housing occupied by tenants or accommodations withdrawn from rent or lease in accordance
with specified law within specified time periods; and the residential development complies with specified
additional requirements under existing law. The bill would require that a residential development eligible for an
equitable communities incentive receive waivers from maximum controls on density and automobile parking
requirements greater than 0.5 parking spots per unit, up to 3 additional incentives or concessions under the
Density Bonus Law, and specified additional waivers if the residential development is located within a 1/2-mile or
1/4-mile radius of a major transit stop, as defined. The bill would authorize a local government to modify or






expand the terms of an equitable communities incentive, provided that the equitable communities incentive is
consistent with these provisions.

The bill would include findings that the changes proposed by this bill address a matter of statewide concern
rather than a municipal affair and, therefore, apply to all cities, including charter cities. The bill would also
declare the intent of the Legislature to delay implementation of this bill in sensitive communities, as defined,
until July 1, 2020, as provided.

By adding to the duties of local planning officials, this bill would impose a state-mandated local program.

The California Constitution requires the state to reimburse local agencies and school districts for certain costs
mandated by the state. Statutory provisions establish procedures for making that reimbursement.

This bill would provide that no reimbursement is required by this act for a specified reason.

Vote: majority Appropriation: no Fiscal Committee: yes Local Program: yes

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. Chapter 4.35 (commencing with Section 65918.50) is added to Division 1 of Title 7 of the
Government Code, to read:

CHAPTER 4.35. Equitable Communities Incentives

65918.50. For purposes of this chapter:

(a) “Affordable” means available at affordable rent or affordable housing cost to, and occupied by, persons and
families of extremely low, very low, low, or moderate incomes, as specified in context, and subject to a recorded
affordability restriction for at least 55 years.

(b) “Development proponent” means an applicant who submits an application for an equitable communities
incentive pursuant to this chapter.

(c) “Eligible applicant” means a development proponent who receives an equitable communities incentive.
(d) “FAR” means floor area ratio.

(e) “High-quality bus corridor” means a corridor with fixed route bus service that meets all of the following
criteria:

(1) It has average service intervals of no more than 15 minutes during the three peak hours between 6 a.m. to
10 a.m., inclusive, and the three peak hours between 3 p.m. and 7 p.m., inclusive, on Monday through Friday.

(2) It has average service intervals of no more than 20 minutes during the hours of 6 a.m. to 10 a.m., inclusive,
on Monday through Friday.

(3) It has average intervals of no more than 30 minutes during the hours of 8 a.m. to 10 p.m., inclusive, on
Saturday and Sunday.

(f) “Job-rich housing project” means a residential development within an area identified by the Department of
Housing and Community Development and the Office of Planning and Research, based on indicators such as
proximity to jobs, high area median income relative to the relevant region, and high-quality public schools, as an
area of high opportunity close to jobs. A residential development shall be deemed to be within an area
designated as job-rich if both of the following apply:

(1) All parcels within the project have no more than 25 percent of their area outside of the job-rich area.

(2) No more than 10 percent of residential units or 100 units, whichever is less, of the development are outside
of the job-rich area.

(g) “Local government” means a city, including a charter city, a county, or a city and county.






(h) “Major transit stop” means a site containing an existing rail transit station or a ferry terminal served by
either bus or rail transit service.

(i) “Residential development” means a project with at least two-thirds of the square footage of the development
designated for residential use.

(j) “Sensitive community” means an area identified by the Department of Housing and Community Development,
in consultation with local community-based organizations in each region, as an area vulnerable to displacement
pressures, based on indicators such as percentage of tenant households living at, or under, the poverty line
relative to the region.

(k) “Tenant” means a person residing in any of the following:
(1) Residential real property rented by the person under a long-term lease.
(2) A single-room occupancy unit.

(3) An accessory dwelling unit that is not subject to, or does not have a valid permit in accordance with, an
ordinance adopted by a local agency pursuant to Section 65852.22.

(4) A residential motel.

(5) Any other type of residential property that is not owned by the person or a member of the person’s
household, for which the person or a member of the person’s household provides payments on a regular
schedule in exchange for the right to occupy the residential property.

(I) “Transit-rich housing project” means a residential development the parcels of which are all within a one-half
mile radius of a major transit stop or a one-quarter mile radius of a stop on a high-quality bus corridor. A project
shall be deemed to be within a one-half mile radius of a major transit stop or a one-quarter mile radius of a stop
on a high-quality bus corridor if both of the following apply:

(1) All parcels within the project have no more than 25 percent of their area outside of a one-half mile radius of
a major transit stop or a one-quarter mile radius of a stop on a high-quality bus corridor.

(2) No more than 10 percent of the residential units or 100 units, whichever is less, of the project are outside of
a one-half mile radius of a major transit stop or a one-quarter mile radius of a stop on a high-quality bus
corridor.

65918.51. (a) A local government shall, upon request of a development proponent, grant an equitable
communities incentive, as specified in Section 65918.53, when the development proponent seeks and agrees to
construct a residential development that satisfies the requirements specified in Section 65918.52.

(b) It is the intent of the Legislature that, absent exceptional circumstances, actions taken by a local legislative
body that increase residential density not undermine the equitable communities incentive program established
by this chapter.

65918.52. In order to be eligible for an equitable communities incentive pursuant to this chapter, a residential
development shall meet all of the following criteria:

(a) The residential development is either a job-rich housing project or transit-rich housing project.

(b) The residential development is located on a site that, at the time of application, is zoned to allow housing as
an underlying use in the zone, including, but not limited to, a residential, mixed-use, or commercial zone, as
defined and allowed by the local government.

(c) (1) If the local government has adopted an inclusionary housing ordinance requiring that the development
include a certain number of units affordable to households with incomes that do not exceed the limits for
moderate-income, lower income, very low income, or extremely low income specified in Sections 50079.5,
50093, 50105, and 50106 of the Health and Safety Code, and that ordinance requires that a new development
include levels of affordable housing in excess of the requirements specified in paragraph (2), the residential
development complies with that ordinance.






(2) If the local government has not adopted an inclusionary housing ordinance, as described in paragraph (1),
and the residential development includes __ or more residential units, the residential development includes
onsite affordable housing for households with incomes that do not exceed the limits for extremely low income,
very low income, and low income specified in Sections 50093, 50105, and 50106 of the Health and Safety Code.
It is the intent of the Legislature to require that any development of _____ or more residential units receiving an
equitable communities incentive pursuant to this chapter include housing affordable to low, very low or
extremely low income households, which, for projects with low or very low income units, are no less than the
number of onsite units affordable to low or very low income households that would be required pursuant to
subdivision (f) of Section 65915 for a development receiving a density bonus of 35 percent.

(d) The site does not contain, or has not contained, either of the following:

(1) Housing occupied by tenants within the seven years preceding the date of the application, including housing
that has been demolished or that tenants have vacated prior to the application for a development permit.

(2) A parcel or parcels on which an owner of residential real property has exercised his or her rights under
Chapter 12.75 (commencing with Section 7060) of Division 7 of Title 1 to withdraw accommodations from rent or
lease within 15 years prior to the date that the development proponent submits an application pursuant to this
chapter.

(e) The residential development complies with all applicable labor, construction employment, and wage
standards otherwise required by law and any other generally applicable requirement regarding the approval of a
development project, including, but not limited to, the local government’s conditional use or other discretionary
permit approval process, the California Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 (commencing with Section 21000)
of the Public Resources Code), or a streamlined approval process that includes labor protections.

(f) The residential development complies with all other relevant standards, requirements, and prohibitions
imposed by the local government regarding architectural design, restrictions on or oversight of demolition,
impact fees, and community benefits agreements.

(g) The equitable communities incentive shall not be used to undermine the economic feasibility of delivering
low-income housing under the state density bonus program or a local implementation of the state density bonus
program, or any locally adopted program that puts conditions on new development applications on the basis of
receiving a zone change or general plan amendment in exchange for benefits such as increased affordable
housing, local hire, or payment of prevailing wages.

65918.53. (a) A residential development that meets the criteria specified in Section 65918.52 shall receive, upon
request, an equitable communities incentive as follows:

(1) Any eligible applicant shall receive the following:
(A) A waiver from maximum controls on density.

(B) A waiver from maximum automobile parking requirements greater than 0.5 automobile parking spots per
unit.

(C) Up to three incentives and concessions pursuant to subdivision (d) of Section 65915.

(2) An eligible applicant proposing a residential development that is located within a one-half mile radius, but
outside a one-quarter mile radius, of a major transit stop and includes no less than percent affordable
housing units shall receive, in addition to the incentives specified in paragraph (1), waivers from all of the
following:

(A) Maximum height requirements less than 45 feet.
(B) Maximum FAR requirements less than 2.5.
(C) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1), any maximum automobile parking requirement.

(3) An eligible applicant proposing a residential development that is located within a one-quarter mile radius of a
major transit and includes no less than percent affordable housing units shall receive, in addition to the






incentives specified in paragraph (1), waivers from all of the following:

(A) Maximum height requirements less than 55 feet.

(B) Maximum FAR requirements less than 3.25.

(C) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1), any maximum automobile parking requirement.

(4) Notwithstanding any other law, for purposes of calculating any additional incentive or concession in
accordance with Section 65915, the number of units in the residential development after applying the equitable
communities incentive received pursuant to this chapter shall be used as the base density for calculating the
incentive or concession under that section.

(5) An eligible applicant proposing a project that meets all of the requirements under Section 65913.4 may
submit an application for streamlined, ministerial approval in accordance with that section.

(b) The local government may modify or expand the terms of an equitable communities incentive provided
pursuant to this chapter, provided that the equitable communities incentive is consistent with, and meets the
minimum standards specified in, this chapter.

65918.54. The Legislature finds and declares that this chapter addresses a matter of statewide concern rather
than a municipal affair as that term is used in Section 5 of Article XI of the California Constitution. Therefore, this
chapter applies to all cities, including charter cities.

65918.55. (a) It is the intent of the Legislature that implementation of this chapter be delayed in sensitive
communities until July 1, 2020.

(b) It is further the intent of the Legislature to enact legislation that does all of the following:

(1) Between January 1, 2020, and , allows a local government, in lieu of the requirements of this chapter,
to opt for a community-led planning process aimed toward increasing residential density and multifamily housing
choices near transit stops.

(2) Encourages sensitive communities to opt for a community-led planning process at the neighborhood level to
develop zoning and other policies that encourage multifamily housing development at a range of income levels to
meet unmet needs, protect vulnerable residents from displacement, and address other locally identified
priorities.

(3) Sets minimum performance standards for community plans, such as minimum overall residential
development capacity and the minimum affordability standards set forth in this chapter.

(4) Automatically applies the provisions of this chapter on January 1, 2025, to sensitive communities that do not
have adopted community plans that meet the minimum standards described in paragraph (3), whether those
plans were adopted prior to or after enactment of this chapter.

SEC. 2. No reimbursement is required by this act pursuant to Section 6 of Article XIIIB of the California
Constitution because a local agency or school district has the authority to levy service charges, fees, or
assessments sufficient to pay for the program or level of service mandated by this act, within the meaning of
Section 17556 of the Government Code.
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Exhibit B: Map of Transit Rich Areas in San Francisco
(Under SB 50 - March 2019)
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Exhibit C: Map of How SB 50 might apply in San
Francisco (March 2019)





Where SB 50 might apply in San Francisco (March 2019)

1/4 mile from rail or ferry station
1/2 mile from rail or ferry station
1/4 mile from bus meeting SB 50 frequency thresholds
Areas where SB 50 would potentially not apply, or where implementation could be delayed
Zones that don't allow housing and areas zoned to higher standards than SB 50

Parcels containing rental units (estimate)

s Sensitive Communities (CASA)

Notes:
Data on existing rental units is an estimate, based on Assessor's Office records.

SB 50 would not apply on any property where there was a renter in the 7 years previous to application;
the City does not maintan records on tenancy or occupancy.






Exhibit D: Map of Regional Transit Access Areas
(including Sensitive Community Areas)
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Exhibit E: Map of Regional Resource Areas
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Exhibit F: Public Comment Received





Coalition for San Francisco
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February 28, 2019

President Melgar, Vice-President Koppel & Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Subject: Senate Bill 50 (“SB-50") <Wiener>
“Planning & Zoning: Housing Development: Equitable Communities Incentive”

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) opposes Senate Bill 50 (“SB-50") <Wiener>.
Concerns include the following:

SB-50 up-zones all parcels in San Francisco
SB-50 will result in the loss of residential areas
SB-50 will result in developers making zoning decisions (deregulates local zoning)
SB-50 does *not* create affordability:
a. No “trickle-down” effect
(Less housing will be built due costs for labor, land, materials, e.g.)
b. No “fee-out” for affordable housing
(Process creates entitlements to raise property values without certainty of buildings
getting built.)

POb=

CSFN’s understanding is that a public hearing before the Planning Commission would occur on SB-
50. Please advise when as SB-50 is on the fast track in Sacramento.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Is

Rose Hillson

Chair, Land Use & Transportation Committee
As authorized by CSFN General Assembly

Cc: Corey Teague, Zoning Administrator; John Rahaim, Director of Planning; Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs; Commission Affairs; Board of Supervisors; Mayor Breed
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Fight over CASA: Some cities push back against plan to overhaul Bay Area housing market — East Bay Times
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against plan to overhaul Bay Area
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Massive housing fix riles some city officials
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Fight over CASA: Some cities push back against plan to overhaul Bay Area housing market — East Bay Times

From Cupertino to Pleasanton, small cities around the Bay Area are challenging a massive
regional plan to fix the housing crisis, worried they will lose control over what gets built
within their borders and be forced to pay for solutions they don’t want.

Officials are gearing up for what promises to be a long and contentious battle over the
“CASA Compact” — a set of 10 emergency housing policies that could force Bay Area
cities to impose rent control, allow taller buildings, welcome in-law units and pay into a

regional pot to fund those changes. The plan was penned by a group of power brokers known
as “The Committee to House the Bay Area,” which includes elected officials from the
region’s largest cities, transportation agencies, housing developers, local tech companies
and others. The group was pulled together by the Association of Bay Area Governments and
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

So far, Bay Area legislators have introduced 13 bills to implement the CASA policies. But
officials in many smaller Bay Area cities say they weren’t invited to the table, and their
interests weren’t taken into account.

“There are some in some areas that just want to say, ‘no, this is off the table. We’re not
doing this,’” said Campbell City Councilmember and former mayor Paul Resnikoff.

ADVERTISING

As the Bay Area grapples with a housing shortage that has driven the cost of buying and
renting to astronomical heights, the looming CASA battle highlights an ongoing power
struggle. Local officials are fighting to keep control of development within their borders,
while legislators try to force them to do what many of the smaller cities have not: build more

hAamanc





“The status quo isn’t working,” said Leslye Corsiglia, a CASA co-chair and executive director
of affordable housing advocacy organization SV@Home. “We’ve been managing our housing
problem on a city-by-city basis, and we’ve got some cities that are doing everything that
they can given the resources available, and we’ve got some cities that aren’t.”

The CASA compact proposes a 15-year rent cap throughout the Bay Area, which would
prevent landlords from raising prices more than 5 percent a year, on top of increases for
inflation. The compact also calls for a Bay Area-wide just cause eviction policy, which would
prevent landlords from evicting tenants except for certain approved reasons. And it calls for
new zoning policies that would allow for taller buildings near transit stops.

The MTC endorsed the plan in December, and ABAG gave it a thumbs-up in January. The
mayors of San Jose, Oakland and San Francisco took part in the CASA discussions and signed
off on the final document. But almost as soon as the plan was unveiled, many smaller cities
started gearing up for a fight.

Corsiglia acknowledged the CASA committee should have done more to reach out to the
smaller Bay Area cities. To bridge that gap, the MTC and ABAG are holding dozens of
meetings with city leaders around the Bay Area, and the CASA team has tapped the Non-
Profit Housing Association of Northern California to lead a ramped-up communication
effort. The association plans to reach out to residents through the media, online and in
community meetings.

“We want to have those conversations, and build that momentum and support and dispel
the fears people have,” said Non-Profit Housing Association executive director Amie
Fishman.

City leaders aren’t the only ones disappointed with the plan. It’s sparked criticism from
tenant advocates, who say it doesn’t go far enough to protect renters, and landlords, who
say it goes too far.

“The nature of a compromise is that people are going to like certain parts and not like
others,” Corsiglia said.

Many of the cities speaking out against the CASA Compact have been criticized in the past
for failing to build enough housing.

In Cupertino, which approved 19 new multi-family units last year, Mayor Steven Scharf
recently bashed the proposal in his State of the City Speech, calling the group pushing the
plan “the committee to destroy the Bay Area.” Its vision is “very scary,” he said. And he
doesn’t intend to accept it.

“A lot of smaller cities are banding together regarding CASA,” Scharf said, “trying to at least
mitigate the damage that it would do.”





Many Bay Area cities are balking at a CASA proposal that would require them to help fund
the new housing initiatives by giving up 20 percent of their future property tax increases.
The compact would cost an estimated $2.5 billion a year, $1.5 billion of which its authors
hope to get from taxes and fees applied to property owners, developers, employers, local
governments and taxpayers.

“That attack on our local revenue base would be problematic,” Resnikoff said. He’s working
with the Cities Association of Santa Clara County on a formal response.

Pleasanton and its Tri-Valley neighbors — Livermore, Danville, Dublin and San Ramon —
also are organizing a joint response.

Pleasanton director of community development Gerry Beaudin worries CASA legislation
could wreak havoc on the character of his city’s quaint, historic downtown. The
neighborhood’s proximity to an ACE train station could subject it to mandatory higher-
density zoning rules, he said.

“There’s a recognized need to address housing,” Beaudin said. “I’'m not sure that the way
that this happened is the right way to get momentum on this issue. It just created a lot of
questions and concerns from a lot of the areas that need to be part of the conversation.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NAMES MANOHAR RAJU TO SERVE AS SAN FRANCISCO
PUBLIC DEFENDER

Date: Monday, March 11, 2019 9:56:21 AM

Attachments: 3.11.19 Public Defender.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 11, 2019 9:40 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED NAMES MANOHAR RAJU TO SERVE AS SAN
FRANCISCO PUBLIC DEFENDER

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, March 11, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NAMES MANOHAR RAJU TO

SERVE AS SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC DEFENDER

Raju is a Deputy Public Defender who currently manages the Felony Unit in the San
Francisco Public Defender’s Olffice

San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed announced she has selected Deputy
Public Defender Manohar Raju to serve as the next San Francisco Public Defender. Raju will
fill the vacancy left after the sudden passing of Public Defender Jeff Adachi. Raju currently
manages the Felony Division in the San Francisco Public Defender’s Office.

Raju will serve as San Francisco Public Defender until the next scheduled election in
November 2019, when there will be an election to fill out the remaining three years of Public
Defender Adachi’s term.

“Mano has demonstrated a commitment to justice and equity on behalf of not only his clients,
but also the entire community that Public Defender’s Office serves,” said Mayor Breed. “His
advocacy for addressing systemic challenges to help those who need it most demonstrates that
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, March 11, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED NAMES MANOHAR RAJU TO
SERVE AS SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC DEFENDER

Raju is a Deputy Public Defender who currently manages the Felony Unit in the San Francisco
Public Defender’s Office

San Francisco, CA — Today Mayor London N. Breed announced she has selected Deputy
Public Defender Manohar Raju to serve as the next San Francisco Public Defender. Raju will fill
the vacancy left after the sudden passing of Public Defender Jeff Adachi. Raju currently manages
the Felony Division in the San Francisco Public Defender’s Office.

Raju will serve as San Francisco Public Defender until the next scheduled election in November
2019, when there will be an election to fill out the remaining three years of Public Defender
Adachi’s term.

“Mano has demonstrated a commitment to justice and equity on behalf of not only his clients,
but also the entire community that Public Defender’s Office serves,” said Mayor Breed. “His
advocacy for addressing systemic challenges to help those who need it most demonstrates that he
will continue Jeff Adachi’s legacy of not only fighting in the courtroom, but also fighting to
change policies and support innovative programs that make a difference in the community. | am
confident that in Mano our City will have someone who will continue on the mission that Jeff set
for the office. I look forward to working with Mano to make San Francisco a more just and
equitable city.”

“Jeff Adachi was a tremendous leader, trailblazer, and friend. We are deeply mourning his loss in
San Francisco and nationally,” said Manohar Raju. “I am honored to accept Mayor Breed’s
appointment to carry forward the visionary advocacy of the San Francisco Public Defender’s
Office. Being a public defender is a spiritual calling for me —a calling inspired by the resilience
of our clients and communities. | look forward to further building a vigorous, community-
centered public defense office through the collective leadership of our entire staff.”

Raju began his career as a public defender 18 years ago in the Contra Costa County Public
Defender’s Office. He has been with the San Francisco Public Defender’s Office for the past
eleven years. In addition to trying cases and defending clients, Raju has served as the Director of
Training in the Public Defender’s Office where he worked with the office’s staff to develop and
enhance public defender practices. After serving as Director of Training, Raju was promoted to
manage the Felony Unit, where he manages the office’s felony attorneys while continuing to
handle his own complex felony cases.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Raju received his undergraduate degree from Columbia University and his law degree from the
University of California Berkeley. Raju lived in San Francisco for several years, but moved to
Oakland a few years ago. He will move back to San Francisco to serve as Public Defender. Matt
Gonzalez, Chief Attorney in the Public Defender’s Office, will remain in that position and help
to manage the office.

“I have known Mano Raju for two decades and am confident he will be an outstanding Public
Defender,” said Matt Gonzalez, Chief Attorney in the Public Defender’s Office. “I couldn’t be
more pleased with Mayor Breed’s decision. Mano has a keen intellect, exceptional trial skills,
and an awareness of the importance of being anchored in the communities we serve, all of which
are essential to leading and inspiring the office. He has my full support.”

Raju has been active in working with the California Public Defenders Association and California
Attorneys for Criminal Justice. He is one of the founding members of Public Defenders for
Racial Justice, a Bay Area organization devoted to race-conscious practices in the courtroom,
including working to advance polices to increase African-American representation on juries in
order to make juries more reflective of the population. He has testified in Sacramento on behalf
of the office to advocate for these policy changes.

it
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he will continue Jeff Adachi’s legacy of not only fighting in the courtroom, but also fighting to
change policies and support innovative programs that make a difference in the community. I
am confident that in Mano our City will have someone who will continue on the mission that
Jeff set for the office. I look forward to working with Mano to make San Francisco a more just
and equitable city.”

“Jeff Adachi was a tremendous leader, trailblazer, and friend. We are deeply mourning his loss
in San Francisco and nationally,” said Manohar Raju. “I am honored to accept Mayor Breed’s
appointment to carry forward the visionary advocacy of the San Francisco Public Defender’s
Office. Being a public defender is a spiritual calling for me — a calling inspired by the
resilience of our clients and communities. I look forward to further building a vigorous,
community-centered public defense office through the collective leadership of our entire
staff.”

Raju began his career as a public defender 18 years ago in the Contra Costa County Public
Defender’s Office. He has been with the San Francisco Public Defender’s Office for the past
eleven years. In addition to trying cases and defending clients, Raju has served as the Director
of Training in the Public Defender’s Office where he worked with the office’s staff to develop
and enhance public defender practices. After serving as Director of Training, Raju was
promoted to manage the Felony Unit, where he manages the office’s felony attorneys while
continuing to handle his own complex felony cases.

Raju received his undergraduate degree from Columbia University and his law degree from
the University of California Berkeley. Raju lived in San Francisco for several years, but
moved to Oakland a few years ago. He will move back to San Francisco to serve as Public
Defender. Matt Gonzalez, Chief Attorney in the Public Defender’s Office, will remain in that
position and help to manage the office.

“I have known Mano Raju for two decades and am confident he will be an outstanding Public
Defender,” said Matt Gonzalez, Chief Attorney in the Public Defender’s Office. “I couldn’t be
more pleased with Mayor Breed’s decision. Mano has a keen intellect, exceptional trial skills,
and an awareness of the importance of being anchored in the communities we serve, all of
which are essential to leading and inspiring the office. He has my full support.”

Raju has been active in working with the California Public Defenders Association and
California Attorneys for Criminal Justice. He is one of the founding members of Public
Defenders for Racial Justice, a Bay Area organization devoted to race-conscious practices in
the courtroom, including working to advance polices to increase African-American
representation on juries in order to make juries more reflective of the population. He has
testified in Sacramento on behalf of the office to advocate for these policy changes.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** MEDIA ADVISORY *** MAYOR LONDON N. BREED’'S SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC EVENTS FOR MONDAY,
MARCH 11, 2019

Date: Monday, March 11, 2019 9:55:38 AM

Attachments: 3.11.19 Public Schedule Media Advisory.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Sunday, March 10, 2019 6:49 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** MEDIA ADVISORY *** MAYOR LONDON N. BREED’S SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC EVENTS FOR
MONDAY, MARCH 11, 2019

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Sunday, March 10, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

wx% MEDIA ADVISORY ***

MAYOR LONDON N. BREED’S SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC
EVENTS FOR MONDAY, MARCH 11, 2019

9:30 AM

Mayor London Breed to announce the appointment of new Public Defender.
City Hall

Mayor’s Balcony

6:00 PM

Mayor London Breed to host Town Hall discussion with elected and City officials and
community members.

SF LGBT Center

1800 Market Street
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Sunday, March 10, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** MEDIA ADVISORY ***

MAYOR LONDON N. BREED’S SCHEDULE OF PUBLIC
EVENTS FOR MONDAY, MARCH 11, 2019

9:30 AM

Mayor London Breed to announce the appointment of new Public Defender.
City Hall

Mayor’s Balcony

6:00 PM

Mayor London Breed to host Town Hall discussion with elected and City officials and
community members.

SF LGBT Center

1800 Market Street

Note: Mayor’s schedule is subject to change.

HitH
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Note: Mayor’s schedule is subject to change.
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Salgado, Rebecca (CPC)

Subject: FW: Overlooked No More: Julia Morgan, Pioneering Female Architect - The New York Times

Date: Monday, March 11, 2019 9:55:00 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
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: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Friday, March 08, 2019 4:09 PM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: Overlooked No More: Julia Morgan, Pioneering Female Architect - The New York Times

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

Dear Mr. lonin,

If possible could you please include this NYT obit in the packet for the HPC hearing on March 20th for
the Hearst Building project on 3rd & Market. Thank you.

Have a nice weekend.

Sincerely,
Georgia Schuttish
https://www.nvtimes.com/2019/03/06/obituaries/julia-morgan-overlooked.html

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON TODAY'’S FATAL COLLISION ON HOWARD STREET
Date: Friday, March 08, 2019 12:33:27 PM

Attachments: 03.08.19 Howard Street Fatal Collision.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 08, 2019 12:30 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON TODAY’S FATAL COLLISION ON HOWARD
STREET

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, March 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

##% STATEMENT *%**
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON TODAY’S FATAL COLLISION
ON HOWARD STREET

“The tragedy today on Howard Street is heartbreaking and my thoughts are with the victim’s
family and friends. This is yet another example of why our streets need to be made safer for
all users. There are long-term safety improvements coming to Howard Street, and [ am
pushing to move those forward as fast as possible. But while we wait for these capital
improvements, we need to make short-term safety enhancements, which I have instructed the
SFMTA to do without delay. Pushing for short-term safety improvements on our high-injury
corridors is exactly what I announced we would be doing earlier this week. Nothing will
replace the life lost today, but we can prevent future tragedies by moving more quickly to
implement safety improvements on our streets.”

HiH
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LoONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, March 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON TODAY’S FATAL COLLISION
ON HOWARD STREET

“The tragedy today on Howard Street is heartbreaking and my thoughts are with the victim’s
family and friends. This is yet another example of why our streets need to be made safer for

all users. There are long-term safety improvements coming to Howard Street, and | am pushing
to move those forward as fast as possible. But while we wait for these capital improvements, we
need to make short-term safety enhancements, which | have instructed the SFMTA to do without
delay. Pushing for short-term safety improvements on our high-injury corridors is exactly what |
announced we would be doing earlier this week. Nothing will replace the life lost today, but we
can prevent future tragedies by moving more quickly to implement safety improvements on our
streets.”

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

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SUPERVISOR MATT HANEY, AND COMMUNITY LEADERS
CELEBRATE THE GRAND OPENING OF NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING AT 1036 MISSION STREET

Date: Friday, March 08, 2019 12:06:04 PM

Attachments: 3.7.19 1036 Mission Grand Opening.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 07, 2019 12:07 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED, SUPERVISOR MATT HANEY, AND
COMMUNITY LEADERS CELEBRATE THE GRAND OPENING OF NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING AT 1036
MISSION STREET

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 7, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+ PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED, SUPERVISOR MATT HANEY, AND
COMMUNITY LEADERS CELEBRATE THE GRAND
OPENING OF NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING AT 1036

MISSION STREET

The new development brings 83 newly built affordable homes to the South of Market
neighborhood

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Matt Haney and community
leaders today celebrated the grand opening of new 100 percent affordable housing at 1036
Mission Street for low-income families, with nearly half of the apartments set aside for those
experiencing homelessness.

“Creating new affordable housing is critical to ensuring that our low-income residents can
continue to live in San Francisco,” said Mayor Breed. “This project will not only create 43
new homes for low-income residents, it also creates 40 new exits for people experiencing
homelessness. We need more housing of all types in our City, and I am committed to making
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 7, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED, SUPERVISOR MATT HANEY, AND
COMMUNITY LEADERS CELEBRATE THE GRAND OPENING
OF NEW AFFORDABLE HOUSING AT 1036 MISSION STREET

The new development brings 83 newly built affordable homes to the South of Market
neighborhood

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Matt Haney and community leaders
today celebrated the grand opening of new 100 percent affordable housing at 1036 Mission
Street for low-income families, with nearly half of the apartments set aside for those
experiencing homelessness.

“Creating new affordable housing is critical to ensuring that our low-income residents can
continue to live in San Francisco,” said Mayor Breed. “This project will not only create 43 new
homes for low-income residents, it also creates 40 new exits for people experiencing
homelessness. We need more housing of all types in our City, and | am committed to making
sure that we continue to build housing like this throughout San Francisco.”

This new development provides 43 low-income families and 40 formerly homeless families with
a safe, high-quality and permanently affordable place to call home. In addition, there are two on-
site social workers funded by the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing.

“The need for affordable housing is immense, and the lasting impact it can have on the formerly
homeless and their families is undeniable. We hope that more projects like this can happen
across the city,” said Supervisor Haney.

“We are thrilled to celebrate the opening of this critical asset for the SoMa community. 1036
Mission Street is a beautifully-designed, transit-friendly and permanently affordable apartment
building that offers vulnerable families the stability they need and deserve,” said Kate Hartley,
Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development.

Building features include an outdoor courtyard, a rooftop vegetable garden, a community room
and kitchen, disability-accessible units, bicycle storage, 24-hour desk clerk, and a public art
installation by local artist Jim Campbell. Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation is
the owner, developer, service provider, and property manager for 1036 Mission Street.

“Delayed but not stymied by the Great Recession and ten years in the making, 1036 Mission
Street is a testament to perseverance and an entire community’s coming together to support
affordable housing. As a result, more than 80 families—half of whom are moving out of

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
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homelessness—have a place to call their own,” said Don Falk, Chief Executive Officer of
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation.

The City invested over $19 million into this much-needed affordable housing. Additional
funding was provided by the State of California Department of Housing and Community
Development, CHASE Community Development Banking, Enterprise Community Partners, the
Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco, and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development.
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building that offers vulnerable families the stability they need and deserve,” said Kate Hartley,
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room and kitchen, disability-accessible units, bicycle storage, 24-hour desk clerk, and a public
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Corporation is the owner, developer, service provider, and property manager for 1036 Mission
Street.

“Delayed but not stymied by the Great Recession and ten years in the making, 1036 Mission
Street is a testament to perseverance and an entire community’s coming together to support
affordable housing. As a result, more than 80 families—half of whom are moving out of
homelessness—have a place to call their own,” said Don Falk, Chief Executive Officer of
Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation.

The City invested over $19 million into this much-needed affordable housing. Additional
funding was provided by the State of California Department of Housing and Community
Development, CHASE Community Development Banking, Enterprise Community Partners,
the Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco, and the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development.



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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: The Alliance Review Winter 2019 Issue - Please forward to HPC

Date: Friday, March 08, 2019 12:02:54 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Frye, Tim (CPC)

Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2019 1:55 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: The Alliance Review Winter 2019 Issue - Please forward to HPC

Please forward to HPC

From: National Alliance of Preservation Commissions <director@napcommissions.org>
Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2019 10:34 AM

To: Frye, Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>

Subject: The Alliance Review Winter 2019 Issue

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

If you're having trouble viewing this email, you may see it online

®

Thank vyou for supporting the National Alliance of Preservation
Commissions.
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We are pleased to provide you with the latest edition of our quarterly
journal, The Alliance Review. Here is the link to the Winter 2019 issue,

Planes, Trains and Funiculars: Working with Historic Transportation
Infrastructure.

Sincerely,
Stephanie Paul

Executive Director

To unsubscribe from future mailings please click here.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT*** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON REQUIREMENT THAT THE CITY ASSUME
RESPONSIBILITY FOR CORE WORK OF SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY

Date: Friday, March 08, 2019 12:02:16 PM

Attachments: 03.07.19 Housing Authority.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 07, 2019 4:22 PM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** STATEMENT*** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON REQUIREMENT THAT THE CITY ASSUME
RESPONSIBILITY FOR CORE WORK OF SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 7, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON REQUIREMENT THAT THE
CITY ASSUME RESPONSIBILITY FOR CORE WORK OF SAN
FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY

San Francisco, CA—Today the San Francisco Housing Authority (SFHA) received notice
from the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) that SFHA is in default
of various agreements and obligations owed to HUD. The notice requires that the City assume
responsibility for the essential functions currently being performed by SFHA.

“My first priority is to ensure that the 14,000 households that rely on the Housing Authority
subsidies keep their housing. At the same time, [ am also committed to ensuring that the
Housing Authority’s employees are not unfairly harmed by the actions of the Housing
Authority, and that the City meet the obligations HUD has outlined. The time has come for
real transformation of the Housing Authority to ensure both long term housing stability for our
residents, and to continue moving forward with our multi-year effort to rebuild and transform
distressed public housing communities. My office and City departments will be working
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 7, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*xx STATEMENT***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON REQUIREMENT THAT THE
CITY ASSUME RESPONSIBILITY FOR CORE WORK OF SAN
FRANCISCO HOUSING AUTHORITY

San Francisco, CA—Today the San Francisco Housing Authority (SFHA) received notice from
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) that SFHA is in default of
various agreements and obligations owed to HUD. The notice requires that the City assume
responsibility for the essential functions currently being performed by SFHA.

“My first priority is to ensure that the 14,000 households that rely on the Housing Authority
subsidies keep their housing. At the same time, | am also committed to ensuring that the Housing
Authority’s employees are not unfairly harmed by the actions of the Housing Authority, and that
the City meet the obligations HUD has outlined. The time has come for real transformation of
the Housing Authority to ensure both long term housing stability for our residents, and to
continue moving forward with our multi-year effort to rebuild and transform distressed public
housing communities. My office and City departments will be working closely with the Housing
Authority during this transition to ensure our residents are protected.”

During this transition, the City will continue to work collaboratively with HUD to ensure the
financial stability of SFHA’s housing choice voucher and public housing programs.
Approximately 14,000 households rely on housing vouchers. In addition, the City’s HOPE SF
program is currently focused on rebuilding approximately 1,400 units of distressed public
housing.

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

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S DAY
Date: Friday, March 08, 2019 12:00:18 PM

Attachments: 03.08.19 International Women"s Day.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 08, 2019 8:58 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON INTERNATIONAL WOMEN'’S DAY

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, March 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

wx% STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S
DAY

“Today we honor all of the women who came before us and fought for the rights we enjoy
each and every day, while also recommitting ourselves to lifting up the next generation of
young women leaders. I would never have had the opportunity to serve as San Francisco’s
second woman mayor, and its first African-American woman mayor, were it not for the
trailblazers who stood up, spoke out, and sacrificed for the right to vote, to be represented, and
to be treated equally under the law. While we are constantly reminded of just how much work
remains to be done, we will continue to build upon the progress we have made towards
creating a fairer and just society for women everywhere.”

HitH
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SAN FRANCISCO MAYOR
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, March 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
xxx STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON INTERNATIONAL WOMEN’S
DAY

“Today we honor all of the women who came before us and fought for the rights we enjoy each
and every day, while also recommitting ourselves to lifting up the next generation of young
women leaders. [ would never have had the opportunity to serve as San Francisco’s second
woman mayor, and its first African-American woman mayor, were it not for the trailblazers who
stood up, spoke out, and sacrificed for the right to vote, to be represented, and to be treated
equally under the law. While we are constantly reminded of just how much work remains to be
done, we will continue to build upon the progress we have made towards creating a fairer and
just society for women everywhere.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN FOR 80 NEW SHELTER BEDS AT TWO
NAVIGATION CENTERS

Date: Friday, March 08, 2019 11:59:12 AM

Attachments: 3.8.19 80 Shelter Beds.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 08, 2019 9:43 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice @sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN FOR 80 NEW SHELTER
BEDS AT TWO NAVIGATION CENTERS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, March 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN FOR 80 NEW

SHELTER BEDS AT TWO NAVIGATION CENTERS

Along with new SAFE Navigation Center site identified on the Embarcadero, these 80 beds
will help achieve Mayor’s goal of creating 500 new beds by summer

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced that 80 new beds will be
added to two existing Navigation Centers to provide more spaces for unsheltered residents to
get access to shelter and services. These 80 beds are a part of the Mayor’s efforts announced in
October to add 1,000 new shelter beds by the end of next year, and 500 beds by this summer.

The 80 new beds will be created by adding a structure with 60 beds at the Division Circle
Navigation Center and adding 20 beds to the Civic Center Navigation Center. This will bring
the capacity of Division Circle to 186 beds and Civic Center to 112. The new shelter beds will
be open by this summer.

“Every new bed we add gets one more person off the street and connects them with the
services they need to stabilize and hopefully exit homelessness,” said Mayor Breed. “We have
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, March 8, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN FOR 80 NEW
SHELTER BEDS AT TWO NAVIGATION CENTERS

Along with new SAFE Navigation Center site identified on the Embarcadero, these 80 beds will
help achieve Mayor’s goal of creating 500 new beds by summer

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced that 80 new beds will be
added to two existing Navigation Centers to provide more spaces for unsheltered residents to get
access to shelter and services. These 80 beds are a part of the Mayor’s efforts announced in
October to add 1,000 new shelter beds by the end of next year, and 500 beds by this summer.

The 80 new beds will be created by adding a structure with 60 beds at the Division Circle
Navigation Center and adding 20 beds to the Civic Center Navigation Center. This will bring the
capacity of Division Circle to 186 beds and Civic Center to 112. The new shelter beds will be
open by this summer.

“Every new bed we add gets one more person off the street and connects them with the services
they need to stabilize and hopefully exit homelessness,” said Mayor Breed. “We have to keep
pushing to add more shelter beds. | am committed to finding more sites for these centers, to
passing a Shelter Crisis Ordinance to eliminate the bureaucracy that gets in the way of these
badly needed shelters, and to securing more funding to help people get off the streets. That is
how we will make a difference in our city.”

The Mayor has already opened a combined 212 beds at the new Bryant Street Navigation Center
and Bayshore Navigation Center towards meeting her 1,000 bed goal. On Monday, she
announced a proposal to build a 200-bed SAFE Navigation Center at Seawall Lot 330 on the
Embarcadero.

“Mayor Breed has shown extraordinary leadership to address the needs of unsheltered people in
San Francisco,” said Jeff Kositsky, Director of Homelessness and Supportive Housing. “This
expansion of our shelter systems will help an additional 4,000 people each year on their path
toward permanent housing.”

Funding for these new shelters will come from already allocated funding in the current year’s
budget with support from the recent State windfall funding known as the Educational Revenue
Augmentation Fund (ERAF).

The City, through the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing, currently offers
temporary shelter to 2,500 people per night through traditional shelters, stabilization beds,

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Navigation Centers, and transitional housing. In addition, they house 9,000 people per night
through Permanent Supportive Housing.

“St. Vincent de Paul Society of San Francisco is very excited to help support the Mayor’s goal to
grow services by increasing the bed count for those who are currently unhoused,” said Shari
Wooldridge, Executive Director of Society of St. Vincent de Paul Society-San Francisco. “We
are pleased to add 60 additional beds to the Division Circle Navigation Center. In partnership
with the HSH department we will be able to assist up to 186 guests in total per night. We are
happy to serve more individuals with life-saving programs that end the cycles of homelessness.”

Last month, Mayor Breed introduced legislation to declare a shelter crisis in San Francisco,
which would allow the City to take more immediate action to address the homelessness crisis by
streamlining administrative, contracting, building, and planning code red tape that delays the
construction of new shelters and the delivery of services to those in need. The legislation has
been approved by the Planning Commission and the Building Inspection Commission and will
be heard at the Land Use Committee of the Board of Supervisors on Monday.
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announced a proposal to build a 200-bed SAFE Navigation Center at Seawall Lot 330 on the
Embarcadero.

“Mayor Breed has shown extraordinary leadership to address the needs of unsheltered people
in San Francisco,” said Jeff Kositsky, Director of Homelessness and Supportive Housing.
“This expansion of our shelter systems will help an additional 4,000 people each year on their
path toward permanent housing.”

Funding for these new shelters will come from already allocated funding in the current year’s
budget with support from the recent State windfall funding known as the Educational Revenue
Augmentation Fund (ERAF).

The City, through the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing, currently offers
temporary shelter to 2,500 people per night through traditional shelters, stabilization beds,
Navigation Centers, and transitional housing. In addition, they house 9,000 people per night
through Permanent Supportive Housing.

“St. Vincent de Paul Society of San Francisco is very excited to help support the Mayor’s goal
to grow services by increasing the bed count for those who are currently unhoused,” said Shari
Wooldridge, Executive Director of Society of St. Vincent de Paul Society-San Francisco. “We
are pleased to add 60 additional beds to the Division Circle Navigation Center. In partnership
with the HSH department we will be able to assist up to 186 guests in total per night. We are
happy to serve more individuals with life-saving programs that end the cycles of
homelessness.”

Last month, Mayor Breed introduced legislation to declare a shelter crisis in San Francisco,
which would allow the City to take more immediate action to address the homelessness crisis
by streamlining administrative, contracting, building, and planning code red tape that delays
the construction of new shelters and the delivery of services to those in need. The legislation
has been approved by the Planning Commission and the Building Inspection Commission and
will be heard at the Land Use Committee of the Board of Supervisors on Monday.



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: HPC Commissioner Headshots
Date: Thursday, March 07, 2019 10:45:19 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
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: Silva, Christine (CPC)

Sent: Thursday, March 07, 2019 10:41 AM

To: Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC <aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com>; Andrew Wolfram
<andrew@tefarch.com>; Black, Kate (CPC) <kate.black@sfgov.org>; Dianematsuda@hotmail.com;
Ellen Johnck - HPC <ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com>; Jonathan Pearlman
<jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com>; Richard S. E. Johns <rsejohns@yahoo.com>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: RE: HPC Commissioner Headshots

Hi Commissioners,

Please be advised that headshots are being postponed until further notice. We will contact you to
schedule time slots for a future date once one is determined.

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

From: Silva, Christine (CPC)

Sent: Friday, February 08, 2019 11:01 AM

To: 'Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC' <aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com>; 'Andrew Wolfram'
<andrew@tefarch.com>; Black, Kate (CPC) <kate.black@sfgov.org>; 'Dianematsuda@hotmail.com'
<Dianematsuda@hotmail.com>; 'Ellen Johnck - HPC' <ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com>;
'Jonathan Pearlman' <jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com>; 'Richard S. E. Johns'
<rsejohns@yahoo.com>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (jonas.ionin@sfgov.org) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Subject: HPC Commissioner Headshots
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Hi Commissioners,

We are scheduling professional headshots for you on Wednesday, March 13t before your regular
hearing that afternoon. The photographer will set up in the back room of the hearing chambers at
City Hall and in order for it to run smoothly, we’ll need you to sign up for a 15 minute time slot.

5th

Please respond to me by Friday, February 15™" with your preference.

March 13, 2019 — HPC Photos

Time Slot Name of Commissioner/Staff

10:30 to 10:45 a.m.
10:45 to 11:00 a.m.
11:00to 11:15 a.m.
11:15to 11:30 a.m.
11:30to 11:45 a.m.
11:45a3a.m.to 12:00 p.m.
12:00to0 12:15 p.m.
12:15t0 12:30 p.m.

Thank you,

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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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Gender Analysis of Commission and Boards: Please Complete Survey by March 29 Deadline
Date: Thursday, March 07, 2019 10:41:16 AM

Attachments: Memo to Commission Secretaries 2019.pdf

DOSW Data Collection Sheet 2019.pdf

Commissioners,
Please take the time to fill out the data collection sheet and submit to me at your earliest convenience. It is due

March 29 This is not mandatory, nor are you obligated to complete every section in order to submit.

Thank you,

Jonas P. lonin,
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: McCaffrey, Diana (WOM)

Sent: Thursday, February 28, 2019 10:53 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Newman, Elizabeth (WOM) <elizabeth.newman@sfgov.org>

Subject: Gender Analysis of Commission and Boards: Please Complete Survey by March 29 Deadline

Dear Jonas,

We have you on file as the staff contact for both the Historic Preservation Commission and the
Planning Commission. If this is incorrect, please let me know. The Department on the Status of
Women is required to conduct and publish a gender analysis of Commissions and Boards every 2
years per a 2008 city charter amendment (section 4.101). As such, we are asking every policy body
contact to assist us in compiling disaggregated data for each respective policy body by Friday, March
29, 2019. More details can be found in the attached memo.

For your convenience, we have two options for capturing the requested information:

e There is an attached paper survey that can be printed and filled out by members, which you
can use to compile the data for your policy body and complete the digital survey on behalf of
all members.

e You can use the digital survey to respond to questions 1-11 and send the link to the
digital survey to members to identify themselves. Please note that we will be following
up with you to ensure all members complete the survey by the requested date.

Here is the digital survey link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2019GenderAnalysis. We
greatly appreciate your cooperation and assistance. Please contact me for more information or

with any questions at Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org or (415)252-3205. We look forward to
hearing from you soon.


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/
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2019GenderAnalysis
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2019GenderAnalysis
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2019GenderAnalysis
mailto:Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org

{ * ) 4 City and County of San Francisco

Department on the Status of Women

Emily M. Murase, PhD
Director

Date: February 27, 2019

To: Boards and Commissions Contact

From: Emily Murase, PhD, Director

CC: Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Director of Appointments, Office of Mayor London N. Breed
Subject: 2019 Gender Analysis of San Francisco Commissions and Boards

In 1998, San Francisco passed a local ordinance reflecting the principles of the United Nations
Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW). This ordinance
requires city government to take proactive steps to ensure gender equality and specifies “gender
analysis” as a preventive tool to use against discrimination. In 2008, voters overwhelmingly approved a
city charter amendment (section 4.101) that made it a city policy for:
e The membership of commissions and boards to reflect the diversity of San Francisco’s
population,
e Appointing officials be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and confirmation of
these candidates, and
e The Department on the Status of Women be required to conduct and publish a gender analysis
of Commissions and Boards every 2 years.

Therefore, we are asking every Commission/Board contact to assist us in compiling disaggregated data
for each respective policy body. The Department seeks the following data:
1. Number of total seats and vacant seats.
Number of Mayoral appointees, Board appointees, and others (elected or appointed by others).
Budget for the fiscal year of 2018-2019.
Number of Members by gender and race/ethnicity.
Number of Members by sexual orientation and gender.
Number of Members with disabilities by gender.
Number of Members who are Veterans by gender.

Nouvhs~wnN

Please submit the above information by Friday, March 29, 2019. For your convenience, we have two
options for capturing the requested information:

e There is an attached paper survey that can be printed and filled out by members, which you can
use to compile the data for your policy body and complete the digital survey on behalf of all
members.

e You can use the digital survey to respond to questions 1-11 and send the link to the digital
survey to members to identify themselves. Please note that we will be following up with you to
ensure all members complete the survey by the requested date.

Here is the digital survey link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/2019GenderAnalysis. We greatly
appreciate your cooperation and assistance. Please contact Public Policy Fellow Diana McCaffrey for
more information or with any questions at Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org or (415)252-3205. We look
forward to hearing from you soon.

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 240 | San Francisco, CA 94102 | sfgov.org/dosw | dosw@sfgov.org | 415.252.2570
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City and County of San Francisco

Department on the Status of Women

Emily M. Murase, PhD

Director
Data Collection for the 2019 Gender Analysis of San Francisco Boards and Commissions

A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco requires that appointments to City
policy bodies reflect the diversity of the population and that the Department on the Status of Women analyze
and report the diversity of appointments of City boards and commissions every two years. In order for the
Department to effectively comply with the City Charter, we ask for your help to assist us in collecting accurate
and complete data.

Please check the box that best corresponds with how you identify for the following demographic categories:

Race and Ethnicity Check all Gender Identity Check one

Asian Female

Black/African American Trans Female

Latinx/Hispanic Genderqueer/Non-binary

Middle Eastern/North African Male

Multiracial Trans Male
Other (please specif

Native American/Alaska Native (p pecify)

Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific

Islander

White/Caucasian Sexual Orientation Check one

Other (please specify) Bisexual
Gay/Lesbian/Same-Gender
Loving

Disability Status Y/N Questioning/Unsure

Do you have one or more Straight/Heterosexual

TN

disabilities? Other

Veteran Status Y/N

Have you ever served in the

military (of any country)?

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact Public Policy Fellow Diana McCaffrey at
Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org or (415)252-3205. We appreciate your help!
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Diana McCaffrey

Public Policy Fellow

San Francisco Department on the Status of Women

25 Van Ness Ave, Ste 240 | San Francisco, CA 94102

Direct: 415.252.3205 | Diana.McCaffrey@sfgov.org | www.sfgov.org/dosw

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

(CPQC); 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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION FOR WINDFALL FUNDING
Date: Thursday, March 07, 2019 10:26:16 AM

Attachments: 3.7.19 ERAF Signing.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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, March 07, 2019 10:20 AM

To: Press Office, Mayor (MYR) <mayorspressoffice@sfgov.org>

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION FOR WINDFALL
FUNDING

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 7, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+ PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION FOR
WINDFALL FUNDING

Legislation funds Mayor Breed’s priorities for affordable housing and homelessness services,
including the 200-bed SAFE Navigation Center she proposed earlier this week

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation appropriating $273
million of the Educational Reserve Augmentation Fund (ERAF) windfall, which funds a
number of her priorities for homelessness and affordability programs.

Following an announcement from Controller Ben Rosenfield in November that the City would
be recognizing the unexpected windfall of $415 million, Mayor Breed outlined a detailed plan
for directing the discretionary portion of the funding to create more affordable housing and
help homeless residents off of the street and into care and shelter. Earlier this week, she
announced a proposal to open a 200-bed SAFE Navigation Center at Seawall Lot 330 on the
Embarcadero, which would utilize funding from this legislation.

“This legislation will help address some of the biggest issues facing San Francisco,” said
Mayor Breed. “I am glad we could fund these critical homelessness and affordable housing
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, March 7, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LEGISLATION FOR
WINDFALL FUNDING

Legislation funds Mayor Breed'’s priorities for affordable housing and homelessness services,
including the 200-bed SAFE Navigation Center she proposed earlier this week

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation appropriating $273
million of the Educational Reserve Augmentation Fund (ERAF) windfall, which funds a number
of her priorities for homelessness and affordability programs.

Following an announcement from Controller Ben Rosenfield in November that the City would
be recognizing the unexpected windfall of $415 million, Mayor Breed outlined a detailed plan
for directing the discretionary portion of the funding to create more affordable housing and help
homeless residents off of the street and into care and shelter. Earlier this week, she announced a
proposal to open a 200-bed SAFE Navigation Center at Seawall Lot 330 on the Embarcadero,
which would utilize funding from this legislation.

“This legislation will help address some of the biggest issues facing San Francisco,” said Mayor
Breed. “l am glad we could fund these critical homelessness and affordable housing programs to
help our unhoused residents off the streets and into care and shelter. | am proud that this
legislation funds two years of teacher salary increases, as well as the shelter beds and mental
health stabilization beds, permanent supportive housing units and affordable housing units that I
proposed. | look forward to working with the Board to continue to fund these priorities in future
years.”

The legislation signed today includes funding for a number of Mayor Breed’s priorities,
including the following programs that she outlined in her proposal for the windfall:

One-time funding

e Expansion of the Small Sites Program ($40.0m) — 130 estimated units

e Funding to complete construction of a homeless housing site ($42.5m) — 255 estimated
units

e Predevelopment of affordable housing projects ($6.0m) — 370 estimated units

e Capital upgrades at Sunnydale and Potrero public housing ($9.0m)

e Acquisition of 100% affordable housing sites ($14.0m)

Capital costs and two vears of operational funding
e Masterleasing of housing units ($15.2m) — 300 estimated units

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

e New SAFE Navigation Center - capital and services ($15.0m) — 200 estimated units

e Expansion of existing Navigation Centers — capital and services ($6.4m) — estimated 80
beds

e San Francisco Healing Center beds ($4.4m) — estimated 14 beds

e Substance use recovery beds ($5.0m) — estimated 72 beds

As required by the Charter, approximately $230 million of the windfall was allocated to reserve
funds, transportation, public schools, libraries, children and family programming, and tree
maintenance. The legislation places a portion of the reserve funding on contingency for future
uses, including teacher salaries and early childcare.

Hi#
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programs to help our unhoused residents off the streets and into care and shelter. I am proud
that this legislation funds two years of teacher salary increases, as well as the shelter beds and
mental health stabilization beds, permanent supportive housing units and affordable housing
units that I proposed. I look forward to working with the Board to continue to fund these
priorities in future years.”

The legislation signed today includes funding for a number of Mayor Breed’s priorities,
including the following programs that she outlined in her proposal for the windfall:

One-time funding
e Expansion of the Small Sites Program ($40.0m) — 130 estimated units

e Funding to complete construction of a homeless housing site ($42.5m) — 255 estimated
units

e Predevelopment of affordable housing projects ($6.0m) — 370 estimated units

 Capital upgrades at Sunnydale and Potrero public housing ($9.0m)

e Acquisition of 100% affordable housing sites ($14.0m)

Capital costs and two years of operational funding

e Masterleasing of housing units ($15.2m) — 300 estimated units

o New SAFE Navigation Center - capital and services ($15.0m) — 200 estimated units

» Expansion of existing Navigation Centers — capital and services ($6.4m) — estimated 80
beds

e San Francisco Healing Center beds ($4.4m) — estimated 14 beds

 Substance use recovery beds ($5.0m) — estimated 72 beds

As required by the Charter, approximately $230 million of the windfall was allocated to
reserve funds, transportation, public schools, libraries, children and family programming, and
tree maintenance. The legislation places a portion of the reserve funding on contingency for
future uses, including teacher salaries and early childcare.
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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: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Availability of and Notice of Preparation of an EIR for 550 O"Farrell Street - March 6th, 2019

Date: Wednesday, March 06, 2019 3:56:57 PM

Attachments: 550 OFarrell-NOP-March 6 2019.pdf

550 OFarrell-Availablilty of NOP-March 6 2019.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
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: McKellar, Jennifer (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, March 06, 2019 12:25 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>

Subject: Availability of and Notice of Preparation of an EIR for 550 O'Farrell Street - March 6th, 2019

Good afternoon,

The attached Availability of a Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Notice of Preparation of an EIR was
published for a proposed mixed-use project at 550 O’Farrell Street today. Would you please forward
the attached document copies to all Historic Preservation Commission (HPC) commissioners today;
the EIR will be focused on historical resource impacts.

Thank you,

Jennifer Barbour McKellar, Planner
Environmental Planning Division

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.8754| www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Notice of Preparation of an Environmental Impact Report

Date: March 6, 2019

Case No.: 2017-004557ENV

Project Title: 550 O’Farrell Street

Zoning: RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density)
80-T-130-T Height and Bulk District
North of Market Residential Special Use District No. 1

Block/Lot: 0318/009

Lot Size: 11,808 square feet

Kabir Seth, Sandhill O’Farrell, LLC- (510) 590-8456
Kabir@presidiobay.com

Project Sponsor

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department
Staff Contact: Jennifer Barbour McKellar — (415) 575-8754
jennifer.mckellar@sfgov.org
INTRODUCTION

The San Francisco Planning Department has prepared this Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in connection with the project listed above. The purpose of the EIR is
to provide information about the potential significant physical environmental effects of the proposed
project, to identify possible ways to minimize the project’s significant adverse effects, and to describe and
analyze possible alternatives to the proposed project. The San Francisco Planning Department is issuing
this NOP to inform the public and responsible and interested agencies about the proposed project and the
intent to prepare an EIR. This NOP is also available online at: http://www.sf-planning.org/sfceqadocs.

The comments received during the public scoping process will be considered during the preparation of
the EIR for this project.

PROJECT OVERVIEW

The project site is located at 550 O’Farrell Street, between Leavenworth Street and Jones Street, in the
Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood of San Francisco. A public parking garage currently occupies the
rectangular, approximately 11,800-square-foot (sf) project site (Assessor’s Block 0318, Lot 009). The project
sponsor, Sandhill O’Farrell, LLC, proposes to demolish the existing, approximately 35,400-sf, two-story-
over-basement parking garage and construct an approximately 102,600-sf, 13-story-over-basement mixed-
use building. The proposed project would include 113 residential dwelling units (25 percent of which
would be affordable inclusionary units), a 1,500-sf ground-floor retail unit, and basement-level and
ground-level parking accommodating 23 vehicles and 108 class 1 bicycle parking spaces. The class 1
bicycle parking spaces would be provided in two bicycle storage rooms; eight class 2 bicycle parking

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378
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415.558.6409
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Notice of Preparation of an EIR Case No. 2017-004557ENV
550 O’Farrell Street

spaces would be installed on the sidewalk along the site’s O’Farrell Street frontage.! Four new street trees
would also be added along the O’Farrell Street frontage.

PROJECT LOCATION AND SITE CHARACTERISTICS

The project site is located on the north side of O’Farrell Street on the block bounded by O’Farrell Street to
the south, Geary Street to the north, Jones Street to the east, and Leavenworth Street to the west (see
Figure 1: Project Location). The project site is within an RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density)
zoning district, 80-T-130-T height and bulk district, and the North of Market Residential Special Use
District No. 1. The height limit in the 80-T-130-T height and bulk district is 130 feet, but a conditional use
authorization is required for the construction of a building exceeding a height of 80 feet. The “T” bulk
designation limits the bulk of buildings above the setback height established pursuant to Planning Code
section 132.2 to a maximum length dimension of 110 feet and a maximum diagonal dimension of 125 feet,
unless a conditional use authorization exception is granted for greater bulk. The O’Farrell Street sidewalk
slopes down from west to east with elevations (based on the San Francisco 2013 Vertical Datum) along
the front of the building varying between 105 feet and 101 feet. The adjacent properties fronting Geary
Street to the north of the site are at higher grades because the site vicinity slopes up to the north.

The project site consists of an 86-foot-wide by 138-foot-deep rectangular lot, currently developed as a
public parking garage (see Figure 2: Project Site and Surrounding Uses). The existing two-story-over-
basement parking garage is approximately 35,400 sf in size and approximately 40 feet tall. An
approximately 11.5-foot-deep partial basement level extends under the sidewalk along O’Farrell Street.
Two existing, approximately 26- to 28-foot-wide curb cuts provide access to the garage from O’Farrell
Street. The existing building, constructed in 1924, is located in the Uptown Tenderloin National Register
Historic District and has been previously determined to be eligible for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources as a contributory building to the historic district? (see Figure 3: Existing Building
Photograph and Building Section).

As shown in Figure 2, four adjacent properties border the site (one to the east, one to the west, and two to
the north). A two-story hotel building over ground-floor retail, at 570 O’Farrell Street, occupies the site to
the west. A six-story apartment building, at 540 O’Farrell Street, occupies the site to the east. The adjacent
properties to the north include a five-story apartment building at 655 Geary Street and a vacant lot
containing the brick rubble remains of a demolished structure at 650 Geary Street.

1 San Francisco Municipal Code section 155.1 defines class 1 Bicycle Parking Spaces as “Spaces in secure, weather-
protected facilities intended for use as long-term, overnight, and work-day bicycle storage by dwelling unit
residents, non-residential occupants, and Employees.” Class 2 Bicycle Spaces are “Bicycle racks located in a
publicly-accessible, highly visible location intended for transient or short-term use by visitors, guests, and patrons
to the building or use.”

2 Carey & Co. Inc., Historic Resource Evaluation—Part 1. 550 O’Farrell Street, San Francisco California, September 1, 2017.
This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted) is available at the San
Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 as part of Case File No. 2017-004557ENV.
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Figure 2: Project Site and Surrounding Uses
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PROPOSED PROJECT

The project sponsor proposes to demolish the existing building and construct an approximately 102,600-
sf, mixed-use building with 113 dwelling units, approximately 1,500 sf of ground-floor retail space and
basement- and ground-level parking accommodating 23 vehicle parking spaces and 108 class 1 bicycle
parking spaces (see Figures 4 through 9). The proposed project would also include eight class 2 bicycle
parking spaces along the O’Farrell Street frontage. The residential uses would occupy approximately
91,200 gross square feet (gsf) of the proposed building. The dwelling unit mix would include 83 one-
bedroom units, 6 two-bedroom units, and 24 three-bedroom units; 25 percent of the total units (or 29
units) would be affordable inclusionary units.

The proposed building would be 13 stories tall, reaching 130 feet in height (146 feet in height to the top of
the elevator penthouse). The building’s parapet wall would be 2 feet in height, the mechanical and stair
penthouse would be 10 feet in height, and the elevator penthouse would be 16 feet above the roofline,
respectively (see Figures 10 through 14). Parapets and mechanical, stair, and elevator penthouses are
exempt from overall building height limits pursuant to Planning Code section 260(b)(1)(F). The basement
and first floor levels of the proposed building would occupy the entire site, while the upper floors would
be set back approximately 34 feet from the rear property line.

The basement level of the proposed building would include 18 vehicle parking spaces, a bicycle storage
room with 36 class 1 bicycle parking spaces, and mechanical space (see Figure 4: Proposed Basement
Level Plan). The ground floor (level 1) would contain a retail space, residential lobby, leasing office,
mechanical space, and a garage area containing five vehicle parking spaces (including one car share
space) and a bicycle storage room with 72 class 1 bicycle parking spaces (see Figure 5: Proposed Site Plan
and Proposed Ground Floor (Level 1) Plan). The retail space, located in the southeast corner of the
ground floor, and the residential lobby would be accessed from separate entrances fronting O’Farrell
Street. Eight class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be provided on the sidewalk on O’Farrell Street.

The 113 residential units would be located on floors 2 through 13. Level 2 would include nine residential
units (seven one-bedroom and two three-bedroom units) and a common open space courtyard of 1,900 sf
with attached indoor amenity space (see Figure 6: Proposed Level 2 Plan). The remaining 104 units (one-,
two-, and three-bedroom units) would be located on levels 3 through 13 (see Figure 7: Proposed Levels 3-
9 Plan, and Figure 8: Proposed Levels 12-13 Plan (Levels 10-11 Similar)). The roof level would include
approximately 3,400 sf of common residential open space and a mechanical penthouse (see Figure 9:
Proposed Roof Plan). A diesel-powered combustion engine backup generator equipped with best
available control technology for emissions control would be installed on the roof within the enclosed
mechanical penthouse structure. The generator would supply emergency power for exit lighting, fire
alarm, fire pumps, smoke-control systems, and other loads such as security systems. Table 1, Project
Characteristics, summarizes project uses and dimensions.
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Figure 5: Proposed Site Plan and Proposed Ground Floor (Level 1) Plan
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Figure 6: Proposed Level 2 Plan
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Table 1: Project Characteristics

Project Use/Space Project Totals

Lot Size 11,800 sf
Residential 91,200 gsf
Common residential open space 5,300 sf (excluded from gsf)
Private residential open space 1,200 sf (excluded from gsf)
Retail 1,500 gsf
Parking (23 spaces) 14,600 gsf
Other (residential lobby/mechanical) 2,300 gsf

Total 102,600 gsf
Dwelling Units 113
Height of building? (feet) 130 feet (146 feet to top of elevator penthouse)
Number of stories 13
Bicycle parking spaces 108 class 1 and 8 class 2 spaces
Source: Sandhill O’Farrell, LLC

Notes:
!Parapets, and mechanical, stair and elevator penthouses are exempt from building heights pursuant to Planning Code
section 260(b)(1)(F).

Proposed Building Form and Design

The building design would include articulated front and rear elevations and light wells along the side
elevations. The building exterior would be constructed with precast concrete, metal paneling, and stone
cladding. See Figure 10: Proposed South (O’Farrell Street) Elevation; Figure 11: Proposed North
Elevation; Figure 12: Proposed East Elevation; and Figure 13: Proposed West Elevation; Figure 14:
Proposed Building Section, illustrates the overall vertical organization of building space.

The main elevation on O'Farrell Street would be organized in a vertical tripartite division intentionally
similar to the surrounding contributory and non-contributory buildings within the Uptown Tenderloin
Historic District. The base of the building would be clad in a dark grey stone. The middle section of the
building would have deep inset punched windows organized into single and vertically paired doubles,
creating an offset fenestration pattern. The top of the building would be set back from the middle section
by 2.5 feet, capped with a cornice element that would fold into the western wall.

The rear, north elevation of the building would be two volumes with large punched window openings
with balconies near the top of the building. The east and west sides of the building would include light
wells opposite the light wells on adjacent buildings. The building core would be constructed of panel-
formed concrete and the concrete would be exposed to the exterior at the side elevations.
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Figure 10: Proposed South (O’Farrell Street) Elevation
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Open Space and Landscaping

The proposed project would provide approximately 6,500 gsf of useable open space to the residential
occupants, including 5,300 gsf of common open space and approximately 1,200 gsf of private open space.
The common open space would consist of an approximately 1,900-sf terrace within the level 2 courtyard
and an approximately 3,400-sf roof deck (see Figure 6: Proposed Level 2 Plan, and Figure 9, Proposed
Roof Plan); these areas would include hardscape pavers, decking, planting areas, and shade trellises. The
private open space would consist of three private decks within the level 2 courtyard and four private
balconies at levels 10 through 13, serving a total of seven residential units (see Figure 6, Proposed Level 2
Plan and Figure 8, Proposed Levels 12-13 Plan (Levels 10-11 Similar).

Access and Parking

Pedestrian access to the residential lobby and retail space would be from separate entrances along
O’Farrell Street. As previously described, the proposed project would provide 23 vehicle parking spaces
and 108 class 1 bicycle spaces distributed across the basement and ground levels (see Figure 4, Proposed
Basement Level Plan and Figure 5: Proposed Site Plan and Ground Floor (Level 1) Plan). The parking
garage would be accessed from a new 14.5-foot-wide curb cut on O’Farrell Street leading to a 10-foot-
wide driveway located at the southwest corner of the site. Two existing approximately 26- to 28-foot-
wide curb cuts on O’Farrell Street would be removed. Pedestrian access to the garage would be via
elevators serving all floors of the new building.

Demolition and Construction

The proposed project would require excavation of the entire site to depths of approximately 11 feet (rear
of building) and 4.5 feet (front of building) below existing basement grades (see Figure 3: Existing
Building Photograph and Building Section and Figure 14, Proposed Building Section). This excavation
would deepen the existing half basement, creating a full basement across the site, and remove enough soil
for the installation of a new reinforced concrete mat slab foundation with grade beams. Total excavation
depth would be about 16 feet below the existing sidewalk grade. Up to approximately 3,126 cubic yards
of soil would be removed from the proposed project site, and below-grade excavation would require
temporary shoring of excavation side walls. Up to 6,900 cubic yards of demolition debris would also be
removed from the project site.

Minor reconstruction of sidewalks along the project frontages would also be necessary. As discussed
above, two existing 26- to 28-foot-wide curb cuts along the O’Farrell Street frontage would be removed
and replaced with a new 14.5-foot-wide curb cut to provide vehicle access to the parking garage levels.
No trees would be removed to accommodate project construction; however, proposed project
improvements include planting four street trees along O’Farrell Street.
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The project sponsor anticipates that construction would begin in spring 2021, span approximately 21
months and be conducted in three phases: (1) demolition, (2) excavation and shoring, and (3)
construction. Demolition would last approximately one month, excavation and shoring approximately 2
months, and construction approximately 18 months. Heavy construction equipment, such as front
loaders, backhoes, drilling equipment, tractors, graders, and trucks would be used for the project. In
addition, jackhammers, cranes, pumps, and generators (to a limited degree) would be used. Pile driving
is not currently proposed as the proposed project would use a mat slab foundation system, which does
not require pile driving. However, if piles were to be required, the project sponsor would implement
torque-down piles that do not generate excessive noise or vibration. The project sponsor is also
contemplating incorporating prefabricated volumetric modular construction techniques to reduce
construction costs and the construction period. Proposed project construction would require the
temporary removal of the sidewalk along O'Farrell Street, with pedestrian traffic redirected to a protected
temporary sidewalk occupying the parking lane.

REQUIRED PROJECT APPROVALS AND PERMITS

The proposed 550 O’Farrell Street project would require the following approvals from the City and
County of San Francisco:

Actions by the Planning Commission

« Approval of a conditional use authorization to construct a building exceeding a height of 50 feet in an
RC zoning district (Planning Code section 253) and exceeding a height of 80 feet in an 80-T-130-T
height and bulk district (Planning Code section 263.7)

« Approval of a conditional use authorization to exceed building bulk limits (Planning Code section
270); the project would seek to increase the maximum allowed diagonal dimension at the setback
height established pursuant to Planning Code section 132.2 from 125 feet to 130 feet

Actions by Other City Departments and Government Agencies
« Approval of demolition, grading, and building permits (Department of Building Inspection)

« Approval of a request for curb cut, color curb, and on-street parking changes on O’Farrell Street (San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency)

« Approval of a Stormwater Control Plan and project compliance with the Stormwater Design
Guidelines (San Francisco Public Utilities Commission)

« Approval of project compliance with the Maher Ordinance prior to the commencement of any
excavation work and approval of any soil mitigation plan as may be required (San Francisco
Department of Public Health)

« Approval of a San Francisco Health Code article 38 ventilation plan prior to submitting plans for a
mechanical permit (San Francisco Department of Public Health and Department of Building
Inspection).
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+ Issuance of a certification of registration for a diesel backup generator (San Francisco Department of
Public Health)

+ Approval of a permit for the installation, operation, and testing of a diesel-powered backup generator
(Bay Area Air Quality Management District)

SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

The proposed project could result in potentially significant environmental effects. The Planning
Department will prepare an initial study (IS) and focused environmental impact report (EIR) to evaluate
the physical environmental effects of the proposed project in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). These studies will assess both project-specific and cumulative
impacts for all topics. As required by CEQA, the EIR will further examine those issues identified in the IS
as having potentially significant and unavoidable effects, identify mitigation measures, and analyze
whether the proposed mitigation measures would reduce the environmental effect(s) to a less-than-
significant level(s). The IS will be published as an appendix to the Draft EIR. The EIR also will evaluate a
No Project Alternative, which will assume no change to the existing conditions on the project site, as well
as additional project alternatives that could potentially reduce or avoid any significant environmental
impacts associated with the proposed project.

It is anticipated that the EIR will include a focused assessment of impacts to historic architectural
resources. Environmental impacts related to land use and planning, aesthetics, population and housing,
subsurface cultural (archeological) resources and human remains, tribal cultural resources, transportation
and circulation, noise, air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, wind, shadow, recreation, utilities and
service systems, public services, biological resources, geology and soils, paleontological resources,
hydrology and water quality, hazards and hazardous materials, mineral resources, energy, agriculture
and forestry resources, and wildfire are anticipated to be analyzed in the IS, unless significant impacts are
identified that cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level, in which case, any such impacts
analysis will be included in the EIR. The environmental issues to be addressed are described briefly
below. The project meets all of the requirements of a transit-oriented infill development project under
Division 13 (section 21099) of Public Resources Code (PRC); therefore, aesthetics and parking shall not be
considered in determining if the project has the potential to result in significant environmental effects.

Land Use and Planning

The topic of Land Use and Planning will describe existing land uses on and near the project site and
analyze whether the proposed project would physically divide an established community or result in
land use conflicts within the Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood.

Aesthetics

The proposed project would be evaluated to determine whether it meets the criteria of Public Resources
Code section 21099. If it does not meet section 21099 criteria, the IS would analyze the proposed project to
determine if it would have substantial adverse effects on a scenic vista or scenic resources, conflict with
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality or create a new source of substantial
light or glare.
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Population and Housing

The population and housing topic will analyze the potential for the proposed project to result in direct or
indirect impacts related to population, employment and housing, and residential displacement.

Cultural Resources

The project site is currently occupied by a two-story-over-basement public parking garage that was
constructed in 1924. The parking garage is located in the Uptown Tenderloin National Register Historic
District and has been previously determined to be eligible for listing on the California Register of
Historical Resources as a contributory building to the historic district. The proposed project would
demolish the historic parking garage. The historic significance of the existing parking garage and the
proposed project’s impacts on the resource is the subject of a historic resources evaluation, prepared by a
qualified consultant, and a historic resources evaluation response prepared by the Planning Department. The
EIR will summarize applicable portions of these evaluations, describe the historical resource on the
project site, and identify potential impacts on the historic resource. The IS will also analyze potential
effects on subsurface cultural (archeological) resources, and on human remains, since the proposed
project would involve excavation of the project site.

Tribal Cultural Resources

The IS will analyze potential effects on tribal cultural resources, defined in Public Resources Code section
21074 as either a site, feature, place or cultural landscape with cultural value to a California Native
American tribe.

Transportation and Circulation

The proposed project would generate new traffic to and from the project site, as well as increases in
transit ridership, pedestrian and bicycle activity, and loading demand. The transportation and circulation
issues will be analyzed in accordance with the Planning Department’s Transportation Impact Analysis
Guidelines for Environmental Review (October 2002) and Planning Commission Resolution 19579
establishing vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as the appropriate transportation review standard. The IS will
discuss transit conditions, VMT, traffic hazards, pedestrian and bicycle conditions, freight loading,
emergency access, and construction-related transportation conditions; identify any significant impacts
that could occur and identify appropriate mitigation measures that could reduce or eliminate those
impacts. The IS transportation analysis will also evaluate the proposed project’s contribution to
cumulative effects of reasonably foreseeable development, transit improvements, and/or streetscape
improvements in the project vicinity.

Noise

The topic of noise will include analysis of noise compatibility standards for residential and retail land
uses, and discuss the long-term impacts of noise that could result from the proposed project. Short-term
construction-related noise and vibration impacts also will be described, and the analysis will evaluate the
potential for noise from the proposed project to adversely affect nearby sensitive land uses.
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Air Quality

The topic of air quality will include analysis of consistency of the proposed project with applicable air
quality plans and standards, the potential for the proposed project to result in emissions of criteria air
pollutants and other toxic air contaminants that may affect sensitive populations, as well as the potential
for the proposed project to result in sources of odor. The air quality analysis will include quantification of
both construction-related and operational air pollutant emissions.

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The topic of greenhouse gas emissions will include an analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with
the City’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy and the degree to which the proposed project’s
greenhouse gas emissions could result in a significant effect on the environment.

Wind

The topic of wind will evaluate the potential of the project to alter wind in a manner that substantially
affects public areas. The potential for the project to generate wind impacts is the subject of a wind analysis,
prepared by a qualified consultant. The EIR will summarize applicable portions of this analysis and
identify potential impacts on public areas.

Shadow

Based on a preliminary shadow fan analysis prepared by the Planning Department, no City parks or
other publicly-accessible open space exists within the potential shadow area of the proposed project, and
therefore no parks or open spaces would be affected by project shadow.

Recreation

The topic of recreation will include an analysis of whether the proposed project could physically degrade
existing parks, recreation facilities, and open space, or require the construction of new parks or
recreational facilities that could have a physical effect on the environment.

Utilities and Service Systems

The topic of utilities and service systems will include analysis of potable water and wastewater treatment
capacity, and will discuss disposal of solid waste that may be generated by the proposed project. This
topic will also include an assessment of whether the proposed project would be served by adequate water
supply, wastewater treatment, stormwater, and solid waste disposal facilities, and whether the project
would require the construction of new or modified utilities that could result in adverse environmental
effects.

Public Services

The topic of public services will include analysis of whether the proposed project would require new or
physically altered public services facilities (e.g., schools, police and fire protection, etc.), the construction
of which could cause significant impacts on the physical environment.
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Biological Resources

The topic of biological resources will include analysis of any substantial adverse effect on important
biological resources or habitats, such as the movement of native resident or migratory bird species.

Geology and Soils

The topic of geology and soils will include an analysis related to the susceptibility of the project site to
seismic activity, liquefaction, landslides, erosion, soil stability, and risks to life or property. The analysis
will also explain whether or not the proposed project would substantially change the topography or any
unique geologic or physical features of the site, or directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site.

Hydrology and Water Quality

The topic of hydrology and water quality will assess the potential for the proposed project to violate
water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or result in adverse effects to groundwater
supplies. The analysis will also consider the degree to which the proposed project could affect drainage
patterns or create water runoff that could affect stormwater drainage systems. Finally, the analysis will
consider the potential of the project to place housing within a flood hazard area.

Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The topic of hazards and hazardous materials will analyze the potential for the proposed project to create
a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials, or the emission or release of hazardous material into soils or groundwater, or
interfere with an emergency response plan.

Mineral Resources

The topic of mineral resources will include analysis of potential project impacts on existing mineral
resources.

Energy

The topic of energy resources will include analysis of potential project impacts on local and regional
energy supplies. This section will summarize the proposed project’s compliance with existing energy
standards, and energy use efficiencies.

Agriculture and Forestry Resources

The topic of agricultural and forest resources will include analysis of potential project impacts on existing
agricultural and forest resources.

Wildfire

The topic of wildfire will include analysis of potential risks from near state responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard severity zones.
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Other CEQA Issues

The IS and EIR analyses will identify feasible mitigation measures intended to lessen or reduce significant
environmental impacts of the proposed project, and the EIR will list any significant impacts that have
been determined to be unavoidable.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives to be considered for this project will include, but will not be limited to, the No Project
Alternative and one or more alternatives that adaptively reuse all or some of the historic structure at 550
O’Farrell Street. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, section
15126.6 (Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project).

FINDING

This project may have a significant effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact Report is
required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, sections 15064
{Determining Significant Effect) and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance). The proposed project
could have a substantial adverse impact on an historic resource, the 550 O'Farrell Street building, which
is eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources; this would be a significant effect
on the environment under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.

PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS

Written comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on April 6, 2019. Written comments should be sent to
Jennifer Barbour McKellar, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, CA 94103, or emailed to jennifer.mckellar@sfgov.org.

If you work for a responsible State agency, we need to know the views of your agency regarding the
scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory
responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the EIR when
considering a permit or other approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in
your agency. If you have questions concerning environmental review of the proposed project, please
contact Jennifer Barbour McKellar at (415) 575-8754.

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.

03/06/ 19 o

Date g Lisa Gibson
Environmental Review Officer
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PUBLIC NOTICE
Availability of Notice of Preparation of
Environmental Impact Report

Date: March 6, 2019

Case No.: 2017-004557ENV

Project Title: 550 O’Farrell Street

Zoning: RC-4 (Residential-Commercial, High Density)
80-T-130-T Height and Bulk District
North of Market Residential Special Use District No. 1

Block/Lot: 0318/009

Lot Size: 11,808 square feet

Project Sponsor Kabir Seth, Sandhill O’Farrell, LLC - (510) 590-8456
Kabir@presidiobay.com

Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department

Staff Contact: Jennifer Barbour McKellar — (415) 575-8754

jennifer.mckellar@sfgov.org

A notice of preparation (NOP) of an environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared by the San
Francisco Planning Department in connection with this project. The report is available for public review
and comment on the Planning Department’s Negative Declarations and EIRs web page (http://www.sf-
planning.org/sfceqadocs). Paper copies are also available at the Planning Information Center (PIC)
counter on the first floor of 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco. Referenced materials are available for
review by appointment at the Planning Department's office on the fourth floor of 1650 Mission Street.
(Call (415) 575-8754)

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project is located at 550 O’Farrell Street between Leavenworth Street and Jones Street in the
Downtown/Civic Center neighborhood of San Francisco. A public parking garage currently occupies the
approximately 11,800-square-foot project site (Assessor’s Block 0318, Lot 009). The existing building was
constructed in 1924 and is located in the Uptown Tenderloin National Register Historic District. The
existing building is a contributory building to the historic district and was previously determined to be
eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources; therefore, it is considered an historic
resource.

The project sponsor, Sandhill O’Farrell, LLC, proposes to demolish the existing approximately 35,400
square foot (sf), two-story garage with basement and construct an approximately 102,600-sf mixed-use
building. The proposed project would include 113 residential dwelling units (25 percent of which, or 29
units, would be inclusionary affordable housing units), with basement-level and ground-level parking
accommodating 23 vehicles and 108 class 1 bicycle parking spaces. The class 1 bicycle parking spaces
would be provided in two bicycle storage rooms; eight class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be installed

www.sfplanning.org
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on the sidewalk along the site’s O’Farrell Street frontage. The garage would be accessed from a new 14.5-
foot-wide curb cut on O’Farrell Street, which would replace two existing 26- to 28-foot-wide curb cuts on
this street segment. The proposed building would be 13 stories tall, reaching approximately 130 feet in
height (146 feet in height to the top of the elevator penthouse). The basement and first floor levels of the
proposed structure would occupy the entire site, while the upper floors of the building would be set back
approximately 34 feet from the rear property line. The ground floor would contain a lobby, leasing office,
one of the two bicycle storage rooms and approximately 1,500 sf of retail space. The 113 residential units
on floors two through 13 would include 83 one-bedroom units, 6 two-bedroom units, and 24 three-
bedroom units. The project would provide approximately 5,300 sf of common open space and 1,200 sf of
private open space. The common open space would consist of an approximately 1,900-sf terrace within
the level 2 courtyard and an approximately 3,400-sf roof deck. The private open space would consist of
three private decks within the level 2 courtyard and four private balconies at levels 10 through 13, serving
a total of seven residential units. Four new street trees would be planted along the O’Farrell Street
frontage.

Project construction would span approximately 21 months, with the demolition, shoring and grading
phases each lasting approximately one to two months each, and building construction phase lasting
approximately 18 months. Excavation of the entire site would be required to a depth of 11 feet (rear of
building) and 4.5 feet (front of building) below the existing basement grades, resulting in the removal of
approximately 3,126 cubic yards of soil. Total excavation depth would be about 16 feet below the existing
sidewalk grade.

FINDING

This project may have a significant effect on the environment and an Environmental Impact Report is
required. This determination is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines, sections 15063
(Initial Study), 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), and 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance).
The proposed project could have a substantial adverse impact on an historic resource, the 550 O’Farrell
Street building, which is eligible for listing on the California Register of Historical Resources; this would
be a significant effect on the environment under CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives to be considered for this project will include, but will not be limited to, the No Project
Alternative and one or more alternatives that adaptively reuse all or some of the historic structure at 550
O’Farrell Street. The inclusion of alternatives is based upon the criteria of the State CEQA Guidelines,
section 15126.6 (Consideration and Discussion of Alternatives to the Proposed Project).

PUBLIC SCOPING PROCESS

Written comments will be accepted until 5:00 p.m. on April 6, 2019. Written comments should be sent to
Jennifer Barbour McKellar, San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San
Francisco, CA 94103, or emailed to jennifer.mckellar@sfgov.org.

SAN FRANGISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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If you work for a responsible State agency, we need to know the views of your agency regarding the
scope and content of the environmental information that is germane to your agency’s statutory
responsibilities in connection with the proposed project. Your agency may need to use the EIR when
considering a permit or other approval for this project. Please include the name of a contact person in
your agency.

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.

O%;/oél/ /1 4@?@

Date /(}\o, Lis7Gibson

Environmental Review Officer
SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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