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PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The project proposes the demolition of the existing one-story building containing a seismic retrofitting 
business and the construction of a 65-foot tall, six-story mixed-use building containing sixty-six (66) rental 
dwelling units (12 studio units, 9 one-bedroom units, 31 two-bedroom units and 14 three-bedroom units), 
twenty-six (26) off-street vehicular parking spaces, seventy-five (75) bicycle parking spaces and two 
ground floor commercial spaces totaling approximately 3,528 square feet. Usable open space for the 
dwelling units would be provided in an interior courtyard on the second floor and on a rooftop deck. 
 

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 
The project is located on the southeast corner of Divisadero and Grove Streets, Block 1202, Lot 002B.  The 
property is located within the Divisadero Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, the 
Fringe Financial Restricted Use District and a 65-A height and bulk district.  The property is developed 
with an approximately 14,500 square-foot, one-story building formerly occupied by an automobile repair 
garage and is currently occupied by a seismic retrofitting business. The subject property is a corner lot, 
with approximately 100 feet of frontage on Divisadero Street and 125 feet of frontage on Grove Street.  
The lot is 100% covered by the subject building and has no rear yard. 
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SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
The project site is located in a neighborhood commercial district with a variety of neighborhood-serving 
commercial uses, mixed use buildings and larger commercial and residential buildings within the 
Western Addition neighborhood. Generally, the commercial establishments characterizing the 
neighborhood include a mixture of retail stores, personal services uses, restaurants, auto repair uses, and 
entertainment uses. The majority of lots are fully covered by buildings. The Independent concert hall is 
located immediately to the south of the subject building. Directly across Divisadero Street from the 
subject property is a one-story restaurant and several 3-story mixed-use (residential over ground floor 
commercial) buildings. Directly across Grove Street from the subject property is a seven-story residential 
building with ground floor parking. Immediately to the east of the subject property is a four-story 
residential building. 
 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  
On June 13, 2016 the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act 
(“CEQA”) as a Class 32 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination contained 
in the Planning Department files for this Project.  
 

HEARING NOTIFICATION 

TYPE REQUIRED 
PERIOD 

REQUIRED 
NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
NOTICE DATE 

ACTUAL 
PERIOD 

Classified News Ad 20 days January 6, 2017 January 6, 2017 20 days 

Posted Notice 20 days January 6, 2017 January 6, 2017 20 days 

Mailed Notice 20 days January 6, 2017 January 6, 2017 20 days 
 
The proposal requires a Section 312 neighborhood notification, which was conducted in conjunction with 
the Conditional Use Authorization notification process.  The applicant also conducted a pre-application 
meeting prior to submission on August 15, 2014 and held a follow-up community meeting on September 
16, 2015. 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT/COMMUNITY OUTREACH 
To date, the Department has received three email inquiries requesting additional information about the 
project, twelve letters expressing support for the project, including 9 letters from residents of Webster 
Tower & Terrace located at 1489 Webster Street, another rental building developed and operated by the 
project sponsor.  Planning Department staff also received one email that recommended minimizing the 
number of parking spaces and curb cuts and retaining some of the Mission-Spanish Revival architectural 
elements of the existing building.  One email was received from the owner of the property immediately 
adjacent to the north, at 1265 Grove Street, who opposes the project on the basis that the massing of the 
proposed building will result in a loss of light and views, and the potential for increased noise from the 
new residents of the proposed building.  126 additional emails were received from members of the 
community requesting that the Commission continue the item to a later date in order to allow pending 
legislation, which proposes to increase the amount of required affordable housing units in this project, to 
be enacted by the Board of Supervisors. 
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ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 
 Development of Large Lots.  The Project proposes the development of a 12,500 square foot lot. 

Planning Code Sections 121.1 and 746.11 require that new construction on lots in excess of 10,000 
square feet in the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District shall be 
permitted only as Conditional Uses.  

 
 Rear Yard Requirement in the NCT District.  The project may substitute the required rear yard 

with an open area equal to 25 percent of the lot area, which in this instance would amount to 
approximately 3,125 square feet. The project proposes a rear yard of approximately 3,135 square 
feet in size in an interior corner of the lot. However, a portion of the rear yard does not meet the 
minimum 15-foot horizontal clearance requirement. As such, this area cannot be counted toward 
the calculation of the required rear yard and the qualifying rear yard space therefore amounts to 
approximately 2,839 square feet. The Zoning Administrator will consider a request to modify the 
rear yard requirements pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 concurrent with the Planning 
Commission hearing for this Conditional Use Authorization request.    

 
 Bulk. The maximum length of a building in the ‘A’ Bulk District is 110 feet with a maximum 

diagonal dimension of 125 feet for the portion of the building above 40 feet in height.  The Project 
proposes a building length of 109 feet and a diagonal dimension of 136 feet for the portion of the 
building above 40 feet in height.  The diagonal dimension of the project at the 5th and 6th floors 
exceeds the maximum permitted by approximately 11 feet and therefore requires an exception 
from the bulk requirements of Planning Code Section 270. 
 

 Dwelling Unit Density. The project proposes 66 dwelling units.  Planning Code Section 746.91 
states that in the Divisadero Street NCT District, residential density limits shall not apply. 

 
 Dwelling Unit Exposure.  Planning Code Section 140 states that in each dwelling unit, the 

windows of at least one room of 120-square-foot minimum dimensions shall face directly onto a 
public street, public alley at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet in width, a Code-
complying rear yard, or an open area which is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet in every 
horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling unit in question is located and the floor 
immediately above it, with an increase of five feet in every horizontal dimension at each 
subsequent floor.  The project complies with the dwelling unit exposure requirement as every 
unit would face onto Divisadero Street, Grove Street, or the interior courtyard which would 
measure approximately 42 feet in depth and 68 feet in length. 

 
 Dwelling Unit Mix. In order to ensure an adequate supply of family-sized units in existing and 

new housing stock, Planning Code Sections 207.6 and 746.91 require that no less than 40 percent 
of the total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least two bedrooms, or no less than 30 
percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least three bedrooms. For the 
sixty-six (66) proposed dwelling units, the Project is required to provide at least twenty-six (26) 
two- or three-bedroom units or at least twenty (20) three-bedroom units. The Project would 
provide thirty-one (31) two-bedroom units and fourteen (14) three-bedroom units. Therefore, the 
Project meets the requirements for dwelling unit mix. 
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 Off-Street Parking and Loading. Although the Planning Code does not require any off-street 

parking for the proposed residential portion of the building, twenty-six (26) parking spaces are 
proposed on the ground floor beneath the interior courtyard. The proposed retail uses do not 
require nor propose any off-street parking or loading. The proposed off-street parking does not 
exceed the maximum permitted by the Planning Code, and therefore complies.   
 

 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Planning Code Section 415.3 sets forth the 
requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program for projects that 
consist of 10 or more units. The applicable percentage is dependent on the number of units in the 
project, the zoning of the property, and the date that the project submitted a complete 
Environmental Evaluation Application. A complete Environmental Evaluation Application was 
submitted on January 21, 2014; therefore, the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 
requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is to provide 13.5% of the proposed 
dwelling units as affordable.  Nine (9) units (2 studio, 2 one-bedroom, 3 two-bedroom, and 2 
three-bedroom) of the total 66 units provided will be affordable units. 
 

 Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act.  In order for a rental project to satisfy its Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program requirements by providing affordable units on-site, an exemption 
from the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act is required. In order to qualify for an exemption 
from the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act, a project must receive a development or density 
bonus, or other form of public assistance.  The project would receive a development bonus, in the 
form of a bulk exception, which would allow for additional units above that which would be 
permitted by a Code-complying project. 
 

 Entertainment Commission Outreach. The subject property is located immediately adjacent to the 
Independent, a concert hall which hosts numerous live performances. In addition to the standard 
“Recommended Noise Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Projects”, the Entertainment 
Commission has provided additional site-specific recommendations and asks that the Planning 
Commission adopt them along with the standard conditions, all of which are included as 
recommended conditions of approval in Exhibit A. 

 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 
In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use Authorization to allow 
the development of a lot in excess of 10,000 square feet and permit a bulk exception within the NCT 
(Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, Fringe Financial Services Restricted Use 
District and a 65-A Height and Bulk District, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1, 271, 303, 746.10  
and 746.11.  
 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 
 The proposed ground floor retail spaces will provide desirable goods and services to the 

neighborhood and would contribute to the dense, walkable, mixed-use character of the 
Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit district. 
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 The Project would make use of an underutilized site in order to create sixty-six (66) new rental 
dwelling units including thirty-one (31) two-bedroom units and fourteen (14) three-bedroom 
units which would be suitable for families with children. 

 The project will introduce new residents who will support existing businesses in the nearby 
Divisadero Street corridor. 

 The project would satisfy its Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program requirements by 
providing nine (9) units (2 studio, 2 one-bedroom, 3 two-bedroom, and 2 three-bedroom) of the 
total 66 rental units as affordable units. 

 One curb cut on the Divisadero Street frontage would be removed, which will allow for 
additional on-street parking and reduce potential pedestrian-vehicular conflicts. 

 Other than the rear yard requirements for which a modification is being sought, the project meets 
all applicable requirements of the Planning Code and proposes land uses that are overall in 
greater conformity with the Planning Code. 

 The project represents the sensitive redevelopment of an underutilized site and is desirable for, 
and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.  

 
 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions 

Attachments: 
Block Book Map  
Sanborn Map 
Aerial Photographs  
Project Sponsor Submittal, including: 
 - Reduced Plans  

- Correspondence in Support 
 - Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program:  Affidavit for Compliance 
Public Correspondence 



Executive Summary CASE NO. 2013-1037C 
Hearing Date:  April 6, 2017 650 Divisadero Street 

 6 

Attachment Checklist 
 

 

 Executive Summary   Project sponsor submittal 

 Draft Motion    Drawings: Existing Conditions  

 Environmental Determination    Check for legibility 

 Zoning District Map   Drawings: Proposed Project    

  Height & Bulk Map    Check for legibility 

 Parcel Map   3-D Renderings (new construction or 
significant addition) 

 Sanborn Map     Check for legibility 

 Aerial Photo   Wireless Telecommunications Materials 

 Context Photos     Health Dept. review of RF levels 

 Site Photos     RF Report 

      Community Meeting Notice 

    Housing Documents 

      Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program:  Affidavit for Compliance 
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Planning Commission Draft Motion 
HEARING DATE: APRIL 6, 2017 

CONTINUED FROM: JANUARY 26, 2017 
 
Date: March 30, 2017 
Case No.: 2013-1037C 
Project Address: 650 DIVISADERO STREET 
Zoning: Divisadero Street NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) 
 Fringe Financial Services RUD 
 65-A Height and Bulk District 
Block/Lot: 1202/002B 
Project Sponsor: Warner Schmalz 
 Ankrom Moisan Architects, Inc. 
 1014 Howard St 
 San Francisco, CA  94103 
Staff Contact: Christopher May – (415) 575-9087 
 christopher.may@sfgov.org 

 
 
ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE 
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 121.1, 271, 303, 746.10 AND 
746.11, TO PERMIT THE DEVELOPMENT OF A 6-STORY MIXED-USE BUILDING CONTAINING 
66 RESIDENTIAL DWELLING UNITS ABOVE 26 GROUND FLOOR PARKING SPACES AND 3,528 
SQUARE FEET OF COMMERCIAL USES WITHIN THE DIVISADERO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL TRANSIT (NCT) DISTRICT, THE FRINGE FINANCIAL SERVICES RESTRICTED 
USE DISTRICT AND A 65-A HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT. 
 
PREAMBLE 
On August 26, 2014, Warner Schmalz (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed an application with the 
Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning 
Code Sections 121.1, 271, 303, 746.10  and 746.11 to permit the development of a 12,500 square-foot lot 
with a 6-story mixed-use building containing 66 residential dwelling units above 26 ground floor parking 
spaces and 3,528 square feet of commercial uses within the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial 
Transit (NCT) District, the Fringe Financial Services Restricted Use District and a 65-A Height and Bulk 
District. 
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On June 13, 2016, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality 
Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 32 Categorical Exemption under CEQA as described in the determination 
contained in the Planning Department files for this Project. 
 
On March 23, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a 
duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2013-
1037C. 
 
The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has 
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department 
staff, and other interested parties. 
 
MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No. 2013-
1037C, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the following 
findings: 
 
FINDINGS 
Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and 
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:  
 

1. The above recitals are accurate and constitute findings of this Commission. 
 

2. Site Description and Present Use.  The project is located on the southeast corner of Divisadero 
and Grove Streets, Block 1202, Lot 002B.  The property is located within the Divisadero Street 
NCT (Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District, the Fringe Financial Restricted Use District 
and a 65-A height and bulk district.  The property is developed with an approximately 14,500 
square-foot, one-story building formerly occupied by an automobile repair garage and is 
currently occupied by a seismic retrofitting business. The subject property is a corner lot, with 
approximately 100 feet of frontage on Divisadero Street and 125 feet of frontage on Grove Street.  
The lot is 100% covered by the subject building and has no rear yard.  

 
3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood.  The project site is located in a neighborhood 

commercial district with a variety of neighborhood-serving commercial uses, mixed use 
buildings and larger commercial and residential buildings within the Western Addition 
neighborhood. Generally, the commercial establishments characterizing the neighborhood 
include a mixture of retail stores, personal services uses, restaurants, auto repair uses, and 
entertainment uses. The majority of lots are fully covered by buildings. The Independent concert 
hall is located immediately to the south of the subject building. Directly across Divisadero Street 
from the subject property is a one-story restaurant and several 3-story mixed-use (residential over 
ground floor commercial) buildings. Directly across Grove Street from the subject property is a 
seven-story residential building with ground floor parking. Immediately to the east of the subject 
property is a four-story residential building. 
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4. Project Description. The project proposes the demolition of the existing one-story building 
containing a seismic retrofitting business and the construction of a 65-foot tall, six-story mixed-
use building containing sixty-six (66) rental dwelling units (12 studio units, 9 one-bedroom units, 
31 two-bedroom units and 14 three-bedroom units), twenty-six (26) off-street vehicular parking 
spaces, seventy-five (75) bicycle parking spaces and two ground floor commercial spaces totaling 
approximately 3,528 square feet. Usable open space for the dwelling units would be provided in 
an interior courtyard on the second floor and on a rooftop deck. 

 
5. Public Comment.  As of March 30, 2017, the Department has received three email inquiries 

requesting additional information about the project, 12 letters expressing support for the project, 
including nine letters from residents of Webster Tower & Terrace located at 1489 Webster Street, 
another rental building developed and operated by the project sponsor.  Planning Department 
staff also received one email that recommended minimizing the number of parking spaces and 
curb cuts and retaining some of the Mission-Spanish Revival architectural elements of the 
existing building.  One email was received from the owner of the property immediately adjacent 
to the north, at 1265 Grove Street, who opposes the project on the basis that the massing of the 
proposed building will result in a loss of light and views, and the potential for increased noise 
from the new residents of the proposed building.  126 additional emails were received from 
members of the community requesting that the Commission continue the item to a later date in 
order to allow pending legislation, which proposes to increase the amount of required affordable 
housing units in this project, to be enacted by the Board of Supervisors. 
 

6. Planning Code Compliance:  The Commission finds that the Project  is consistent with the 
relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner: 

 
A. Neighborhood Notification.  Planning Code Section 312 requires notification to all owners 

and occupants within 150 feet of the subject property when new construction is proposed in 
the Neighborhood Commercial District. 

 
The proposal is located in the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District 
which is considered a Neighborhood Commercial District pursuant to Planning Code Section 702.1. 
The project proposes the construction of a six-story, mixed-use building. This new construction 
requires Neighborhood Notification per Planning Code Section 312. Accordingly, notification was 
conducted in conjunction with the noticing for the Conditional Use Authorization. The applicant also 
conducted a pre-application meeting prior to submission on August 15, 2014 and held a follow-up 
community meeting on September 16, 2015. 
 

B. Development of Large Lots.  Planning Code Sections 121.1 and 746.11 state that in order to 
promote, protect, and maintain a scale of development which is appropriate to each district 
and compatible with adjacent buildings, new construction or significant enlargement of 
existing buildings on lots in excess of 10,000 square feet in the Divisadero Street 
Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District shall be permitted only as conditional 
uses.  
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The Project proposes the development of a 12,500 square foot lot. The additional required findings are 
listed below under Subsection 8. 

 
C. Use Size Limits. Per Planning Code Sections 121.2 and 746.21, non-residential uses up to 

3,999 square feet are permitted.  
 
The Project proposes two ground floor retail spaces totaling approximately 3,528 square feet and is 
therefore compliant with this requirement. 

 
D. Rear Yard Requirement in the NCT District.  Planning Code Section 134 requires that the 

project provide a rear yard equal to 25 percent of the total lot depth at the lowest level 
containing a residential unit, and at each succeeding level or story of the building, but in no 
case less than 15 feet. On a corner lot, the required rear yard may be substituted with an open 
area equal to 25 percent of the lot area which is located at the same levels as the required rear 
yard in an interior corner of the lot, an open area between two or more buildings on the lot, 
or an inner court, provided that the Zoning Administrator determines that each horizontal 
dimension of the open area shall be a minimum of 15 feet, the open area shall be wholly or 
partially contiguous to the existing midblock open space formed by the rear yards of adjacent 
properties,  the open area will provide for the access to light and air to and views from 
adjacent properties, and the proposed new or expanding structure will provide for access to 
light and air from any existing or new residential uses on the subject property. Alternatively, 
the rear yard requirement in NC Districts may be modified or waived by the Zoning 
Administrator pursuant to the procedures which are applicable to variances, provided that 
residential uses are included in the new development and a comparable amount of usable 
open space is provided elsewhere within the development where it is more accessible to the 
residents of the development, and that the proposed new structure will not significantly 
impede the access of light and air to and views or adversely affect the interior block open 
space formed by the rear yards of  from adjacent properties.    

 
The subject property is a corner lot and may therefore substitute the required rear yard with an open 
area equal to 25 percent of the lot area, which in this instance would amount to approximately 3,125 
square feet. The project proposes a rear yard of approximately 3,135 square feet in size in an interior 
corner of the lot. However, the portion of the rear yard on the eastern edge of the site which would be 
provided in order to match a lightwell on the adjacent building does not meet the minimum 15-foot 
horizontal clearance requirement. As such, this area cannot be counted toward to calculation of the 
required rear yard and the qualifying rear yard space therefore amounts to approximately 2,839 square 
feet. The Zoning Administrator will consider a request to modify the rear yard requirements pursuant 
to Planning Code Section 134 concurrent with the Planning Commission hearing for this Conditional 
Use Authorization request. 
 

E. Building Height. Per Planning Code Section 260, the maximum height limit for the subject 
property is 65 feet.  
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The Project proposes a building height of 65 feet and is therefore compliant with this requirement. 
 

F. Bulk. Planning Code Section 270 states that in the ‘A’ Bulk District, the maximum length of a 
building is 110 feet with a maximum diagonal dimension of 125 feet for the portion of the 
building above 40 feet in height. 

 
The Project proposes a building length of 109 feet and a diagonal dimension of 136 feet for the portion 
of the building above 40 feet in height.  The diagonal dimension of the project at the 5th and 6th floors 
exceeds the maximum permitted by approximately 11 feet and therefore requires an exception from the 
bulk requirements of Planning Code Section 270. The additional required findings are listed below 
under Subsection 9. 

 
G. Basic Floor Area Ratio. Planning Code Sections 124 and 764.20 state that the basic floor area 

ratio limit shall be 2.5 to 1 in an NCT district and shall not apply to dwellings or to other 
residential uses.  
 
The maximum permitted floor area ratio would allow for a total of 31,250 square feet of non-residential 
uses.  The Project proposes a total of 3,528 square feet of non-residential uses, and therefore complies 
with this requirement. 
 

H. Usable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135 requires that the project provide a minimum 
of 100 square feet of open space per dwelling unit, if not publically accessible. Further, any 
private usable open space shall have a minimum horizontal dimension of six feet and a 
minimum area of 36 square feet if located on a deck, balcony, porch or roof, and shall have a 
minimum horizontal dimension of 10 feet and a minimum area of 100 square feet if located 
on open ground, a terrace or the surface of an inner or outer court. Alternatively, common 
useable open space, at a rate of 133 square feet per dwelling unit, shall be at least 15 feet in 
every horizontal dimension and shall be a minimum of 300 square feet.  Planning Code 
Section 135(d)(2) further states that for dwelling units that measure less than 350 square feet 
plus a bathroom, the minimum amount of usable open space provided for use by each 
bedroom shall be one-third the amount required for a dwelling unit as specified in Table 
135A of the Planning Code. 

 
Units 210, 211, 212 and 213 would each have private terraces ranging in size from approximately 141 
square feet to 294 square feet. Unit 501 would have a private deck approximately 265 square feet in 
size.  Fourteen (14) of the proposed dwelling units measure less than 350 square feet plus a bathroom, 
therefore a total of 621 square feet of common usable open space is required for those units.  The 
remaining forty-seven (47) units would require a minimum of 6,251 square feet of common usable 
open space.  The project proposes two common open space areas – one measuring approximately 1,932 
square feet within the interior corner rear yard area on the second floor, and one measuring 
approximately 5,484 square feet on the rooftop deck, for a total of 7,416 square feet. As such, the 
Project would exceed the minimum amount of private usable open space by approximately 480 square 
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feet and would exceed the minimum amount of common usable open space by approximately 544 
square feet. 

 
I. Dwelling Unit Density. Planning Code Section 746.91 states that in the Divisadero Street 

NCT District, residential density limits shall not apply. 
 

The project proposes sixty-six (66) dwelling units. 
 

J. Dwelling Unit Exposure.  Planning Code Section 140 states that in each dwelling unit, the 
windows of at least one room of 120-square-foot minimum dimensions shall face directly 
onto a public street, public alley at least 20 feet in width, side yard at least 25 feet in width, a 
Code-complying rear yard, or an open area which is unobstructed and is no less than 25 feet 
in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling unit in question is located 
and the floor immediately above it, with an increase of five feet in every horizontal 
dimension at each subsequent floor.   
 
The project complies with the dwelling unit exposure requirement as every unit would face onto either 
Divisadero Street, Grove Street, or the interior courtyard which would measure approximately 42 feet 
in depth and 68 feet in length. 

 
K. Dwelling Unit Mix. In order to ensure an adequate supply of family-sized units in existing 

and new housing stock, new residential construction must include a minimum percentage of 
units of at least 2 bedrooms. Planning Code Sections 207.6 and 746.91 require that no less 
than 40 percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units contain at least two 
bedrooms, or no less than 30 percent of the total number of proposed dwelling units contain 
at least three bedrooms. 
 
For the sixty-six (66) proposed dwelling units, the Project is required to provide at least twenty-six 
(26) two- or three-bedroom units or at least twenty (20) three-bedroom units. The Project would 
provide thirty-one (31) two-bedroom units and fourteen (14) three-bedroom units. Therefore, the 
Project meets the requirements for dwelling unit mix. 
 

L. Off-Street Parking and Loading. Planning Code Sections 151.1 and 746.94 state that no 
parking is required for residential uses in an NCT Zoning District, although residential of-
street parking may be provided at a rate not exceeding 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit.  
Planning Code Sections 151.1 and 746.22 state that no parking is required for non-residential 
uses in an NCT Zoning District, but permits off-street parking to a maximum of 1 space per 
1,500 square feet of occupied floor area. Planning Code Section 152 does not require any off-
street loading spaces for non-residential uses with a gross floor area less than 10,000 square 
feet.  

 
Although the proposed residential portion of the building does not require any off-street parking, 
twenty-six (26) parking spaces are proposed on the ground floor beneath the interior courtyard. The 
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proposed retail uses do not require nor propose any off-street parking or loading. The proposed off-
street parking does not exceed the maximum permitted by the Planning Code, and therefore complies. 

 
M. Bicycle Parking. Planning Code Section 155.2 requires the provision of at least one (1) Class 1 

bicycle parking space per dwelling unit and one (1) Class 2 bicycle parking space per 20 
dwelling units. Planning Code Section 155.2 also requires the provision of at least one (1) 
Class 2 bicycle parking space for every 2,500 square feet of occupied floor area, but no less 
than two, for retail sales and service uses. 

 
The Project would provide a total of sixty-six (66) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in an enclosed bicycle 
storage room on the ground floor for residential use.  Nine (9) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces would be 
provided on both street frontages for use by visitors to the residential and retail portions of the 
building. As such, the Project would comply with the Planning Code requirements for bicycle parking.  

 
N. Street Frontage in Neighborhood Commercial Districts.  Sections 145.1 and 746.13 of the 

Planning Code requires that within NC Districts, with the exception of space allowed for 
parking and loading access, building egress, and access to mechanical systems, space for 
active uses shall be provided within the first 25 feet of building depth on the ground floor 
and 15 feet on floors above from any facade facing a street at least 30 feet in width. In 
addition, the floors of street-fronting interior spaces housing non-residential active uses and 
lobbies shall be as close as possible to the level of the adjacent sidewalk at the principal 
entrance to these spaces. Building lobbies are considered active uses, so long as they do not 
exceed 40 feet or 25 percent of building frontage, whichever is larger. Frontages with active 
uses must be fenestrated with transparent windows and doorways for no less than 60 percent 
of the street frontage at the ground level and allow visibility to the inside of the building. The 
use of dark or mirrored glass shall not count towards the required transparent area. Off-
street parking at street grade on a development lot must be set back at least 25 feet on the 
ground floor and at least 15 feet on floors above, from any facade facing a street at least 30 
feet in width. Ground floor non-residential uses in all NCT districts shall have a minimum 
floor-to-floor height of 14 feet. 

 
The proposed building has approximately 100 feet of frontage on Divisadero Street and, with the 
exception of a screened alcove for the building’s gas meters and a doorway leading to a secondary 
egress corridor and trash room for the residential portion of the building, which are exempt from the 
requirements of Planning Code Section 145.1, the entire Divisadero Street frontage is occupied by 
retail uses which are considered active uses. The proposed building has approximately 125 feet of 
frontage on Grove Street and, with the exception of a 9-foot wide garage door leading to parking garage 
and a secondary egress corridor for the residential portion of the building, which are exempt from the 
requirements of Planning Code Section 145.1, the remainder of the Grove Street frontage is occupied 
by retail uses, the residential lobby and two ground floor residential units, all of which are considered 
active uses. The floor-to-floor ground floor heights for the retail spaces would be approximately 17 feet. 
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O. Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements. Planning Code Sections 138.1 and 746.17 require 
one street tree for each 20 feet of street frontage of the property containing the development 
project, with any remaining fraction of 10 feet or more of frontage requiring an additional 
tree. 

 
The subject property occupies a total frontage of 225 feet along both Divisadero and Grove Streets.  
There are two (2) existing street trees within the Divisadero Street right-of-way in front of the 
proposed building. The Project proposes an additional three (3) new street trees along the Divisadero 
Street right-of-way and six (6) new street trees along the Grove Street right-of-way.  
 

P. Shadow.  Planning Code Section 295 restricts net new shadow, cast by structures exceeding a 
height of 40 feet, upon property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park 
Commission.  Any project in excess of 40 feet in height and found to cast net new shadow 
must be found by the Planning Commission, with comment from the General Manager of the 
Recreation and Parks Department, in consultation with the Recreation and Park Commission, 
to have no adverse impact upon the property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and 
Park Commission. 
 
Based upon a shadow analysis, the Project does not cast any net new shadow upon property under the 
jurisdiction of the Recreation and Parks Commission. 

 
Q. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169 

and the TDM Program Standards, the Project shall finalize a TDM Plan prior Planning 
Department approval of the first Building Permit or Site Permit. As currently proposed, the 
Project must achieve a target of 14 points.  

The Project submitted a completed Environmental Evaluation Application prior to September 4, 2016. 
Therefore, the Project must only achieve 50% of the point target established in the TDM Program 
Standards, resulting in a required target of 7 points. As currently proposed, the Project will achieve its 
required 12 points through the following TDM measures: 

• Unbundled Parking 
• Parking Supply 
• Bicycle Parking (Option A) 
• Car-share Parking (Option A) 
• On-Site Affordable Housing 

 
R. Entertainment Commission Outreach. Planning Code Section 314 requires that the Planning 

Department and Planning Commission consider the compatibility of uses when approving 
residential uses adjacent to or near existing permitted Places of Entertainment and shall take 
all reasonably available means through the City's design review and approval processes to 
ensure that the design of such new residential development project takes into account the 
needs and interests of both the Places of Entertainment and the future residents of the new 
development. 



Draft Motion  
Hearing Date: April 6, 2017 
 

 

 
 

 

9 

CASE NO. 2013-1037C 
650 Divisadero Street 

 
The subject property is located immediately adjacent to the Independent, a concert hall which hosts 
numerous live performances. The Project Sponsor presented the project to the Entertainment 
Commission on February 2, 2016, hearing. In addition to the standard “Recommended Noise 
Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Projects”, the Entertainment Commission has provided 
additional site-specific recommendations and asks that the Planning Commission adopt them along 
with the standard conditions, all of which are included as recommended conditions of approval in 
Exhibit A.  
 

S. Transportation Sustainability Fee. Planning Code Section 411A is applicable to any 
development project that results in the construction of more than twenty (20) new dwelling 
units. 
 
The Project proposes the construction of sixty-six (66) new dwelling units and is therefore subject to 
the Transportation Sustainability Fee.  These fees must be paid prior to the issuance of the first 
construction document. 
 

T. Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Planning Code Section 415 sets forth the 
requirements and procedures for the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program. Under 
Planning Code Section 415.3, these requirements apply to projects that consist of 10 or more 
units. The applicable percentage is dependent on the number of units in the project, the 
zoning of the property, and the date that the project submitted a complete Environmental 
Evaluation Application. A complete Environmental Evaluation Application was submitted 
on January 21, 2014; therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 the Inclusionary 
Affordable Housing Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is 
to provide 13.5% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable. 

 
The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing 
Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.5 and 415.6, and has submitted an ‘Affidavit of 
Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning Code Section 415,’ to 
satisfy the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program by providing the affordable 
housing on-site instead of through payment of the Affordable Housing Fee. In order for the Project 
Sponsor to be eligible for the On-Site Affordable Housing Alternative, the Project Sponsor must 
submit an ‘Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program: Planning 
Code Section 415,’ to the Planning Department stating that any affordable units designated as on-site 
units shall be sold as ownership units and will remain as ownership units for the life of the project or 
submit to the Department a contract demonstrating that the project's on- or off-site units are not 
subject to the Costa Hawkins Rental Housing Act, California Civil Code Section 1954.50 because, 
under Section 1954.52(b), the Project Sponsor has entered into an agreement with a public entity in 
consideration for a direct financial contribution or any other form of assistance specified in California 
Government Code Sections 65915 et seq. and submits an Affidavit of such to the Department. All such 
contracts entered into with the City and County of San Francisco must be reviewed and approved by 
the Mayor's Office Housing and Community Development and the City Attorney's Office. The 
Project Sponsor has indicated the intention to enter into an agreement with the City to qualify for a 
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waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental Housing Act based upon the proposed density bonus and 
concessions provided by the City and approved herein. The Project Sponsor submitted such Affidavit 
on December 28, 2016. The applicable percentage is dependent on the total number of units in the 
project, the zoning of the property, and the date that the project submitted a complete Environmental 
Evaluation Application. A complete Environmental Evaluation Application was submitted on January 
21, 2014; therefore, pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3 the Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program requirement for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative is to provide 13.5% of the total 
proposed dwelling units as affordable. Nine (9) units (2 studio, 2 one-bedroom, 3 two-bedroom, and 2 
three-bedroom) of the total 66 units provided will be affordable units. If the Project becomes ineligible 
to meet its Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program obligation through the On-site Affordable 
Housing Alternative, it must pay the Affordable Housing Fee with interest, if applicable. 

U. First Source Hiring. The Project is subject to the requirements of the First Source Hiring 
Program as they apply to permits for residential development (Section 83.4(m) of the 
Administrative Code), and the Project Sponsor shall comply with the requirements of this 
Program as to all construction work and on‐going employment required for the Project. Prior 
to the issuance of any building permit to construct or a First Addendum to the Site Permit, 
the Project Sponsor shall have a First Source Hiring Construction and Employment Program 
approved by the First Source Hiring Administrator, and evidenced in writing. In the event 
that both the Director of Planning and the First Source Hiring Administrator agree, the 
approval of the Employment Program may be delayed as needed.  

 
The Project Sponsor submitted a First Source Hiring Affidavit and prior to issuance of a building 
permit will execute a First Source Hiring Memorandum of Understanding and a First Source Hiring 
Agreement with the City’s First Source Hiring Administration. 
 

V. Child Care Fee. Planning Code Section 414A requires payment of a child care impact fee for 
a project that results in one net new dwelling unit. 
 
The Project proposes sixty-six (66) new dwelling units and will be required to pay a fee of $0.91 for 
each net new gross square foot of residential development. These fees must be paid prior to the issuance 
of the first construction document. 

 
7. Conditional Use Authorization Findings. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the 

Planning Commission to consider when reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval.  
On balance, the project does comply with said criteria in that: 

 
A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the 

proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible 
with, the neighborhood or the community. 

 
The size of the proposed mixed-use building is necessary and desirable as it will provide 66 dwelling 
units to the City’s housing stock. The height, density and massing of the building is compatible with 
the surrounding Western Addition neighborhood and the Divisadero Street NCT Zoning District, as 
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the project is reflective of the uses and density found in the immediate neighborhood. The proposed 
project would also replace the currently underutilized one-story seismic retrofitting business with 
more pedestrian-oriented commercial uses.   

 
A. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general 

welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.  There are no features of the project 
that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those residing or working 
the area, in that:  

 
i. Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and 

arrangement of structures;  
 

The proposed size, shape and arrangement of the proposed building would not be detrimental to 
persons residing or working in the vicinity, as the building, in general, is consistent with the 
massing and height of other buildings found within the immediate vicinity, within the Divisadero 
Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District and the wider Western Addition neighborhood. 
The proposed design features a lower building height and bay windows that reduce the scale of the 
building to respond to the neighboring low-density residential buildings along Grove Street, while 
building up to a larger scale within the allowable height limit that responds to the comparatively 
taller, denser buildings along Divisadero Street.  
 

ii. 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;  

 
The Project is located in a Neighborhood Commercial Transit district. The proposed off-street 
parking would be less than one space per dwelling unit and will address the need for adequate off- 
street parking for new residents without generating an oversupply. No parking or loading is 
proposed or required for the commercial uses. Secure bicycle parking will be provided on the 
ground floor of the building in excess of minimum code requirements. One curb cut along 
Divisadero Street would be eliminated and one existing curb cut on Grove Street would be 
relocated further from the intersection. The project is not anticipated to have any negative impacts 
on surrounding street traffic and pedestrian safety is expected to be greatly improved. 

 
iii. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, 

dust and odor;  
 

The project is not expected to cause any negative noise, glare, dust or odor impacts. 
 

iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  

 
The Project would provide open space for its residents by means of a common rooftop deck and 
landscaped interior courtyard. Proposed public realm improvements including the removal of an 
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existing curb cut, new commercial storefronts, the installation of bicycle racks and street trees 
planted on both streets will greatly contribute to a more active streetscape. 

 
B. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning Code 

and will not adversely affect the General Plan. 
 

The Project complies with all relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and is 
consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 

 
C. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose 

of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial Transit District. 
 

Consistent with the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District objectives, 
neighborhood-serving businesses are strongly encouraged and new commercial development is 
permitted on the ground floor. The Project, with retail uses on the ground floor would provide 
convenience goods and services to the surrounding neighborhoods as well as limited comparison 
shopping goods for a wider market. The proposed residential use meets the general intent of the 
Divisadero Street NCT District objectives in that it would contribute to the dense, walkable, mixed-use 
character of the neighborhood and would provide adequate open space for its future residents.  

 
8. Development of Large Lots.  In addition to the criteria of Section 303(c) of the Planning Code, as 

it pertains to the development of large lots, the City Planning Commission shall consider the 
extent to which the following criteria are met: 
 
A. The mass and facade of the proposed structure are compatible with the existing scale of the 

district. 
 
At six stories, the massing and façade of the proposed mixed-use building will be compatible with the 
existing scale of the surrounding area, which is characterized primarily by mixed-use and residential 
buildings ranging from 2 to 7 stories in height.  
 

B. The facade of the proposed structure is compatible with design features of adjacent facades 
that contribute to the positive visual quality of the district.  

 

The height and façade treatment of the proposed building will be in keeping with the facades of other 
residential buildings fronting Grove Street as well as the mixed-use character of buildings fronting 
Divisadero Street. The Grove Street facade will feature three vertical series of 4-story projecting bay 
windows to reinforce the prevailing 4-story residential building typology immediately to the east of the 
subject property along Grove Street as well as two ground floor dwelling units with direct access to the 
street. The façade treatment along Divisadero Street will feature 5-story projecting bay window series 
and an aluminum storefront window system on the ground floor to reflect the more mixed-use 
character of this part of the district. 
 

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=jumplink$jumplink_x=Advanced$jumplink_vpc=first$jumplink_xsl=querylink.xsl$jumplink_sel=title;path;content-type;home-title;item-bookmark$jumplink_d=california(planning)$jumplink_q=%5bfield%20folio-destination-name:'303'%5d$jumplink_md=target-id=JD_303
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9. Bulk Exception Findings. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 270, the “A” Bulk District shall 
have a maximum length of 110 feet and a maximum diagonal dimension of 125 feet for the 
portion of a building greater than 40 feet in height.  
 
The Project proposes a building length of 109 feet and a diagonal dimension of 136 feet for the portion of 
the building above 40 feet in height.  The diagonal dimension of the project at the 5th and 6th floors exceeds 
the maximum permitted by approximately 11 feet and therefore requires an exception from the bulk 
requirements of Planning Code Section 270. 
 
Planning Code Section 271 establishes criteria to allow exceptions to the Bulk limit with 
Conditional Use Approval. On balance, the project does comply with said criteria in that: 
 
a. The appearance of the bulk in the building, structure or development shall be reduced by 

means of at least one and preferably a combination of the following factors, so as to produce 
the impression of an aggregate of parts rather than a single building mass. 

 
i. Major variations in the planes of wall surfaces, in either depth of direction, that 

significantly alter the mass; 
 

The entire 6th floor façade is set back almost 1 foot from the building’s main plane on both the 
Divisadero Street and Grove Street facades.  Additional façade articulations measuring 
approximately 5 feet are provided at corners of the building on the 5th and 6th floors which reduce 
the overall massing of the building.   

 
ii. Significant differences in the heights of various portions of the building, structure or 

development that divide the mass into distinct elements; 
 

There is a height difference of approximately 20 feet between the four-story portion of the building 
fronting Grove Street and the six-story portion at the corner of Grove Street and Divisadero Street.  
This design breaks up the Grove Street façade into two distinct portions – the east of which forms 
an appropriate transition in scale to the adjacent four-story building to the east. 

 
iii. Differences in materials, colors or scales of the facades that produce separate major 

elements; 
 

A portion of the 5th and the entire 6th floor façade will be treated with a different finish and color in 
order to distinguish them from the lower portion of the building, giving the upper portion a lighter, 
more subordinate appearance. 

 
iv. Compensation for those portions of the building, structure or development that may 

exceed the bulk limits by corresponding reduction of other portions below the maximum 
bulk permitted; and 
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The 5th and 6th floors have been set back almost 18 feet from the adjacent four-story building to the 
east which compensates for the increased bulk elsewhere on the upper floors. 

 
v. In cases where two or more buildings, structures or towers are contained within a single 

development, a wide separation between such buildings, structures or towers. 
 

This criterion is not applicable as only one tower is proposed. 
 

b. In every case the building, structure or development shall be made compatible with the 
character and development of the surrounding area by means of all of the following factors: 

 
i. A silhouette harmonious with natural land-forms and building patterns, including the 

patterns produced by height limits; 
 

The building height and silhouette follows the sloping terrain along Grove Street and is 
harmonious with the surrounding topography on the Divisadero Street corridor. 

 
ii. Either maintenance of an overall height similar to that of surrounding development or a 

sensitive transition, where appropriate, to development of a dissimilar character; 
 

The height, setbacks and placement of architectural detailing references the building heights and 
scale in the surrounding neighborhood. 

 
iii. Use of materials, colors and scales either similar to or harmonizing with those of nearby 

development; and 
 

The proposed building’s color scheme and selection of finishing materials is compatible with 
existing buildings nearby and respects the mixed-use character of the neighborhood. 

 
iv. Preservation or enhancement of the pedestrian environment by maintenance of pleasant 

scale and visual interest. 
 

The pattern of continuous commercial ground floor uses is maintained along Divisadero Street and 
the removal of the one existing curb cut along the Divisadero Street frontage will enhance the 
pedestrian realm.  

 
10. General Plan Compliance.  The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following Objectives 

and Policies of the General Plan: 
 

HOUSING 
Objectives and Policies 
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OBJECTIVE 1: 
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE 
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.  
 
Policy 1.2: 
Focus housing growth and infrastructure necessary to support growth according to community 
plans. Complete planning underway in key opportunity areas. 
 
Policy 1.10: 
Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can easily rely 
on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips. 
 
The proposed mixed-use building would be located in a Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) District, 
which has been identified as an area where public transit infrastructure can support residential growth. 
Future residents of and visitors to the proposed building will be able to rely on public transit, walking and 
bicycling for the majority of their daily trips. 
 
OBJECTIVE 4: 
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 
LIFESTYLES. 
 
Policy 4.1: 
Develop new housing, and encourage the remodeling of existing housing, for families with 
children. 
 
The Project will provide thirty-one (31) two-bedroom units and fourteen (14) three-bedroom units which 
would be suitable for families with children. 
 
OBJECTIVE 11: 
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN 
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS. 
 
Policy 11.1: 
Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that emphasizes beauty, 
flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood character. 
 
Policy 11.2: 
Ensure implementation of accepted design standards in project approvals. 
 
Policy 11.3: 
Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting existing 
residential neighborhood character. 
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The Project would make use of an underutilized site in order to create sixty-six (66) new dwelling units 
and is appropriately scaled to enhance the residential character of the street and surrounding neighborhood.  
 
OBJECTIVE 12: 
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE 
CITY’S GROWING POPULATION. 
 
Policy 12.1: 
Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of 
movement. 
 
Policy 12.2: 
Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care, and 
neighborhood services, when developing new housing units. 
 
Policy 12.3: 
Ensure new housing is sustainably supported by the City’s public infrastructure systems. 
 
The proposed mixed-use building is already adequately served by the City’s water, and sewer systems, 
electricity and gas utilities, MUNI public transit, will receive solid waste collection and is near public open 
spaces such as Alamo Square. 
 
OBJECTIVE 13: 
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING 
NEW HOUSING.  
 
Policy 13.3: 
Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in order to 
increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share. 
 
The residential portion of the proposed building would provide sixty-six (66) secure, weather-protected 
bicycle parking spaces for its residents and nine (9) sidewalk bicycle parking spaces to encourage bicycling, 
and is located within walking distance to Divisadero Street where there are several public transit lines. 
 

GENERAL/CITYWIDE COMMERCE 
Objectives and Policies 

 
OBJECTIVE 1: 
MANAGE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CHANGE TO ENSURE ENHANCEMENT OF THE 
TOTAL CITY LIVING AND WORKING ENVIRONMENT. 
 
Policy 1.1: 
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Encourage development which provides substantial net benefits and minimizes undesirable 
consequences.  Discourage development that has substantial undesirable consequences that 
cannot be mitigated. 
 
Policy 1.2: 
Assure that all commercial and industrial uses meet minimum, reasonable performance 
standards. 
 
Policy 1.3: 
Locate commercial and industrial activities according to a generalized commercial and industrial 
land use plan. 
 
The proposed ground floor retail spaces will provide desirable goods and services to the neighborhood and 
will provide resident employment opportunities to those in the community. Further, the Project site is 
located within a Neighborhood Commercial District and is thus consistent with activities in the commercial 
land use plan. The retail spaces would operate within the business hours permitted per Section 746.27 of 
the Planning Code. 
 

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCE 
Objectives and Policies 
 
OBJECTIVE 6: 
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY 
ACCESSIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS. 
 
Policy 6.1: 
Ensure and encourage the retention and provision of neighborhood-serving goods and services 
in the city’s neighborhood commercial districts, while recognizing and encouraging diversity 
among the districts.   
 
Policy 6.2: 
Promote economically vital neighborhood commercial districts which foster small business 
enterprises and entrepreneurship and which are responsive to the economic and technological 
innovation in the marketplace and society. 
 
While the existing seismic retrofitting business would no longer operate on the site, the owner has decided 
to cease operations and is not being displaced. In its place, the project proposes two retail spaces totaling 
approximately 3,528 square feet which would provide neighborhood-serving goods and services. 
 

TRANSPORTATION ELEMENT 
Objectives and Policies 
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OBJECTIVE 2:  
USE THE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM AS A MEANS FOR GUIDING DEVELOPMENT AND 
IMPROVING THE ENVIRONMENT. 
 
Policy 2.1:  
Use rapid transit and other transportation improvements in the city and region as the catalyst for 
desirable development, and coordinate new facilities with public and private development. 
 
The Divisadero Street corridor has been identified as one with significant public transit infrastructure and 
one major objective of the Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) zoning is to maximize residential and 
commercial opportunities on or near major transit services. The development of the proposed mixed-use 
building along this corridor would take advantage of these improvements to rapid transit in the area. 
 
OBJECTIVE 28:  
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES. 
 
Policy 28.1:  
Provide secure bicycle parking in new governmental, commercial, and residential developments. 
 
Policy 28.3: 
Provide parking facilities which are safe, secure, and convenient. 
 
The project will provide sixty-six (66) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces in a secure room on the ground floor 
and nine (9) Class 2 bicycle parking spaces that will accommodate both employees and patrons of the 
building’s uses.  
 
OBJECTIVE 34:   
RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND NEIGHBORHOOD 
COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE CITY'S STREET SYSTEM AND LAND 
USE PATTERNS. 
 
Policy 34.1:  
Regulate off-street parking in new housing so as to guarantee needed spaces without requiring 
excesses and to encourage low auto ownership in neighborhoods that are well served by transit 
and are convenient to neighborhood shopping. 

 
Policy 34.3: 
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and 
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets. 
 
Policy 34.5:  
Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short supply 
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and locate them in a manner such that they retain or minimally diminish the number of existing 
on-street parking spaces. 
 
The proposed ground floor retail uses do not require nor propose any off-street parking or loading, and is 
therefore consistent with the objectives of the General Plan for commercial areas along transit preferential 
streets.  
 
The residential portion of the project does not require any off-street parking, however twenty-six (26) 
parking spaces are proposed on the ground floor behind the retail uses and residential lobby. The proposed 
off-street parking does not exceed the maximum permitted by the Planning Code, and one of the existing 
curb cuts is proposed to be removed, thereby increasing the space available for on-street parking along 
Divisadero Street. 

 
URBAN DESIGN 
Objectives and Policies 
 

OBJECTIVE 3:  
MODERATION OF MAJOR NEW DEVELOPMENT TO COMPLEMENT THE CITY PATTERN, 
THE RESOURCES TO BE CONSERVED, AND THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT. 
 
Policy 3.1:  
Promote harmony in the visual relationships and transitions between new and older buildings. 
 
Policy 3.6:  
Relate the bulk of buildings to the prevailing scale of development to avoid an overwhelming or 
dominating appearance in new construction. 
 
Policy 3.7:  
Recognize the special urban design problems posed in development of large properties. 
 
The subject site, while large, has frontage on two streets, allowing both facades to respond to the 
surrounding context in terms of bulk and massing. The Grove Street facade will feature two ground floor 
dwelling units with direct access to the street and will be limited to four stories in height along the 
easternmost portion of the site for approximately 18 feet in order to reinforce the prevailing four-story 
residential building typology immediately to the east of the subject property along Grove Street. The façade 
treatment along Divisadero Street will feature 5-story projecting bay window series and an aluminum 
storefront window system on the ground floor to reflect the denser, mixed-use character of this street. 
 

11. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review 
of permits for consistency with said policies.  On balance, the project does comply with said 
policies in that:  
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A. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future 
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses be enhanced.  

 
The proposal would enhance the district by providing two ground floor retail spaces in place of a 
seismic retrofitting business which is not a neighborhood-serving retail use.   

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

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 
 

The existing housing units in the surrounding neighborhood would not be adversely affected.  The 
proposed retail uses would operate within the permitted hours of operation so as to mitigate noise 
concerns.   

 
C. That the City's supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,  

 
The Project proposes to add sixty-six (66) new dwelling units to the city’s housing stock, including 
nine (9) below market rate (BMR) units. 

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

neighborhood parking.  
 

The Project is located within a Neighborhood Commercial Transit (NCT) district and is well served by 
public transit. It is presumable that the employees and patrons of the proposed ground floor retail 
spaces would arrive by transit, bicycling and walking, thereby mitigating possible effects on street 
parking. Twenty-six (26) off-street parking spaces are proposed, and it is not anticipated that the sixty-
six (66) dwelling units will overburden MUNI transit service or generate a significant demand for 
neighborhood parking. 

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

from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunities for 
resident employment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced. 

 
The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment with a commercial office use.  The 
proposed ground floor retail spaces are more in keeping with the neighborhood commercial character of 
the area.  

 
F. That the City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of 

life in an earthquake. 
 

The Project is designed and will be constructed to conform to the structural and seismic safety 
requirements of the City Building Code.  This proposal will not impact the property’s ability to 
withstand an earthquake. 
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G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.  
 

A landmark or historic building does not occupy the Project site. 
 

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

 
The project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces.  The Project does not cast 
any net new shadow on any property under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission 
and will not have an impact on open spaces.   

 
12. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code 

provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to the character 
and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.  

 
13. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would promote 

the health, safety and welfare of the City. 
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DECISION 
That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other 
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other 
written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES Conditional Use 
Application No. 2013-1037C subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in 
general conformance with plans on file, dated March 10, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is 
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. 
 
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION:  Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional 
Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. 
XXXXX.  The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 
30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the 
Board of Supervisors.  For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-
5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. 
 
Protest of Fee or Exaction:  You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 
66000 that is imposed as a condition of approval by following the procedures set forth in Government 
Code Section 66020.  The protest must satisfy the requirements of Government Code Section 66020(a) and 
must be filed within 90 days of the date of the first approval or conditional approval of the development 
referencing the challenged fee or exaction.  For purposes of Government Code Section 66020, the date of 
imposition of the fee shall be the date of the earliest discretionary approval by the City of the subject 
development.   
 
If the City has not previously given Notice of an earlier discretionary approval of the project, the 
Planning Commission’s adoption of this Motion, Resolution, Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning 
Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter constitutes the approval or conditional approval of the 
development and the City hereby gives NOTICE that the 90-day protest period under Government Code 
Section 66020 has begun.  If the City has already given Notice that the 90-day approval period has begun 
for the subject development, then this document does not re-commence the 90-day approval period. 
 
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on March 23, 2017. 
 
Jonas P. Ionin 
Commission Secretary 
 
AYES:   
 
NAYS:   
 
ABSENT:   
 
ADOPTED: March 23, 2017 
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EXHIBIT A 
AUTHORIZATION 
This authorization is for a conditional use to permit the development of a 6-story mixed-use building 
containing 66 residential dwelling units above 26 ground floor parking spaces and 3,528 square feet of 
commercial uses located at 650 Divisadero Street, Block 1202, and Lot 002B, pursuant to Planning Code 
Sections 121.1, 271, 303, 746.10 and 746.11, within the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial 
Transit (NCT) District, the Fringe Financial Services Restricted Use District and a 65-A Height and Bulk 
District; in general conformance with plans, dated March 10, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in 
the docket for Case No. 2013-1037C and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the 
Commission on March 23, 2017 under Motion No XXXXXX.  This authorization and the conditions 
contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator. 
 
RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 
Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning 
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder 
of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property.  This Notice shall state that the project is 
subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by the Planning 
Commission on March 23, 2017 under Motion No XXXXXX. 
 
PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 
The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXXX shall 
be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the site or building permit 
application for the Project.  The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the Conditional 
Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.    
 
SEVERABILITY 
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements.  If any clause, sentence, section 
or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such invalidity shall not 
affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions.  This decision conveys 
no right to construct, or to receive a building permit.  “Project Sponsor” shall include any subsequent 
responsible party. 
 
CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS   
Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.  
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a 
new Conditional Use authorization. 
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting 
PERFORMANCE 

1. Validity. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three (3) years 
from the effective date of the Motion. The Department of Building Inspection shall have issued a 
Building Permit or Site Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved use within 
this three-year period. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
2. Expiration and Renewal. Should a Building or Site Permit be sought after the three (3) year 

period has lapsed, the project sponsor must seek a renewal of this Authorization by filing an 
application for an amendment to the original Authorization or a new application for 
Authorization. Should the project sponsor decline to so file, and decline to withdraw the permit 
application, the Commission shall conduct a public hearing in order to consider the revocation of 
the Authorization. Should the Commission not revoke the Authorization following the closure of 
the public hearing, the Commission shall determine the extension of time for the continued 
validity of the Authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
3. Diligent pursuit. Once a site or Building Permit has been issued, construction must commence 

within the timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued 
diligently to completion. Failure to do so shall be grounds for the Commission to consider 
revoking the approval if more than three (3) years have passed since this Authorization was 
approved. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
4. Extension. All time limits in the preceding three paragraphs may be extended at the discretion of 

the Zoning Administrator where implementation of the project is delayed by a public agency, an 
appeal or a legal challenge and only by the length of time for which such public agency, appeal or 
challenge has caused delay. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
5. Conformity with Current Law. No application for Building Permit, Site Permit, or other 

entitlement shall be approved unless it complies with all applicable provisions of City Codes in 
effect at the time of such approval. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
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ENTERTAINMENT COMMISSION – NOISE ATTENUATION CONDITIONS 
Chapter 116 Residential Projects. The Project Sponsor shall comply with the “Recommended Noise 
Attenuation Conditions for Chapter 116 Residential Projects,” which were recommended by the 
Entertainment Commission on August 25, 2015. These conditions state:  

1. Community Outreach. Project Sponsor shall include in its community outreach process any 
businesses located within 300 feet of the proposed project that operate between the hours of 9PM-
5AM. Notice shall be made in person, written or electronic form. 
 

2. Sound Study. Project sponsor shall conduct an acoustical sound study, which shall include 
sound readings taken when performances are taking place at the proximate Places of 
Entertainment, as well as when patrons arrive and leave these locations at closing time. Readings 
should be taken at locations that most accurately capture sound from the Place of Entertainment 
to best of their ability. Any recommendation(s) in the sound study regarding window glaze 
ratings and soundproofing materials including but not limited to walls, doors, roofing, etc. shall 
be given highest consideration by the project sponsor when designing and building the project.  
 

3. Design Considerations. 
a. During design phase, project sponsor shall consider the entrance and egress location and 

paths of travel at the Place(s) of Entertainment in designing the location of (a) any 
entrance/egress for the residential building and (b) any parking garage in the building. 

b. In designing doors, windows, and other openings for the residential building, project 
sponsor should consider the POE’s operations and noise during all hours of the day and 
night. 

 
4. Construction Impacts. Project sponsor shall communicate with adjacent or nearby Place(s) of 

Entertainment as to the construction schedule, daytime and nighttime, and consider how this 
schedule and any storage of construction materials may impact the POE operations.  
 

5. Communication. Project Sponsor shall make a cell phone number available to Place(s) of 
Entertainment management during all phases of development through construction. In addition, 
a line of communication should be created to ongoing building management throughout the 
occupation phase and beyond. 

In addition to these standard recommendations, at a hearing held on February 2, 2016, the Entertainment 
Commission made a motion to recommend that the Planning Commission adopt these site-specific 
conditions into the development approval for this project:   

6. Design Considerations. 
a. Project sponsor shall make the windows inoperable at the property line closest to the 

Independent. 
b. Project sponsor shall make best efforts to avoid placing bedrooms nearest the property 

line facing the Independent.  
c. Project sponsor shall design and use at least gas-filled double paned windows.  
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7. Construction Impacts. Construction vehicles shall not encumber ingress or egress of the 
Independent at any time. 
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DESIGN – COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE 
1. Garbage, composting and recycling storage.  Space for the collection and storage of garbage, 

composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly 
labeled and illustrated on the building permit plans.  Space for the collection and storage of 
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other 
standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling Program shall be provided at the ground level 
of the buildings.   
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
2. Rooftop Mechanical Equipment.  Pursuant to Planning Code 141, the Project Sponsor shall 

submit a roof plan to the Planning Department prior to Planning approval of the building permit 
application.  Rooftop mechanical equipment, if any is proposed as part of the Project, is required 
to be screened so as not to be visible from any point at or below the roof level of the subject 
building.   
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org  

 
3. Transformer Vault.  The location of individual project PG&E Transformer Vault installations has 

significant effects to San Francisco streetscapes when improperly located.  However, they may 
not have any impact if they are installed in preferred locations.  Therefore, the Planning 
Department recommends the following preference schedule in locating new transformer vaults, 
in order of most to least desirable: 

a. On-site, in a basement area accessed via a garage or other access point without use of 
separate doors on a ground floor façade facing a public right-of-way; 

b. On-site, in a driveway, underground; 
c. On-site, above ground, screened from view, other than a ground floor façade facing a 

public right-of-way; 
d. Public right-of-way, underground, under sidewalks with a minimum width of 12 feet, 

avoiding effects on streetscape elements, such as street trees; and based on Better Streets 
Plan guidelines; 

e. Public right-of-way, underground; and based on Better Streets Plan guidelines; 
f. Public right-of-way, above ground, screened from view; and based on Better Streets Plan 

guidelines; 
g. On-site, in a ground floor façade (the least desirable location). 

 
Unless otherwise specified by the Planning Department, Department of Public Work’s Bureau of 
Street Use and Mapping (DPW BSM) should use this preference schedule for all new transformer 
vault installation requests.  
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-5810, http://sfdpw.org  

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
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4. Overhead Wiring.  The Property owner will allow MUNI to install eyebolts in the building 
adjacent to its electric streetcar line to support its overhead wire system if requested by MUNI or 
MTA.  
For information about compliance, contact San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni), San Francisco 
Municipal Transit Agency (SFMTA), at 415-701-4500, www.sfmta.org 

 
5. Noise.  Plans submitted with the building permit application for the approved project shall 

incorporate acoustical insulation and other sound proofing measures to control noise.   
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org  

 
6. Odor Control Unit.  In order to ensure any significant noxious or offensive odors are prevented 

from escaping the premises once the project is operational, the building permit application to 
implement the project shall include air cleaning or odor control equipment details and 
manufacturer specifications on the plans if applicable as determined by the project planner.  
Odor control ducting shall not be applied to the primary façade of the building. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org 

  

http://www.sfmta.org/
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PARKING AND TRAFFIC 
1. Parking for Affordable Units.  All off-street parking spaces shall be made available to Project 

residents only as a separate “add-on” option for purchase or rent and shall not be bundled with 
any Project dwelling unit for the life of the dwelling units.  The required parking spaces may be 
made available to residents within a quarter mile of the project.  All affordable dwelling units 
pursuant to Planning Code Section 415 shall have equal access to use of the parking as the market 
rate units, with parking spaces priced commensurate with the affordability of the dwelling unit.  
Each unit within the Project shall have the first right of refusal to rent or purchase a parking 
space until the number of residential parking spaces are no longer available.  No conditions may 
be placed on the purchase or rental of dwelling units, nor may homeowner’s rules be established, 
which prevent or preclude the separation of parking spaces from dwelling units.   
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org  

 
2. Car Share.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 166, no fewer than one (1) car share space shall be 

made available, at no cost, to a certified car share organization for the purposes of providing car 
share services for its service subscribers.   
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org  

 
3. Bicycle Parking. Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 155.1, 155.4, and 155.5, the Project shall 

provide no fewer than 71 bicycle parking spaces (66 Class 1 spaces and 3 Class 2 spaces for the 
residential portion of the Project and 2 Class 2 spaces for the commercial portion of the Project).  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org  

 
4. Parking Maximum.  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 151.1, the Project shall provide no more 

than thirty (30) off-street parking spaces.  
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org  

 
5. Managing Traffic During Construction.  The Project Sponsor and construction contractor(s) 

shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police Department, the Fire Department, the 
Planning Department, and other construction contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby Projects to 
manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project.   
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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6. Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Program. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 169, 
the Project shall finalize a TDM Plan prior to the issuance of the first Building Permit or Site 
Permit to construct the project and/or commence the approved uses. The Property Owner, and all 
successors, shall ensure ongoing compliance with the TDM Program for the life of the Project, 
which may include providing a TDM Coordinator, providing access to City staff for site 
inspections, submitting appropriate documentation, paying application fees associated with 
required monitoring and reporting, and other actions.  

 
Prior to the issuance of the first Building Permit or Site Permit, the Zoning Administrator shall 
approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the Recorder of the City 
and County of San Francisco for the subject property to document compliance with the TDM 
Program.  This Notice shall provide the finalized TDM Plan for the Project, including the relevant 
details associated with each TDM measure included in the Plan, as well as associated monitoring, 
reporting, and compliance requirements.  

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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PROVISIONS 

1. Anti-Discriminatory Housing. The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the Anti-
Discriminatory Housing policy, pursuant to Administrative Code Section 1.61. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org 
 

2. First Source Hiring.  The Project shall adhere to the requirements of the First Source Hiring 
Construction and End-Use Employment Program approved by the First Source Hiring 
Administrator, pursuant to Section 83.4(m) of the Administrative Code.  The Project Sponsor 
shall comply with the requirements of this Program regarding construction work and on-going 
employment required for the Project. 
For information about compliance, contact the First Source Hiring Manager at 415-581-2335, 
www.onestopSF.org 
 

3. Transportation Sustainability Fee.  The Project is subject to the Transportation Sustainability Fee 
(TSF), as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 411A. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
4. Child Care Fee - Residential.  The Project is subject to the Residential Child Care Fee, as 

applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 414A. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org 
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INCLUSIONARY AFFORDABLE HOUSING PROGRAM   
 
Affordable Units.  The following Inclusionary Affordable Housing Requirements are those in effect at 
the time of Planning Commission action. In the event that the requirements change, the Project Sponsor 
shall comply with the requirements in place at the time of issuance of first construction document. 

 
1. Number of Required Units. Pursuant to Planning Code Section 415.3, the Project is required to 

provide 13.5% of the proposed dwelling units as affordable to qualifying households. The Project 
contains 66 units; therefore, 9 affordable units are currently required. The Project Sponsor will 
fulfill this requirement by providing the 9 affordable units on-site. If the number of market-rate 
units change, the number of required affordable units shall be modified accordingly with written 
approval from Planning Department staff in consultation with the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community Development (“MOHCD”). 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sf-moh.org. 
 

2. Unit Mix. The Project contains 12 studios, 9 one-bedroom, 30 two-bedroom, and 15 three-
bedroom units; therefore, the required affordable unit mix is 2 studios, 2 one-bedroom, 3 two-
bedroom, and 2 three-bedroom units. If the market-rate unit mix changes, the affordable unit mix 
will be modified accordingly with written approval from Planning Department staff in 
consultation with MOHCD.  
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sf-moh.org. 
 

3. Unit Location. The affordable units shall be designated on a reduced set of plans recorded as a 
Notice of Special Restrictions on the property prior to the issuance of the first construction 
permit. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-6378, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sf-moh.org. 
 

4. Phasing. If any building permit is issued for partial phasing of the Project, the Project Sponsor 
shall have designated not less than thirteen-and-a-half percent (13.5%), or the applicable 
percentage as discussed above, of the each phase's total number of dwelling units as on-site 
affordable units. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sf-moh.org. 
 

5. Duration. Under Planning Code Section 415.8, all units constructed pursuant to Section 415.6, 
must remain affordable to qualifying households for the life of the project. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
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For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sf-moh.org. 
 

6. Other Conditions. The Project is subject to the requirements of the Inclusionary Affordable 
Housing Program under Section 415 et seq. of the Planning Code and City and County of San 
Francisco Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program Monitoring and Procedures Manual 
("Procedures Manual"). The Procedures Manual, as amended from time to time, is incorporated 
herein by reference, as published and adopted by the Planning Commission, and as required by 
Planning Code Section 415. Terms used in these conditions of approval and not otherwise 
defined shall have the meanings set forth in the Procedures Manual. A copy of the Procedures 
Manual can be obtained at the MOHCD at 1 South Van Ness Avenue or on the Planning 
Department or MOHCD websites, including on the internet at:  
http://sf-planning.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=4451. As provided in the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program, the applicable Procedures Manual is the manual in 
effect at the time the subject units are made available for sale. 
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-575-9087, 
www.sf-planning.org or the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development at 415-701-5500, 
www.sf-moh.org. 
 
a. The affordable unit(s) shall be designated on the building plans prior to the issuance of the 

first construction permit by the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”). The affordable 
unit(s) shall (1) reflect the unit size mix in number of bedrooms of the market rate units, (2) 
be constructed, completed, ready for occupancy and marketed no later than the market rate 
units, and (3) be evenly distributed throughout the building; and (4) be of comparable overall 
quality, construction and exterior appearance as the market rate units in the principal project. 
The interior features in affordable units should be generally the same as those of the market 
units in the principal project, but need not be the same make, model or type of such item as 
long they are of good and new quality and are consistent with then-current standards for 
new housing. Other specific standards for on-site units are outlined in the Procedures 
Manual. 

 
b. If the units in the building are offered for rent, the affordable unit(s) shall be rented to low-

income households, as defined in the Planning Code and Procedures Manual. The initial and 
subsequent rent level of such units shall be calculated according to the Procedures Manual. 
Limitations on (i) occupancy; (ii) lease changes; (iii) subleasing, and; are set forth in the 
Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program and the Procedures Manual.  

 
c. The Project Sponsor is responsible for following the marketing, reporting, and monitoring 

requirements and procedures as set forth in the Procedures Manual. MOHCD shall be 
responsible for overseeing and monitoring the marketing of affordable units. The Project 
Sponsor must contact MOHCD at least six months prior to the beginning of marketing for 
any unit in the building. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
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d. Required parking spaces shall be made available to initial buyers or renters of affordable 

units according to the Procedures Manual.  
 
e. Prior to the issuance of the first construction permit by DBI for the Project, the Project 

Sponsor shall record a Notice of Special Restriction on the property that contains these 
conditions of approval and a reduced set of plans that identify the affordable units satisfying 
the requirements of this approval. The Project Sponsor shall promptly provide a copy of the 
recorded Notice of Special Restriction to the Department and to MOHCD or its successor. 

 
f. The Project Sponsor has demonstrated that it is eligible for the On-site Affordable Housing 

Alternative under Planning Code Section 415.6 instead of payment of the Affordable Housing 
Fee, and has submitted the Affidavit of Compliance with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing 
Program: Planning Code Section 415 to the Planning Department stating the intention to enter 
into an agreement with the City to qualify for a waiver from the Costa-Hawkins Rental 
Housing Act based upon the proposed density bonus and concessions (as defined in 
California Government Code Section 65915 et seq.) provided herein. The Project Sponsor has 
executed the Costa Hawkins agreement and will record a Memorandum of Agreement prior 
to issuance of the first construction document or must revert payment of the Affordable 
Housing Fee. 

 
g. If the Project Sponsor fails to comply with the Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program 

requirement, the Director of DBI shall deny any and all site or building permits or certificates 
of occupancy for the development project until the Planning Department notifies the Director 
of compliance. A Project Sponsor’s failure to comply with the requirements of Planning Code 
Section 415 et seq. shall constitute cause for the City to record a lien against the development 
project and to pursue any and all available remedies at law. 

 
h. If the Project becomes ineligible at any time for the On-site Affordable Housing Alternative, 

the Project Sponsor or its successor shall pay the Affordable Housing Fee prior to issuance of 
the first construction permit. If the Project becomes ineligible after issuance of its first 
construction permit, the Project Sponsor shall notify the Department and MOHCD and pay 
interest on the Affordable Housing Fee and penalties, if applicable.  
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MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT 
1. Enforcement.  Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval contained in 

this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject 
to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code 
Section 176 or Section 176.1.  The Planning Department may also refer the violation complaints to 
other city departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org  

 
2. Revocation due to Violation of Conditions.  Should implementation of this Project result in 

complaints from interested property owners, residents, or commercial lessees which are not 
resolved by the Project Sponsor and found to be in violation of the Planning Code and/or the 
specific conditions of approval for the Project as set forth in Exhibit A of this Motion, the Zoning 
Administrator shall refer such complaints to the Commission, after which it may hold a public 
hearing on the matter to consider revocation of this authorization. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
 

  

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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OPERATION 
1. Garbage, Recycling, and Composting Receptacles. Garbage, recycling, and compost containers 

shall be kept within the premises and hidden from public view, and placed outside only when 
being serviced by the disposal company.  Trash shall be contained and disposed of pursuant to 
garbage and recycling receptacles guidelines set forth by the Department of Public Works.  
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works at 415-554-.5810, http://sfdpw.org  

 
2. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the building 

and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance 
with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards.   
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public 
Works, 415-695-2017, http://sfdpw.org    

 
3. Noise Control.  The premises shall be adequately soundproofed or insulated for noise and 

operated so that incidental noise shall not be audible beyond the premises or in other sections of 
the building and fixed-source equipment noise shall not exceed the decibel levels specified in the 
San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. 
For information about compliance with the fixed mechanical objects such as rooftop air conditioning, 
restaurant ventilation systems, and motors and compressors with acceptable noise levels, contact the 
Environmental Health Section, Department of Public Health at (415) 252-3800, www.sfdph.org 
For information about compliance with the construction noise, contact the Department of Building 
Inspection, 415-558-6570, www.sfdbi.org 
For information about compliance with the amplified sound including music and television contact the 
Police Department at 415-553-0123, www.sf-police.org 

 
4. Odor Control.  While it is inevitable that some low level of odor may be detectable to nearby 

residents and passersby, appropriate odor control equipment shall be installed in conformance 
with the approved plans and maintained to prevent any significant noxious or offensive odors 
from escaping the premises.   
For information about compliance with odor or other chemical air pollutants standards, contact the Bay 
Area Air Quality Management District, (BAAQMD), 1-800-334-ODOR (6367), www.baaqmd.gov and 
Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, www.sf-planning.org 

 
5. Community Liaison.  Prior to issuance of a building permit to construct the project and 

implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to 
deal with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties.  The Project 
Sponsor shall provide the Zoning Administrator with written notice of the name, business 
address, and telephone number of the community liaison.  Should the contact information 
change, the Zoning Administrator shall be made aware of such change.  The community liaison 
shall report to the Zoning Administrator what issues, if any, are of concern to the community and 
what issues have not been resolved by the Project Sponsor.   

http://sfdpw.org/
http://sfdpw.org/
http://www.sfdph.org/
http://www.sfdbi.org/
http://www.sf-police.org/
http://www.baaqmd.gov/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
6. Lighting.  All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding 

sidewalk area only, and designed and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.  
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be 
directed so as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property. 
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, 
www.sf-planning.org 

 
 

 

 

http://www.sf-planning.org/
http://www.sf-planning.org/
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Certificate of Determination
Exemption from Environmental Review

1650 Mission St.
s~~eaoo
San Francisco,

Case No.: 2013.1037E
CA 94103-2479

Project Title: 650 Divisadero Street Reception:

Zoning: NCT (Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit) District
415.558.6378

Fringe Financial RUD (Restricted Use District) Fes:

65-A Height and Bulk District 415.558.6409

Block/Lot: 1202/002B Planning
Lot Size: 12,500 square feet Information:

Project Sponsor: Warner Schmalz, Forum Design
415.558.6377

(415)252-7063

Staff Contact: Jenny Delumo — (415) 575-9146

Jenny.Delumo@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project site is an approximately 12,500-square-foot (s~ corner lot in the Western Addition

neighborhood and within the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District. The project

site is on the block bounded by Divisadero Street to the west, Scott Street to the east, Grove Street to the

north, and Hayes Street to the south. The lot is currently developed with an approximately 14,500-gross-

square-foot (gs~, one-story-plus-mezzanine building, which was formerly occupied by an automobile

repair shop and is currently occupied by a seismic retrofitting company. Vehicular access to an existing

garage in the existing building is provided via an approximately 12-foot-long curb cut on Divisadero

Street and an approximately 12-foot-wide curb cut on Grove Street. The existing building was constructed

in 1922.

[Continued on next page]

EXEMPTION STATUS:

Categorical Exemption, Class 32 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section

15332). See page 3.

DETERMINATION:

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

i M. Gibson Date

Acting Environmental Review Officer

cc: Warner Schmalz, Project Sponsor Supervisor London Breed, District 5 (via Clerk of the Board)

Christopher May, Current Planner Historic Preservation Distribution List

Jonathan Lammers, Preservation Planner Virna Byrd, M.D.F.
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

The proposed project would demolish the existing building and construct an approximately 57,342-gsf,

six-story, mixed-use building. The proposed 65-foot-tall (up to 82 feet with elevator and stair penthouses)

building would be comprised of approximately 48,803 gsf of residential space, 3,528 gsf of commercial

space, and a 5,011-sf parking garage with a bike room and utility space (i.e., mechanical and trash). The

residential component of the proposed project would provide 66 residential dwelling units. The

proposed project would include approximately 7,853 sf of open space, which would be comprised of a

common rear yard on the second level, and a common roof deck. The commercial space would be divided

into two separate units of approximately 1,629 gsf and 1,899 gsf. The entrance to the residential portion of

the building would be located on Grove Street. T'he commercial space would be located on the ground

floor with pedestrian access provided on the Divisadero Street frontage. The ground-level interior

parking garage and bike room would provide space for approximately 26 vehicles (12 two-car parking

stackers, one car share space, and one Americans with Disabilities Act space) and 66 Class I bicycle

parking spaces. The garage would be accessed via a new approximately 10-foot-wide curb cut on Grove

Street. The proposed project would remove the existing curb cuts on Divisadero and Grove Streets.

The proposed project would include excavation of approximately 517 cubic yards of material to a

maximum depth of seven feet below grade. Up to nine Class II bicycle parking spaces would be installed

on Divisadero and Grove Streets. The project would provide eleven new street trees, six along the Grove

Street frontage and five along the Divisadero Street frontage.

Project Approvals

The proposed project is subject to notification under Section 312 of the City and County of San Francisco

(the City) Planning Code and would require the following approvals:

■ Conditional Use Authorization: Conditional Use Authorization from the Planning Commission

for the lot size pursuant to Planning Code Sections 121.1 and 746.11.

■ Rear Yard Modification: Authorization from the Zoning Administrator for a rear yard

modification pursuant to Planning Code Section 134(e).

■ Site Permit: The proposed project would require issuance of a site permit from the Department

of Building Inspection (DBI).

Approval Action: Approval of a Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission is the

Approval Action for the project. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day appeal

period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San Francisco

Administrative Code.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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EXEMPTION STATUS (continued):

Case No. 2013.1037E
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CEQA Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, provides an exemption from environmental review for in-

fill development projects that meet the following conditions. As discussed below, the proposed project

satisfies the terms of the Class 32 exemption.

a) The project is consistent with applicable general plan designations and policies as well as with applicable
zoning designations.

The San Francisco General Plan articulates the objectives and policies that guide the City's

decision making as it pertains to, among other issues, environmental protection, air quality,

urban design, transportation, housing, and land use. Permits to construct, alter or demolish

buildings may not be issued unless the project conforms to the Planning Code, or an exemption is

granted pursuant to provisions of the Planning Code. The project site is comprised of a developed

lot located in the Divisadero Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit (Divisadero Street NCT)

District and a 65-A Height and Bulk District. The proposed uses (residential with commercial on

the ground floor) and height (65 feet tall) of the proposed building conform to the use and

height requirements for these districts.

T'he proposed project would introduce new uses to the subject property, as the proposal is to

convert the existing industrial space into residential and commercial space. T'he change from

industrial uses to residential and commercial uses is principally permitted within NCT districts,

pursuant to Planning Code Section 746 and subject to Planning Commission approval. In the

Divisadero Street NCT District residential density is restricted by controls on height, bulk,

setbacks, open space, exposure, dwelling unit mix, and other applicable controls and guidelines.

Thus, the proposed residential density is permitted within the Divisadero Street NCT District.

T'he proposed project requires a Conditional Use Authorization from the Planning Commission,

and authorization from the Zoning Administrator for a rear yard modification:

Conditional Use Authorization: Pursuant to Planning Code Section 746, in the Divisadero Street

NCT District the principally permitted lot area for new construction or expansion of existing

development is 9,999 sf; lots 10,000 sf or greater are conditionally permitted. As the project

site is approximately 12,500 sf, a Conditional Use Authorization is required for the proposed

project.

.Rear Yard Modification: Pursuant to Planning Code Sections 130(b) and 134(a)(1) the proposed

project must provide a rear yard that is equal to 25 percent of the lot depth and extends the

full width of the lot. The proposed project would provide a rear yard that does not extend

the full width of the lot. Planning Code Section 134(e) permits a modification of the rear yard

requirement in NC Districts, including the Divisadero Street NCT, subject to applicable

criteria and the Zoning Administrator's approval. Therefore, the proposed project would

SAN FRANCISCO 3
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require authorization from the Zoning Administrator for a rear yard modification as

prescribed in Planning Code Section 134(e).

The proposed lot size and rear yard are provisionally permitted within the Divisadero Street

NCT District. As such the proposed project would not conflict with Planning Code requirements.

In light of the above, the proposed project would not conflict with General Plan objectives or

policies, and would meet applicable controls for the area. Therefore, the proposed project would

be consistent with General Plan designations and policies and applicable zoning designations.

b) The development occurs within city limits on a site of less than five acres surrounded by urban uses.

T'he project site is an approximately .29-acre (12,500 sf) lot located within a densely developed

area of San Francisco. The lots directly adjacent to the project site are fully developed and serve

residential and commercial uses. Multi-story apartment buildings, retail stores, restaurants, The

Independent music venue, and Hayes Convalescent Hospital are located within the immediate

vicinity of the project site. Therefore, the proposed project would be appropriately characterized

as in-fill development of fewer than five acres, surrounded by urban uses.

c) The project site has no habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.

The project site was formerly occupied by Alouis Auto Radiator and Air Conditioning, Inc., an

auto body repair facility, and is currently occupied by a seismic retrofitting company. The

project site is located within a developed urban area, and features minimal street-front

landscaping. The project site does not contain any known rare or endangered plant or animal

species, or habitat for such species. Therefore, the project site has no value as a habitat for

endangered, rare, or threatened species.

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

water quality.

Transportation

On March 3, 2016, in anticipation of the future certification of revised CEQA Guidelines

pursuant to Senate Bill 743, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted State Office of

Planning and Research's recommendation in the Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA

Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA' to use the Vehicle Miles Traveled

(VMT) metric instead of automobile delay to evaluate the transportation impacts of projects

(Resolution 19579). (Note: the VMT metric does not apply to the analysis of impacts on non-

automobile modes of travel such as riding transit, walking, and bicycling.) Accordingly, this

categorical exemption does not contain a separate discussion of automobile delay (i.e., traffic)

impacts. The topic of automobile delay, nonetheless, may be considered by decision-makers,

1 California Office of Planning and Research, Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts

in CEQA, January 2016. Available at https://www.opr.ca.gov/s sb743.php, accessed March 8, 2016.
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independent of the environmental review process, as part of their decision to approve, modify,

or disapprove the proposed project. Instead, a VMT analysis is provided within.

Many factors affect travel behavior. These factors include density, diversity of land uses, design

of the transportation network, access to regional destinations, distance to high-quality transit,

development scale, demographics, and transportation demand management. Typically, low-

density development at great distance from other land uses, located in areas with poor access to

non-private vehicular modes of travel, generate more automobile travel compared to

development located in urban areas, where a higher density, mix of land uses, and travel options

other than private vehicles are available.

Given these travel behavior factors, San Francisco has a lower VMT ratio than the nine-county

San Francisco Bay Area region. In addition, some areas of the City, expressed geographically

through transportation analysis zones (TAZs), have lower VMT ratios than other areas of the

City. The Planning Department has prepared a Geographic Information System database (the

Transportation Information Map) with current and projected 2040 per capita VMT figures for all

TAZs in the City, in addition to regional daily average figures.2

The State Office of Planning and Research's (OPR) Revised Proposal on Updates to the CEQA

Guidelines on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA3 ("proposed transportation impact

guidelines") recommend screening criteria to identify types, characteristics, or locations of

projects that would not result in significant impacts to VMT. If a project meets one of the three

screening criteria provided (Map-Based Screening, Small Projects, or Proximity to Transit

Stations), then it is presumed that VMT impacts would be less than significant for the project

and a detailed VMT analysis is not required. Map-Based Screening is used to determine if a

project site is located within a TAZ in the City that exhibits low levels of VMT; Small Projects are

projects that would generate fewer than 100 vehicle trips per day; and the Proximity to Transit

Stations criterion includes projects that are within a half mile of an existing major transit stop,

have a floor area ratio (FAR) of greater than or equal to 0.75, vehicle parking that is less than or

equal to that required or allowed by the Planning Code without conditional use authorization,

and are consistent with the applicable Sustainable Communities Strategy.

The proposed project at 650 Divisadero Street would include construction of an approximately

57,342-gsf mixed-use development with approximately 66 residential units above approximately

3,528-sf of ground-floor retail. For residential projects, a project would generate substantial

additional VMT if it exceeds the regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent.4 For

retail projects, the Planning Department uses a VMT efficiency metric approach: a project would

generate substantial additional VMT if it exceeds the regional VMT per retail employee minus

z San Francisco Planning Department Transportation Information Map, accessed March 9, 2016. Available online at

http://sftransportationmap.org.

3 This document is available online at: https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php.

4 OPR's proposed transportation impact guidelines states a project would cause substantial additional VMT if it exceeds both the
existing City household VMT per capita minus 15 percent and existing regional household VMT per capita minus 15 percent. In
San Francisco, the City's average VMT per capita is lower (8.4) than the regional average (17.2). Therefore, the City average is
irrelevant for the purposes of the analysis.
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15 percent. This approach is consistent with CEQA Section 21099 and the thresholds of

significance for other land uses recommended in OPR's proposed transportation impact

guidelines. For mixed-use projects, each proposed land use is evaluated independently, per the

significance criteria described above.

Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis —Residential

Existing average daily household VMT per capita is 5.1 for the transportation analysis zone the

project site is located in (TAZ 610). The existing regional average daily household VMT is 17.2.

Fifteen percent below the regional average daily household VMT is 14.6. As the project site is

located in an area where existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the existing regional

average, the proposed project's residential uses would not result in substantial additional VMT .

Furthermore, the project site meets the Proximity to Transit Stations screening criterion, which

also indicates that the proposed project's residential uses would not cause substantial additional

VMT.S

San Francisco 2040 cumulative conditions were projected using the San Francisco Chained

Activity Modeling Process (SF-CHAMP), using the same methodology. as outlined for existing

conditions, but includes residential and job growth estimates and reasonably foreseeable

transportation investments through 2040. Projected 2040 average daily household VMT per

capita is 4.7 for the transportation analysis zone the project site is located in. Projected 2040

regional average daily household VMT is 16.1. Fifteen percent below the projected 2040 regional

average daily household VMT is 13.7. Given the project site is located in an area where VMT is

greater than 15 percent below the projected 2040 regional average, the proposed project's

residential uses would not result in substantial additional VMT.

Vehicle Miles Traveled Analysis —Retail

According to the Transportation Information Map, the existing average daily retail employee

VMT per capita is 8.0 for the transportation analysis zone the project site is located in (TAZ 610).

The existing regional average daily retail employee VMT is 14.9. Fifteen percent below the

regional average daily retail employee VMT is 12.6. As the project site is located in an area

where existing VMT is more than 15 percent below the existing regional average, the proposed

project's retail uses would not result in substantial additional VMT Furthermore, the project site

meets the Proximity to Transit Stations screening criterion, which also indicates that the

proposed project's retail uses would not cause substantial additional VMT 6

Projected 2040 average daily retail employee VMT per capita is 8.0 for the transportation

analysis zone the project site is located in. The projected 2040 regional average daily retail

employee VMT is 14.6. Fifteen percent below the projected 2040 regional average daily retail

employee VMT is 12.4. Given that the project site is located in an area where VMT is greater

5 San Francisco Planning Department, Eligibility Checklist: CEQA Section 21099 —Modernization of Transportation Analysis for 650

Divisadero Street, March 9, 2016. This document (and all other documents cited in this report, unless otherwise noted), is available

for review at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, as part of Case No. 2013.1037E.

6 Ibid.
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than 15 percent below the projected 2040 regional average, the proposed project's retail uses
would not result in substantial additional VMT.

Induced Automobile Travel Analysis

A project would have a significant effect on the environment if it would substantially induce
additional automobile travel by increasing physical roadway capacity in congested areas (i.e., by

adding new mixed-flow lanes) or by adding new roadways to the network. OPR's proposed
transportation impact guidelines includes a list of transportation project types that would not
likely lead to a substantial or measureable increase in VMT. If a project fits within the general

types of projects (including combinations of types), then it is presumed that VMT impacts

would be less than significant and a detailed VMT analysis is not required.

T'he proposed project is not a transportation project. However, the proposed project would
include features that would alter the transportation network. T`he approximately 12-foot-long

curb cut on Divisadero Street and approximately 12-foot-long curb cut on Grove Street would be
restored, and a new approximately 10-foot-long curb cut is proposed for Grove Street. In
addition, the project proposed would install nine Class II bicycle parking spaces on Divisadero
Street. These features fit within the general types of projects that would not substantially induce
automobile travel.

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in significant transportation impacts
individually or under cumulative conditions.

Noise

Ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project site are typical of neighborhoods in San
Francisco, which are dominated by vehicular traffic, including Muni vehicles, trucks, cars,
emergency vehicles, and land use activities, such as commercial businesses. An approximate

doubling in traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an increase in ambient
noise levels. The proposed project is estimated to add 331 daily vehicle trips. As described

above, the proposed project would not double traffic volumes.' Therefore, the proposed project
would not result in significant noise impacts from traffic.

Construction Noise

Construction would occur during the working hours of 7:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. Monday through

Saturday. The main sources of construction noise from this project would be from construction

equipment and noise generated by the demolition process, including the breakdown of
materials on site and earthmoving processes. Noise would also be generated from mobile
equipment moving about the site. The daily variations in noise beyond the site would diminish

as the building envelope is closed up and the perimeter walls complete.

Although some increase in noise would be associated with the construction phase of the project,
such occurrences would be limited to certain hours of day and would be temporary and
intermittent in nature. Construction noise is regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Authority, SFMTA Traffic Count Data 1993-2013, March 25, 2014.
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(Article 29 of the City Police Code). Section 2907 of the Police Code requires that noise levels

from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80

decibels (dBA) at a distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools (such as jackhammers and

impact wrenches) must have both intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Director

of Public Works. Section 2908 of the Police Code prohibits construction work between S:OO.p.m.

and 7:00 a.m. if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by 5 dBA at the project property

line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of Public Works. Therefore, the

proposed project would not result in significant construction noise impacts.

Operational Noise

The proposed project includes the addition of new residences, commercial activities, and the

construction of private open spaces (as applicable), which would generate some additional noise

that may be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. Section 2909 of the San

Francisco Noise Ordinance regulates residential and commercial property noise limits.

Residential noise is limited to no more than 5 dBA above the ambient noise level. Commercial

noise is limited to no more than 8 dBA above the local ambient noise level at any point outside

of the property plane. The Department of Public Health may investigate and take enforcement

action on any noise complaints received from the proposed project. Therefore, the proposed

project would not result in significant operational noise impacts.

Based on mandatory compliance with all applicable state and municipal codes and the limited

duration of construction activities, the proposed project would not result in a significant impact

with respect to noise.

Air Quality

In accordance with the state and federal Clean Air Acts, air pollutant standards are identified for

the following six criteria air pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PM),

nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (S02) and lead. These air pollutants are termed criteria

air pollutants because they are regulated by developing specific public health- and welfare-

based criteria as the basis for setting permissible levels. To assist lead agencies, the Bay Area Air

Quality Management District (BAAQMD), in their CEQA Air Quality Guidelines (May 2011),

developed screening criteria to determine if projects would violate an air quality standard,

contribute substantially to an air quality violation, or result in a cumulatively considerable net

increase in criteria air pollutants within the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin. The proposed

project would not exceed the criteria air pollutant screening levels for construction and

operation of a mixed-use residential development with ground floor retail. The proposed project

would provide approximately 66 residential units and 3,528 gsf of retail space. T'he screening

criterial level for an "apartment, mid-rise (three to ten floors) is 494 dwelling units for operation

and 240 dwelling units for construction. The screening criterial level fora "fast food restaurant

without a drive through" is 8,000 sf for operations and 277,000 sf for construction 8 The

e The project sponsor anticipates the proposed retail spaces would be used as a neighborhood grocery, pet store, or cafe. A "fast

food restaurant without drive through" would operate at similar hours as the proposed retail uses and this land use category is one

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNIN[3 DEPARTMENT



Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1037E

650 Divisadero Street

proposed project meets the screening criteria, and therefore neither the construction nor
operation of the project would result in significant criteria air pollutant impacts.9

In addition to criteria air pollutants, individual projects may emit toxic air contaminants (TACs).
TACs collectively refer to a diverse group of air pollutants that are capable of causing chronic
(i.e., of long-duration) and acute (i.e., severe but of short-term) adverse effects to human health,
including carcinogenic effects. In an effort to identify areas of San Francisco most adversely
affected by sources of TACs, San Francisco partnered with the BAAQMD to inventory and
assess air pollution and exposures from mobile, stationary, and area sources within San
Francisco. Areas with poor air quality, termed the "Air Pollutant Exposure Zone," were
identified based on health-protective criteria. Land use projects within the Air Pollutant
Exposure Zone require special consideration to determine whether the project's activities would
expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutant concentrations. The project site is not
located within an Air Pollutant Exposure Zone. Nor would the proposed project include the
operation of stationary sources of air pollution. Furthermore, the proposed project's net increase
of 331 daily vehicle trips10 would be a minor, low-impact source that BAAQMD considers not to
pose a significant health impact even in combination with other sources." Therefore, the
operation of the proposed project would not result in a significant impact with respect to
exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial levels of air pollution.

Though the proposed project would require construction activities for the approximate 12-
month construction phase, construction emissions would be temporary and variable in nature
and would not be expected to expose sensitive receptors to substantial air pollutants. In

addition, the proposed project would be subject to, and comply with, California regulations
limiting idling to no more than five minutes,1z which would further reduce nearby sensitive
receptors exposure to temporary and variable TAC emissions. Therefore, construction period
TAC emissions would result in a less than significant impact with respect to exposing sensitive
receptors to substantial levels of air pollution. The proposed project would not include the
operation of stationary sources of air pollution.

The proposed project is also subject to the Construction Dust Control Ordinance (Article 22B of
the San Francisco Health Code). The intent of the Construction Dust Control Ordinance is to
reduce the quantity of fugitive dust generated during site preparation, demolition, and
construction work in order to protect the health of the general public and of on-site workers,
minimize public nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by DBI. Project-related
construction activities would result in construction dust, primarily from ground-disturbing
activities. DBI will not issue a building permit without written notification from the Director of

Public Health that the applicant has asite-specific Dust Control Plan, unless the Director waives

of the most restrictive uses for a small retail space, providing for a conservative analysis of the proposed project's retail uses

impacts on criteria air pollutants.

9 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, CEQA Air Quality Guidelines, Updated May 2011. Table 3-1.
to San Francisco Planning Department, Transportation Calculations, 650 Divisadero Street, December 20, 2016.
11 Bay Area Air Quality Management District, Recommended Methods for Screening and Modeling Local Risks and Hazards, May 2012.

Page 11.

12 California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Division 3, § 2485.
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the requirement. T'he regulations and procedures set forth by the San Francisco Dust Control

Ordinance would ensure that project-specific construction dust impacts would not be

significant.

In light of the above, the proposed project would not result in significant air quality impacts.

Water Quality

The project site is currently developed with a former auto body garage and covered with

impervious surfaces. The proposed project would increase permeable surface area through the

introduction of a rear yard with flow-through planters, landscaped roof deck, and 11 new street

trees. Wastewater and storm water discharge not captured by these features would flow into the

City's combined sewer system and be treated to the standards of the Cites National Pollutant

Discharge Elimination System Permit prior to discharge to a receiving water body.

In addition, Article 4.2 of the San Francisco Public Works Code requires any project that involves

ground disturbance of 5,000 square feet or greater to implement enhanced measures for the

management of construction site runoff (Construction Site Runoff Ordinance, Section 146 of

Article 4.2) and stormwater management (Stormwater Management Ordinance, Section 147 of

Article 4.2). The proposed project would meet this threshold and is therefore subject to the

City's Construction Site Runoff Ordinance and Stormwater Management Ordinance.

Projects subject to the Construction Site Runoff Ordinance are required to obtain a Construction

Site Runoff Control Permit. In order to receive this permit, the project sponsor must prepare an

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) demonstrating how the project will adhere to the

best management practices provided in the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission's (SFPUC)

Construction Best Management Practices Handbook. Compliance with the Construction Site Runoff

Ordinance would prevent construction-related runoff, materials, wastes, spills, or residues from

entering the storm drain system or receiving waterbodies. Pursuant to the Stormwater

Management Ordinance, the project sponsor is also required to prepare a Stormwater Control

Plan demonstrating how the project will adhere to the performance measures outlined in the

SFPUC's Stormwater Design Guidelines (the Guidelines) including reduction in total volume and

peak flow rate of stormwater for areas in combined sewer systems. The Guidelines also require a

signed maintenance agreement to ensure proper care of the necessary stormwater controls.

Compliance with the Stormwater Management Ordinance requires the project to maintain or

reduce the existing volume and rate of stormwater runoff at the subject property by retaining

runoff onsite, promoting stormwater reuse, and limiting site discharge entering the combined

sewer system.

SFPUC's Wastewater Enterprise, Urban Watershed Management Program is responsible for

review and approval of the Construction Site Runoff Control Permit and Stormwater Control

Plan. Without issuance of a Construction Site Runoff Control Permit and approval of a

Stormwater Control Plan, no site or building permits can be issued. Compliance with the

Construction Site Runoff Ordinance and Stormwater Management Ordinance would ensure that

the proposed project would not substantially alter existing groundwater quality or surface flow

conditions and would not result in significant water quality impacts.

SAN FRANCISCO ~ O
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Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially alter existing groundwater quality or

surface flow conditions and would not result in significant water quality impacts.

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

The project site is located in a dense urban area where all public services and utilities are

currently available, and the proposed building would be able to connect to the City's water,

wastewater, and electricity services. While the proposed project would potentially increase

demand on public services and utilities, that demand is not anticipated to exceed the capacity

provided for this area. Therefore, the proposed project would be adequately served by all

required utilities and public services.

DISCUSSION OF OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 establishes exceptions to the application of a categorical exemption for

a project. None of the established exceptions applies to the proposed project. Guidelines Section 15300.2,

subdivision (c), provides that 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. As discussed above, there is no possibility of a significant effect on the environment due to

unusual circumstances. In addition, the proposed project would not have a significant effect on the

environment due to unusual circumstances for other environmental topics, including those discussed

below.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2, subdivision (f), provides that a categorical exemption shall not be used

for a project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource. For

the reasons discussed below under "Historical Resources," there is no possibility that the proposed

project would have a significant effect on a historic resource.

Historical Resources. Under CEQA Section 21084.1, a property may be considered a historic resource if it

is "listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources"

(CRHR). The project site is developed with aone-story-plus-mezzanine auto body garage. T'he existing

building, which was constructed in 1922, is designed in the Mediterranean Revival style and is located

within one block of the Alamo Square Landmark District. The existing building has not been listed in any

prior surveys, nor listed in any local, state, or national registries. Based on the age of the property, the

proposed project was subject to historical resources review. A qualified historic resources consultant was

retained to prepare a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) of the property.13 The Planning Department

reviewed the HRE and provided a determination in a Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER).14

The findings from the historic resource determination are summarized below.

The historic resource determination applied the criteria set forth by the CRHR to the analysis of the

historical background of the property, its architecture, and the neighborhood in which it is located. The

13 Garavaglia Architecture, Inc., 650 Divisadero Street: Historic Resource Evaluation Report —Final, September 3, 2013.

14 San Francisco Planning Department, Historic Resource Evaluation Response, 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco, CA, March 10, 2014.
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CRHR stipulates that a property may be considered a historic resource if the property is associated with a

historically significant event (Criterion 1), person (Criterion 2), or architectural style (Criterion 3), or if

there is potential to gather historically significant information from the site (Criterion 4). Properties must

also possess historic integrity with respect to location, design, setting, workmanship, materials, aesthetics,

and historic events or people associated with the subject property. T'he historic resource determination

found that the building is not an early or influential example of a parking garage, and does not appear to

be significant for its auto repair function. Therefore, it is not eligible for listing on the California register

individually or as a contributor to a potential historic district under Criterion 1. As the property is not

associated with a historically significant person, it is ineligible for inclusion, individually or as a

contributor, under Criterion 2. The Van Ness Auto Row Support Structure: A Survey of Automobile Related

Buildings Along the Van Ness Avenue (Van Ness Auto Row Survey) categorized auto-related facilities into

different levels of significance, the most important group being automobile show rooms. The second most

important group includes multiple-use auto facilities and public garages, such as the subject property.

While the building was not surveyed in the Van Ness Auto Row Survey, based on the historical use and

age of the building it is a moderately early example of the second most important group of auto-related

facilities established by the study. In addition, the building was referenced in two prior publications, The

Architect F~ Engineer and The Early Public Garages of San Francisco. Thus, the building appears to be a

significant individual resource under Criterion 3. However, the historic resource determination found

that the building does not appear to relate to a potential historic district as the building uses and

architectural styles found in the site vicinity do not provide the substantial cohesiveness necessary to

establish a potential historic district. As such, the building does not appear eligible for inclusion as a

contributor to a potential historic district under Criterion 3. The historic resource determination found

that the building is unlikely to provide information important to history or related to prehistory, making

the building ineligible for inclusion on the CRHR under Criterion 4. To be a resource for purposes of

CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the CRHR criteria, but must also have

integrity. Due to alterations to the building's original features, including the vehicle entrance, windows,

and circulation pattern, the historic resource determination concludes that the building lacks sufficient

historical integrity. As the building does not retain historical integrity, it does not warrant a discussion of

character defining features.

The historic resource determination concluded that the subject property is not eligible for listing in the

CRHR or local listing as an individual or contributory historical resource. Therefore, the proposed project

would not have a significant adverse impact upon historic resources.

Hazardous Materials. The proposed project would include the disturbance of greater than 50 cubic yards

of soil on a property currently and historically associated with industrial uses. The project is therefore

subject to Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code, also known as the Maher Ordinance. The Maher

Ordinance is administered and overseen by the Department of Public Health (DPH). To comply with the

Maher Ordinance the project sponsor submitted a Maher Application to DPHls and retained the services

of a consultant to conduct a Phase I Environmental Assessment (ESA).16 Phase I ESAs are used to

15 Divco Group, L.L.C., Property Owner. Maher Program Application, December 13, 2013.

16 AEI Consultants, Phase I Preliminary Environmental Site Assessment, 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco, California, AEI Project No.

305002, March 7, 2012.
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determine the potential for site contamination and level of exposure risk associated with the project. The

Phase I ESA for the subject property consisted of an examination of current conditions at the project site

and properties within the immediate vicinity of the site, review of historical and present environmental

activity on the site, review of pertinent government records and data, and analysis of all findings.

During site reconnaissance, the following was identified: (1) containers of hazardous substances and

petroleum products; (2) electrical or mechanical equipment likely to contain contaminate fluids; (3)

interior stains; (4) an oil/water separator; and (5) obsolete construction materials." The report notes that

hazardous materials and waste were stored appropriately and no drains or other subsurface conduits

were observed near the materials. Overall, no evidence of environmental impairment due to the

management of hazardous substances was found during site reconnaissance. Regarding fluid-containing

electrical and mechanical equipment, one pole-mounted transformer, owned and operated by Pacific Gas

and Electric (PG&E), was found on the project site. Due to the age of the transformer, it may contain

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). If any materials release were to occur, PG&E would be responsible for

cleanup, in accordance with federal regulations. There was no evidence of leakage or staining from the

four hydraulic, above-grade lifts located on the property. While minor surface staining was observed, the

report found that it is not anticipated to constitute an environmental concern. T'he oil/water separator

found on the property has likely been in use since 1985. Oil/water separators may act as a conduit for

hazardous materials to reach to the subsurface. Given existing and historic uses on the site, the report

found that, if the separator system was compromised, there is the potential for subsurface contamination.

Due to the age of the structure asbestos-containing building materials may be present on the project site.

'The subject property .once contained two 300-gallon underground storage tanks (UST) which were used

to store gasoline for onsite use. The USTs were removed on March 14, 2002. Soil sampling and testing

conducted as part of closure activities revealed no detectible presence of total petroleum hydrocarbons

(TPHg), benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX), fuel oxygenates, or lead. No evidence of

potential environmental concerns was found on adjacent properties.

The report concludes that the presence of the oil/water separator constitutes a Recognized Environmental

Condition (REC)18 on the subject property, and the former USTs constitute a Historical Recognized

Environmental Condition (HREC).19 Based on the presence of an REC, the report concludes that a Phase II

ESA (i.e., subsurface investigation) should be undertaken for the subject property.

" Obsolete construction materials include building materials and electrical and lighting equipment typically used in the

construction of structures prior to 1980. These materials may include asbestos, lead, and PCBs.

18 A recognized environmental condition is one where the presence or likely presence of any hazardous substances or petroleum

products on a property under conditions that indicate an existing release, a past release, or a material release of any hazardous

substances or petroleum products into structures on the property or into the ground, ground water, or surface water or the

property.

19 Historical Recognized Environmental Condition -the past release of any hazardous substances or petroleum products that has

occurred in connection with the subject property that has been remediated and given regulatory closure with no restrictions on

land use.
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A Phase II ESA was subsequently conducted.20 The subsurface investigation consisted of two exploratory

borings, soil collection, and laboratory analysis of select samples. The soil samples did not reveal

evidence of a substantial release of hazardous materials from the oil/water separator. Thus, the report

concluded that further environmental investigation and analysis is not required. However, the report

does recommend that the property owner seal any drain holes connected to the oil/water separator and

that the device should be appropriately maintained as prescribed by state and federal laws. Pursuant to

the Maher Ordinance, DPH will review the results of the Phase I and Phase II ESAs and determine if

additional analysis is required. Should additional analysis reveal the presence of contaminated soil or

groundwater, DPH would require the project sponsor to submit a Site Mitigation Plan and remediate any

contamination in accordance with Article 22A of the Health Code. Thus, the proposed project would not

result in a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the release of hazardous materials.

As discussed in the Phase I ESA, the existing structure was constructed in 1922 and therefore may contain

hazardous construction materials such as asbestos and lead. Pursuant to Section 19827.5 of the California

Health and Safety Code, the project sponsor must demonstrate compliance with notification requirements

under applicable Federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, such as asbestos, prior to

issuance of a demolition or alteration permit. In addition, Building Code Section 3427 (Asbestos

Information and Notice) requires the project sponsor to place a notice on the project site at least three

days prior to commencement and for the duration of any asbestos-related work. Pursuant to California

law, DBI would not issue the required permit until the applicant has complied with applicable noticing

requirements. Section 3426 of the Building Code (Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979

Buildings and Steel Structures) regulates any work that could disturb or remove lead paint on a building

constructed on or prior to December 31, 1978 and steel structures. Section 3426 requires specific

notification and performance standards, and identifies prohibited work methods and penalties. Section

3426 contains provisions regarding inspection and sampling for compliance by DBI, and enforcement,

and describes penalties for non-compliance with the requirements of the ordinance. These regulations

and procedures, already established as a part of the permit review process, would ensure that the

proposed project would not result in significant impacts with respect to asbestos and lead.

Geology and Soils. A geotechnical investigation was conducted on the site and the findings are

summarized in this section.21 The geotechnical investigation involved a subsurface investigation,

examination of surface soils, site and vicinity reconnaissance, areview of pertinent geologic and

geotechnical data and literature, laboratory testing of boring samples, and geotechnical analysis of all

findings. One exploratory boring was drilled at the project site to a depth of approximately 23 feet below

grade. The project site has a soil mantel consisting of medium dense sand with clay to a depth of

approximately four feet, underlain with loose to medium dense sand to a depth of approximately 18 feet

and very stiff sandy, lean clay to the maximum depth explored. Free ground water was encountered at

approximately 18 feet below grade.

Z~ AEI Consultants, Subsurface Investigation Report, 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco, California, AEI Project No. 306558, April 16,

2012.

zl H. Allen Gruen, Geotechnical Investigation, Planned Development at 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco, California, December 7, 2014.
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Based on these findings, primary geotechnical concerns include founding the proposed structure in

competent soils, supporting temporary slopes and adjacent properties, and seismic shaking. Per Planning

Department records, the subject property is not located in a Seismic Hazard Zone,22 nor is it located

within an active Earthquake Fault Zone. In addition, as previously discussed, surface soils range from

medium dense sand to very stiff sandy, lean clay. Therefore, the report concludes that the potential risk of

surface ruptures, liquefaction, lateral spreading, and land sliding is low.

'The geotechnical report concludes that the site is suitable for construction of the proposed building,

provided their recommendations are incorporated into the design and implementation of the project 23

The report recommends that: (1) the building foundation should be supported on a mat foundation; (2)

any shoring or underpinning may be accomplished using drilled piers; (3) temporary slopes should be

employed during site excavation. Additional specifications for site preparation and grading, foundation

and slab-on-grade engineering and installation, retaining walls, and surface drainage are included in the

report.

The proposed project would be required to conform to the Cites Building Code, which ensures the safety

of all new construction in the City. Decisions about appropriate foundation and structural design are

considered as part of the DBI permit review process. DBI would review background information,

including geotechnical and structural engineering reports, to ensure that the security and stability of

adjoining properties and the subject property is maintained during and following construction.

'Therefore, potential damage to structures from geologic hazards on the project site would be addressed

through the DBI requirement for a geotechnical report and review of the building permit application

pursuant to its implementation of the Building Code. In light of the above, the proposed project would not

result in a significant effect related to seismic and geologic hazards.

Neighborhood Concerns. A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review' was mailed on

March 4, 2015 to owners and occupants of properties within a 300 foot radius of the project site and other

interested parties. T'he project sponsor revised the scope of the proposed project and submitted revised

application materials on August 4, 2015. The Planning Department sent a second Notification of Project

Receiving Environmental Review with an updated project description on November 25, 2016 to owners

and occupants of properties within a 300 foot radius of the project site and other interested parties. The

purpose of the second notice was to inform recipients of changes to the proposed project and provide an

opportunity to share concerns pertaining to the potential environmental effects of the revised project

proposal. Overall, concerns and issues raised by the public in response to both notices were taken into

consideration and incorporated in this Certificate of Determination ("Certificate") as appropriate for

CEQA analysis.

A concern was raised regarding how the potential physical environmental effects of the proposed project

would be analyzed. This concern is 'addressed in the Exemption Status section of this Certificate. A concern

was raised regarding the notification process for situations where a project's proposed scope of work has

'~ A Liquefaction Hazard Zone or Landslide Hazard Zone.

z3 H. Allen Gruen, Geotechnical Consultation, Proposed Development at 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco, California, November 12,

2015.
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changed since the Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review was mailed. This concern is

addressed in the preceding paragraph. An additional concern was raised regarding the analysis of

potential displacement within the environmental review process. The proposed mixed-use development

would replace an existing auto repair use. Since there are no residential units on the project site the

proposed project would not displace substantial numbers of existing housing units, necessitating the

construction of replacement housing elsewhere. Thus, the proposed project would not result in a

significant adverse impact with regards to displacement. Commenters also requested information about

the proposed project. This information was provided during the environmental review process.

Comments that do not pertain to physical environmental issues and comments on the merits of the

proposed project will be considered in the context of project approval or disapproval, independent of the

environmental review process. While local concerns or other planning considerations may be grounds for

modifying or denying the proposed project, in the independent judgment of the Planning Department,

there is no substantial evidence of unusual circumstances surrounding the proposed project or that the

project would have a significant effect on the environment.

CONCLUSION

The proposed project satisfies the criteria for an exemption under the above-cited classification(s). In

addition, none of the CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption

applies to the proposed project. For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from

environmental review.
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MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

650 DIVISADERO STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
12.10.2016 | REVISION 03.10.2017
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MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

650 DIVISADERO STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
12.10.2016 | REVISION 03.10.2017
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MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

650 DIVISADERO STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
12.10.2016 | REVISION 03.10.2017
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SCALE: 1/16" =    1'-0"1 PROPOSED 3RD FLOOR PLAN
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MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

650 DIVISADERO STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
12.10.2016 | REVISION 03.10.2017
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SCALE: 1/16" =    1'-0"1 PROPOSED 4TH FLOOR PLAN
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MOUNTAIN WEST 
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12.23.14

MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

650 DIVISADERO STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
12.10.2016 | REVISION 03.10.2017
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PROPOSED 5TH FLOOR PLAN
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SCALE: 1/16" =    1'-0"1 PROPOSED 5TH FLOOR PLAN
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MOUNTAIN WEST 
LAKE OSWEGO / KRUSE AND BOONE STUDY 
12.23.14

650 DIVISADERO STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
12.10.2016 | REVISION 03.10.2017
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650 DIVISADERO STREET, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
CONDITIONAL USE APPLICATION
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7. 650 DIVISADERO (VIEW FROM DIVISADERO ST.)

8. 650 DIVISADERO (VIEW FROM DIVISADERO ST.)
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1. NEIGHBORING PROPERTY (VIEW FROM GROVE ST.)

4. 650 DIVISADERO (VIEW FROM GROVE ST.)

2. 650 DIVISADERO (VIEW FROM GROVE ST.)

5. 650 DIVISADERO (VIEW FROM DIVISADERO ST.)

3. 650 DIVISADERO (VIEW FROM GROVE ST.)

6. 650 DIVISADERO (VIEW FROM DIVISADERO ST.)
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www.dero.com 1.888.337.6729

Rev B

The Dero Decker™ takes bike parking to the next level — 

literally. By stacking bikes on a two-tiered system, capacity 

doubles. Unlike other double decker systems our lift-assist 

top trays slide down inches from the ground, thus requiring 

only minimal lifting of the bike into the tray.  The front wheel 

safety locking lever and tray dampers provide safe lowering 

of upper trays. The vertical load trays also reduce the required 

aisle space, giving the Dero Decker™ the smallest footprint 

on the market. 

The Dero Decker™ is modular and available in single and 

double-sided configurations. Call for a free layout today!

• Lift-assist top trays
• Top trays fold vertically for easy loading
• Modular Single & Double-sided Options

DERO DECKER™

Patent Pending

Springs and dampers lower trays smoothly, 
and make lifting bikes easier

Notch on bottom keeps 
tray in place

Front wheel levers hold bikes securely in trays

Red handle grips for greater visibility

NEW LOOK!

U-lock compatible

Visit our web site for videos and 
more product information.

D
E
R
O

www.dero.com  1 .888.337.6729

Rev B

DERO DECKER™ Setbacks for Configurations

8.5”
17” 60”

62”
80”

108”

48”

60” 24”24”

DD-DS-16
16 Bikes

8.5”
17” 60”

62”48”
80”
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24”24” 94”
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108”

62”
60” 80”

48”
17”

8.5”

24”
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26”
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24”

17” 60”
62”48”

80”
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94” 8”
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108”

62”
60”17”

8.5” 48”
80”
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8”

DD-SS-4
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60” 8”24”

17”
48”
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62”

80”

108”

DD-SS-8
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CAPACITY Modular construction
1 Bike per arm

MATERIALS Hanger is 1” diameter tube with 1/2” steel rod and retaining 
disk at each end.
Upright is 2” square tube.
Feet are AISI C3 x 4.1 galvanized steel channel.
Crossbeams are 1.25” sched. 40 galvanized pipe (1.660” OD)
Spacers are 2.375” OD plastic tubes with .218” wall 
thickness.

FINISHES Black powder coat
Cross bars: hot dipped galvanized 
Hanger rods: rubber coated 
Spacers: plastic

Powder Coat
Our powder coat finish assures a high level of adhesion and 
durability by following these steps:
1. Sandblast
2. Epoxy primer electrostatically applied (exterior only)
3. Final thick TGIC polyester powder coat

MOUNT 
OPTIONS

Floor Mount
Ultra Space Savers have steel channel feet (30” for single 
sided and 56” for double sided units) which must be 
anchored to the floor. 

Wall Mount
A wall mounted unit which contains special brackets is also 
available.

WHEEL
STOPS

Include optional wheelstops

ULTRA SPACE SAVER

Submittal Sheet

56”

81”

30”

81”

Single Sided Double Sided

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15

Aisle

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31 32 33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45

Aisle

46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60

19’4”

21’8”

16”8”

40”

36”

As a general 
rule of 
thumb, this 
space can fit 
approximately 
60 bicycles.

min.
ceiling

87"

30"
40"

116"

36"

80"
56"57.5"

Wall Mount

Optional wheel stops 
are available

Estimating Your Bike Capacity

Estimating the maximum number of bikes you 
can park using an Ultra Space Saver in a typical 
rectangular space is usually fairly straight forward.

The Ultra Space Saver parks one bike every 16” 
with a typical bike extending out 40” from the wall. 
Leave a 36” aisle between rows. Add an 8” buffer 
on each end of a run to allow enough space for 
handlebars.

If you have a large space, you may be able to fit in 
double rows of Ultra Space Savers.

Let us Help!  As a free service, Dero will provide 
a complete CAD layout of your space.  Just send 
us the dimensions of your room, being sure to 
note the location of doors, columns, etc. and let us 
maximize your bike storage capacity.

www.dero.com     |     1-888-337-6729

© 2016 Dero

ULTRA SPACE SAVER

Installation Instructions

Reading your Dero designed layout

Ultra Space Savers come in varying configurations, 
making it very important that you carefully follow 
the layout provided by Dero when installing the 
racks. If you do not follow the diagram, you may 
well end up short of parts.  The length of each Ultra 
Space Saver unit is indicated by a number ranging 
from B2-B7 in the layout.  This number  corresponds 
to the length of crossbeams to be installed.  In the 
example provided below the Ultra Space Saver 
is to be installed starting with two B4 units, which 
have 44” crossbeams, followed by a B5, which has 
76” crossbeams.

13'

B4 B5

B4 B5
10'-3"3'

The Ultra Space Saver has several steps for installation.  
Note that the single and double sided setups and parts 
are different.  Make sure you follow the instructions 
according to the model you ordered.

Recommended Base Materials:

Solid concrete is the best base material for installation.  
Make sure nothing is underneath the base material that 
could be damaged by drilling (i.e. post-tension cable).  
Use the 3.75” wedge anchors that are included to install 
the rack into the concrete (wall anchors are 3”).

Installation:

Sort out the parts to the rack and identify each of them 
accordingly.  The 1” carriage bolts are for assembly of 
the rack and the 3.75” wedge anchors are for mounting 
the rack to the floor.

Wall Mounting Bracket

(Wall Mounted Only) - SS-W

3” Spacer for single sided Ultra Space 
Saver at ends only: SS-Spacer-3”

13” Spacer (for single sided 
Ultra Space Saver): SS 
-Spacer-13”

Crossbeams

28”:  
44”:
60”:
76”:
92”:

SS-B2
SS-B3
SS-B4
SS-B5
SS-B6

Hanger Arm: SS-ULTARM

Upright: SS-U

Single Sided Foot: FT30”

10” Spacer (for double 
sided units): SS Spacer 2

Double Sided Foot: SS-DF

Note: All other part numbers 
are the same as the single 
sided unit above

Single Sided Parts

Double Sided Parts

These numbers indicate the number of 
arms  between brackets for each Ultra 
Space Saver unit to be installed.
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BAY WINDOWS -GLAZING CALCULATION
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BAY WINDOW TYPE 1

TOTAL WALL AREA= 485 SF.
TOTAL GLAZING AREA= 249 SF

GLAZING TO WALL FACTOR= 51%

SIDE GLAZING ARE=114 SF
SIDE GLAZING TO TOTAL GLAZING
FACTOR = 46%

BAY WINDOW TYPE 2

TOTAL WALL AREA= 643 SF.
TOTAL GLAZING AREA= 324 SF.

GLAZING TO WALL FACTOR= 50%

SIDE GLAZING ARE=116 SF
SIDE GLAZING TO TOTAL GLAZING
FACTOR = 36%

































	  

	  

95 Brady S treet 
San Franc isc o, C A  94103 

415 541 9001 
info@sfhac .org 
www.sfhac .org 

The San Franc isc o Housing Ac tion C oalition advocates for the c reation of well-designed, well-loc ated housing, at ALL levels of 
affordability, to meet the needs of S an Franc isc ans, present and future. 

 

 

 
October 27, 2015 
 
Mr. Patrick Szeto 
DIVCO Group, LLC 
1489 Webster Street, #218 
San Francisco, CA 94115 
 
Dear Mr. Szeto, 
 
Thank you for presenting your plans for 650 Divisadero Street to our Project Review Committee 
on September 30, 2015.  Upon thorough review and discussion, we are pleased to endorse the 
project.  We believe it has merit and aligns with our goals of increasing the supply of well-
designed, well-located housing at all levels of affordability in San Francisco.  Please review our 
letter, which explains how your project meets our guidelines, as well as suggestions for 
improvements.  Please also see our report card, which grades your project according to each 
guideline.  We have attached a copy of our Project Review Guidelines for your reference. 
 
Project Description: The project proposes to demolish an existing auto shop and construct 
60 rental homes above ground-floor retail, with one level of subterranean parking for 26 cars.  
 
Land Use: A one-story auto shop currently occupies the site.  Housing is a much better use 
considering that Divisadero Street is well served by transit and enjoys numerous neighborhood 
amenities.  Our members are pleased that Supervisor Breed’s legislation rezoned the site to 
NCT, so the project increased from 16 to 60 homes.  Greater density is appropriate for this 
location. 
 
Density: There are no density limits on the site.  The project takes advantage of the building 
envelope and proposes a mix of unit types, ranging from one- to three-bedrooms.  We encourage 
you to examine implementing the local density bonus ordinance, known as the “Affordable 
Housing Bonus Program.”  This legislation, planned for adoption by the end of 2015, would 
serve your project well since it is intended for developments outside of area plans, like 650 
Divisadero. 
 
Affordability: Your current plans are to provide the below-market-rate (BMR) homes on site, 
totaling 12 percent of the total units.  However, you expressed interest in providing more BMR 
homes at a greater range of affordability.  We would encourage you to use the “dial,” which 
would help you to achieve this goal.  Legislation to accomplish this will be introduced shortly.  
Likewise, the density bonus would enable you to provide homes in the 120 to 140 percent of area 
median income range.  The SF Housing Action Coalition is happy to be a resource in connecting 
you to these proposals. 
 
Parking and Alternative Transportation: The site is located on a very active commercial 
transit corridor.  Several Muni bus lines run past the site, with stops for the 24, 21, 5 and 5R, all 
within 0.2 miles of the site.  The popular bicycle route known as the Wiggle also runs through 
this area.   
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We support your plans to provide 26 car parking spaces, less than 0.5 spaces per bedroom.  
However, we encourage you to boost your bicycle parking to one space per bedroom.  We’ve 
heard many times from our members that project sponsors underestimate their need for bike 
parking and overestimate for bicycle parking.   
 
Additionally, we urge you to consider adding an on-street car share space.   
 
Preservation: There are no structures of significant historic or cultural merit on or near the 
site that would be affected by the proposed project.  
 
Urban Design: Our members support your plans for the ground floor, which include stepping 
back the retail space by three feet to create a wider sidewalk and support a lively pedestrian 
experience.  We also encourage you to maintain the glass storefront, which would help activate 
the ground floor. 
 
Open space will be provided via an interior courtyard on the second floor and a roof deck.  
 
Finally, we encourage you to follow up on the acoustic study and ensure you worked everything 
out with The Independent, adjacent to your property.  This project is the first our Committee has 
reviewed since the adoption of the City’s nightlife noise legislation and we would like to ensure it 
sets a good precedent for future projects built near music/entertainment venues. 
 
Environmental Features: Your current plans to green the building were not fully developed.  
We strongly encourage you to achieve greater than LEED Silver or an equivalent for the 
building.  One measure you may want to consider in order to better conserve water is to 
implement individual water metering for the units.  
 
Community Input: You have conducted only preliminary neighborhood outreach, but have 
presented to the Alamo Square Neighborhood Association and held two pre-application 
meetings.  We are aware there is an effort among neighbors to require projects to include 33 
percent on site affordable housing in order to get support from the community.  We understand 
not every request is realistic or can be accommodated, but we strongly encourage you to 
continue engaging residents and responding to their concerns to the best of your ability. Finally, 
we encourage you to engage with SFHAC’s trade union members as you move forward with the 
project.  
 
Thank you for presenting your plans for 650 Divisadero Street.  We are pleased to endorse the 
project.  Please keep us abreast of any changes and let us know how we may be of assistance 
moving forward. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Tim Colen 
Executive Director 
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SFHAC Project Review Guidelines 
 
Land Use: Housing should be an appropriate use of the site given the context of the 
adjacent properties and the surrounding neighborhood and should enhance 
neighborhood livability. 

Density: The project should take full advantage of the maximum unit density and/or 
building envelope, allowable under the zoning rules. 
 
Affordability: The need for affordable housing, including middle income (120-150 of 
Area Median Income) housing, is a critical problem and SFHAC gives special support to 
projects that propose creative ways to expand or improve unit affordability beyond the 
legally mandated requirements.  

Parking and Alternative Transportation: SFHAC expects the projects it endorses 
to include creative strategies to reduce the need for parking, such as ample bicycle 
storage, provision of space for car-share vehicles on-site or nearby, un-bundling parking 
cost from residential unit cost, and measures to incentivize transit use. Proximity to 
transit should result in less need for parking. 

In districts with an as-of-right maximum and discretionary approval up to an absolute 
maximum, SFHAC will support parking exceeding the as-of-right maximum only to the 
extent the Code criteria for doing so are clearly met.  In districts where the minimum 
parking requirement is one parking space per residential unit (1:1), the SFHAC will not, 
except in extraordinary circumstances, support a project with parking in excess of that 
amount. 

Preservation: If there are structures of significant historic or cultural merit on the 
site, their retention and/or incorporation into the project consistent with historic 
preservation standards is encouraged.  If such structures are to be demolished, there 
should be compelling reasons for doing so. 

Urban Design: The project should promote principles of good urban design:  
Where appropriate, contextual design that is compatible with the adjacent streetscape 
and existing neighborhood character while at the same time utilizing allowable unit 
density: pleasant and functional private and/or common open space; pedestrian, bicycle 
and transit friendly site planning; and design treatments that protect and enhance the 
pedestrian realm, with curb cuts minimized and active ground floor uses provided.  

Projects with a substantial number of multiple bedroom units should consider including 
features that will make the project friendly to families with children.  
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Environmental Features: SFHAC is particularly supportive of projects that employ 
substantial and/or innovative measures that will enhance their sustainability and reduce 
their carbon footprint.   

Community Input:  Projects for which the developer has made a good faith effort to 
communicate to the community and to address legitimate neighborhood concerns, 
without sacrificing SFHAC’s objectives, will receive more SFHAC support. 

 



	  

	  

San Francisco Housing Action Coalition (SFHAC) 
Project Report Card 

 
Address: 650 Divisadero Street 
Project Sponsor: Divco Group, LLC 
Date of SFHAC Review: September 30, 2015 
Grading Scale:  
1 = Fails to meet project review guideline criteria 
2 = Meets some project review guideline criteria 
3 = Meets basic project review guideline criteria 

4 = Exceeds basic project review guideline criteria 
5 = Goes far beyond of what is required

Criteria for SFHAC Endorsement: 
1. The project must have been presented to the SFHAC Project Review Committee; 
2. The project must score a minimum of 3/5 on any given guideline. 

 
Guideline                              Comments                                                                                                                   Grade  

Please see attached letter for further explanation.    

Land Use The project will demolish the existing auto body shop and build 60 
new homes with ground floor retail and one level of subterranean 
parking.  

5 

Density The project takes advantage of the building envelope and proposes a 
range of unit types. We believe this project would be a great 
opportunity to use the density bonus program. 

4 

Affordability The below-market-rate units will be provided on site, 12 percent of 
the total homes. We encourage the project sponsor to examine the 
inclusionary “dial” and density bonus program. 

3 

Parking and 
Alternative 
Transportation 

The site is located on an active commercial corridor with several 
transit options available. We support the car-parking ratio and 
encourage one bike parking space per unit. 

4 

Preservation There are no structures of significant cultural or historic merit on or 
near the site that would be affected by this project.  

N/A 

Urban Design 
 

We urge the sponsor to keep the glass storefront. The project will 
improve the pedestrian experience and provide two areas of open 
space. We encourage the sponsor to follow-up on the acoustics. 

4 

Environmental 
Features 

We encourage the project sponsor to exceed LEED Silver and 
consider into individual water metering for the units to conserve 
water. 

     

 

3 

Community Input The project sponsor has held two pre-application meetings and met 
with the Alamo Square Neighborhood Association. We encourage 
the project sponsor to engage with SFHAC’s trade union members.  

4 

Additional 
Comments 

There are no comments to add.  N/A 

Final Comments The SF Housing Action Coalition endorses the proposed project at 
650 Divisadero Street without reservation. 

3.9/5  
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From: Donna Thomson
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: Please forward this
Date: Tuesday, October 04, 2016 11:45:41 AM

Dear Mr. May,

Would you please forward this to the Planning commissioners for me? I am mailing it, but fear it
may not be received and this is a very important issue for my tenants. My tenants will be working
during the commissions' hearing and will have no voice in the matter.  I will be out of town,
because I was unable to reschedule my flight.

Thank you sincerely,

Donna Thomson

San Francisco Planning Commission
Commission Chambers, Room 400
City Hall 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl
San Francisco CA 94102-4689
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
October 4, 2016
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
Re: Hearing date October 20, 2016
      Conditional Use & Variance
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
Project Address: 650 Divisadero St 
Cross Street:      Grove St
Block/Lot No:     1202 / 002B
Zoning District:   Divisadero St NCT
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
Dear Sirs:
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
I came before the Planning commission on July 21st and requested that the commission not delay
the matter at hand until October 20th because my husband and I own the property at 1265 Grove
St, just behind the proposed building site and are the most adversely impacted by the proposed
project. We will be on vacation at that time and our situation needs to be heard by the
commission. It was suggested that I explain everything in writing.
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
The land owners originally proposed a 16 unit building with 16 parking spaces as well as 3 
commercial  spaces on the ground floor. They proposed to build a 6 story building to the west of
my 4 story building, up against the property line and mimicking our existing light well at 1265
Grove street. This light well is shallow, because it was designed with a single story building in front
of it.  With a building 2 full stories above our building, we not only lose light, and views facing
west, we lose passive solar heat, which our rent controlled tenants enjoyed, because they saved on
heating costs. With a light well that is only as large as ours, my tenants will be lucky to get any
sun at all on the west side of the building, except when the sun is directly overhead for about half
an hour. I know you don’t really consider the loss of sunset views, but what about light?
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
They also proposed to place their garage door directly next door to my building, so the opening
and closing of the door late at night would disturb my tenants, along with the noise created when
pulling out garbage cans.  Does the garage door have to be directly next door to our building?
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
After the Divisadero Street NCT decision passed your commission 9 to 0, and it was decided that
density would benefit the city, even during a major period of drought, the owners proposed 52
units instead of the original 16, with 16 parking spaces. The only benefit to our property was that
there would be a rear yard setback on the south eastern side of their property, that would allow

mailto:justafoodie@yahoo.com
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org


our building to receive more light. Now they propose a 60 unit building with 16 parking spaces and
are asking for a “modification to the rear yard requirements pursuant to Planniing Code Section
134”.  I have no idea how begging will come across in a letter, but I implore you to not grant this
modification. My tenants need sunlight. It’s bad enough that my tenants 2 kitchen windows with
face bathroom windows and decks from the proposed project.  Instead of a sunset view they could
possibly be subjected to decks becoming impromptu storage space. Every one of our tenants
rented our apartments because the kitchens were so bright and sunny, even those on the first
floor. 
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
When a meeting occurred in the neighborhood, most neighbors asked if more parking could be
considered, since most families have 2 cars and with the loss of many spaces due to bike paths,
parklets (3 within 2 blocks taking up 9 spaces), new red zones on corners that serve no obvious
purpose, City Car Share and Zip Car spaces being taken away from the neighbors and a parking
problem that existed before all these losses happened; the new building was going to be adding to
the problem, especially if their commercial tenants bring in people from all over the city. The
owners seemed to believe that if they took away the existing driveway, the extra 2 spaces would
alleviate the concern. They also commented that in order to put in more parking they would have
to petition the city to do so, as if that were a difficulty. We would like you to consider requiring
more parking for the 52 units. It is most obvious that the owners will be renting to anyone willing
to pay the rent, regardless of whether or not they own vehicles that will burden this neighborhood
that is already suffering from the density of the city. Do you know what it is like to try and find
parking late at night, then passing 3 spaces that were replaced by a coffee shop parklet? A coffee
shop that closed at 6:00 p.m.?
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
If you cannot consider my building, please, at the very least consider the neighborhood and the
parking problem that will be acerbated by a 52-60 unit building with only 16 parking spaces.
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
Sincerely,
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
Donna Thomson
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->
P.S. Can you forward your decision to me through an email?  Our email address is:
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]-->thomson_bldg@yahoo.com <!--[endif]-->



 

Tuesday, March 28th, 2017 

Planning Commissioners; 

I am writing in regards to the proposed development at 650 Divisadero Street and their desire 
to turn an underutilized space into 66 rental units and additional retail space. As a business 
owner operating down the street at 531 Divisadero Street, and as a board member of The 
Golden Gate Restaurant Association and a nearby Hayes Valley resident, I, along with my 
entire organization fully support their efforts. 

We know the developer to be very professional, with a proven track record of successful 
projects in the City and that their building will bring tremendous value to the neighborhood 
ecosystem that is NoPa.  

We collectively were so delighted to hear that this project is continuing to gain momentum, 
especially at that specific site. The need for additional housing and retail along this dynamic, 
developing corridor is evident, and we feel strongly that this will be a viable, long-term benefit 
for the community. 

I wish to place my personal support and the support of the entire Souvla organization behind 
their efforts. 

I will make myself available for any additional inquiries or questions. Please do not hesitate to 
reach me directly via email. 

Sincerely, 

Charles S. Bililies 

Founder & CEO 
Souvla 
charles@souvlasf.com 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________
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From: Thushan Amarasiriwardena
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: 650 Grove Street
Date: Thursday, July 07, 2016 6:35:40 PM

I am a resident of 1290 Hayes Street and live on the same block as the 650 Grove
Street development at the former Alois Radiator shop.  I am writing in support of the
modifications up for a conditional use and variance and believe that this project is
vital to SF's growing population.  I would further push for the project to match the
height of the building across the street from it at the intersection of Divisadero and
Grove to achieve more units in this space.

Best,
Thushan

mailto:thushan@thushan.net
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org




From: Olivier Gaita
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Cc: w.schmalz@forumdesign.com
Subject: Case No. 2013-1037CV. 650 Divisadero Street Comments
Date: Thursday, July 21, 2016 11:02:04 AM

I will not be able to attend today's  hearing but please consider my two comments at the hearing.

- To mitigate impacts to the neighborhood, the project should be restricted to one curb cut driveway as
a maximum. Grove Street already has multiple curb cuts and Divisadero parking is often at a premium.  
By restricting the project to a maximum of one curb cut, it would benefit the future tenants and the
existing residents who might have motoring guests, or be ZipCar or Carshare users.   Additionally if new
parklets or bikeshare pods are considered, it would allow for more public use of the curb space by
allowing more of the public curb face to be publicly accessed.  Ideally, no curb cuts would be pursued. 
And I would support that, if that was the direction the project sponsors were willing to pursue.

- Distinguishing features along the front of the building should be preserved.   There is an architectural
language between 705 Divisadero (bbq establishment), 1290 Grove (residential) and the project site.  All
have elements (tile roof/Mission-Spanish revival) that reflect a character for this developing corridor. 
The Divisadero facing facade height and features would blend more with the neighbor if the existing
elements were retained, rather than the more generic structural style that seems to have populated the
Mission and Upper Castro.  While not glamorous, it helps preserve some of the history of this
neighborhood...from horse services to auto services in the early to mid part of the last century....with
1336 Grove still retaining the horse lunette.

Thank you in advance for including these considerations as Conditions of Use. 

Best Regards,

Oliver Gajda
Resident 1290 Grove Street

mailto:wooliver@gmail.com
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
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From: Lindsay, David (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Recommendation -- Webster Tower & Terrace
Date: Monday, November 28, 2016 6:51:05 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Chris - FYI
 
David Lindsay
Senior Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6393│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: david.lindsay@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

            
 

From: faraz fatemi [mailto:faraz092003@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 26, 2016 10:19 PM
To: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: AptLse@webstertower.com
Subject: Letter of Recommendation -- Webster Tower & Terrace
 
To Whom It May Concern:
 
I am a tenant of apartment 1405 at Webster Tower & Terrace, 1489 Webster Street,
San Francisco since July of 2016. Ever since I moved in I have been treated with the
utmost respect and courtesy for every need and request. We live in a converted 3 BR
unit and we are VERY satisfied with the arrangements – we feel that we are able to
maximize the space and all have very comfortable and private living conditions,
both the outwards facing bedrooms and the interior-facing bedroom. We have found
that the interior-facing bedroom actually made our lives much easier, as there’s no
way we could’ve found a 3 BR at a reasonable price and if we’d have gone with a 2
BR we would’ve had to build a divider ourselves just to have some privacy, which
Webster has provided to us at such a fair price. The additional perks of laundry,
garbage, and a streamlined payment system have made it super convenient for us.
 
Even more importantly, the apartment building is always kept clean, secure, and
presentable, which is above and beyond anything we could’ve expected. And the
staff has been responsive throughout, addressing every maintenance request and
question in a very timely and professional manner. I have and continue to
thoroughly enjoy my stay at Webster Tower & Terrace, and I definitely support the
same developer for the project at 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco. I will gladly
answer any additional questions upon request.
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Best,
 
Faraz Fatemi
1489 Webster Street, #1405
San Francisco, CA 94115



From: Lindsay, David (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Construction - 650 Divisadero, San Francisco, CA 94115
Date: Monday, November 28, 2016 6:51:26 AM
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FYI
 
David Lindsay
Senior Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6393│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: david.lindsay@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

               
 

From: Hirsh Goswamy [mailto:jaadoo1760@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 27, 2016 7:48 AM
To: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: Michael Bleier - Webster Tower and Terrace
Subject: Construction - 650 Divisadero, San Francisco, CA 94115
 
To Whom It May Concern:
 
I have been living at Webster Tower & Terrace, 1489 Webster Street, San Francisco since
August, 2016. The service provided is courteous, secure and excellent.  We really enjoy the
apartment arrangement and the new floor plans that Webster Tower and Terrace has
constructed.  Even though our apartment has interior facing bedroom(s), having an enclosed
separated bedroom, with good quality and a fair price is the most important to us.  I am still
enjoying living in Webster Tower and I whole heartedly support the same developer for the
project at 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco. 
 
Sincerely yours,
 
Hirsh Goswamy 
1489 Webster Street, #1405
San Francisco, CA 94115
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From: Lindsay, David (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Recommendation | New Construction (650 Divisadero St)
Date: Monday, November 28, 2016 6:50:38 AM
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Chris - FYI
 
David Lindsay
Senior Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6393│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: david.lindsay@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

            
 
From: Gina Tai [mailto:taieugenia@gmail.com] 
Sent: Saturday, November 26, 2016 7:33 PM
To: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: Michael Bleier - Webster Tower and Terrace
Subject: Letter of Recommendation | New Construction (650 Divisadero St)
 
David,
 
I recently moved in to Webster Tower & Terrace (1489 Webster Street, San Francisco) in October 2016. The
service I experienced before moving in, during the move-in and after has been courteous, secure and prompt. My
apartmentmates and I enjoy the arrangement and the remodeled floor plans. Although the apartment has interior-
facing bedrooms, we enjoy our separated bedrooms with great quality and great prices. I love my living
arrangement at Webster Tower and would support the same developer, based on my current experiences, for the
project at 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco.
 
Thanks,
Gina
 
--
Gina Tai
taieugenia@gmail.com
M: (562) 916-6366 
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From: Lindsay, David (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Letter of Recommendation from Webster Tower Tenant
Date: Monday, November 28, 2016 6:51:56 AM
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More support for 650 Divisadero
 
David Lindsay
Senior Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6393│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: david.lindsay@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

            
 
From: Vi Tran [mailto:vitrann@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 27, 2016 1:37 PM
To: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: AptLse@webstertower.com
Subject: Letter of Recommendation from Webster Tower Tenant
 
Hi David,
 
I am Vi Tran, a tenant at Webster Tower & Terrace on 1489 Webster Street in San Francisco since for half a year. I
am writing to share with you my great experience while having lived here. The management team is professional,
friendly, and efficient. They've helped me work through all my questions when I was searching for apartments, and
was very upfront and clear with all the apartment amenities. Because I trusted the team, I also convinced friends
and family to move into the building as well. My roommates and friends who live in the building with interior
facing bedrooms said they have enjoyed their overall living experience. All the amenities, easy communication
with management team, and fair pricing are key reasons we've continued and look forward to staying with Webster
Tower. I wholeheartedly support the project at 650 Divisadero Street.
 
Best,
Vi Tran
1489 Webster St. Apt 406
San Francisco, CA 94115
 
 

Vi Tran
Management Consulting Analyst @ Accenture
vitrann@gmail.com | 714-661-0665
--
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From: Lindsay, David (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: New Construction - 650 Divisadero St., San Francisco, CA 94115
Date: Monday, November 28, 2016 6:52:20 AM
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FYI
 
David Lindsay
Senior Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6393│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: david.lindsay@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

               
 
From: Zhamal Zhanybek [mailto:zhamal.zhanybek@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 27, 2016 11:21 PM
To: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: Michael Bleier - Webster Tower and Terrace
Subject: New Construction - 650 Divisadero St., San Francisco, CA 94115
 
Date: 11/27/2016
 
David Lindsay – David.Lindsay@sfgov.org
Sr. Team Leader
San Francisco Dept. of City Planning
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
 
To Whom It May Concern:
 
I have been living at Webster Tower & Terrace, 1489 Webster Street, San Francisco since July, 2016.  
We enjoy the apartment arrangement and the new floor plans that Webster Tower and Terrace has constructed. We
especially value good quality and fair price we get for our apartment which is the most important aspect for us. And
interior facing bedrooms, that are enclosed and separated do not bother us.
 
The service provided is courteous and excellent. We are very satisfied with the general design of the building and
appreciate it being very secure for every resident.
 
I am still enjoying living in Webster Tower and I whole heartedly support the same developer for the project at 650
Divisadero Street, San Francisco. 
 
Sincerely yours,
 
 Zhamal Zhanybek
 
1489 Webster Street, #1210
San Francisco, CA 94115
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From: Lindsay, David (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: New Construction - 650 Divisadero St.,
Date: Tuesday, November 29, 2016 8:54:54 AM
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Another support for 650 Divisadero
 
David Lindsay
Senior Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6393│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: david.lindsay@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

            
 
From: Christina Yu [mailto:christinayu90@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2016 5:22 PM
To: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: Michael Bleier - Webster Tower and Terrace
Subject: New Construction - 650 Divisadero St.,
 
To Whom It May Concern:
 
I have been living at Webster Tower & Terrace, 1489 Webster Street, San Francisco since November 2015.  The
service provided is courteous, secure and excellent.  We really enjoy the apartment arrangement and the new floor
plans that Webster Tower and Terrace has constructed.  Even though our apartment has interior facing bedroom(s),
having an enclosed separated bedroom, with good quality and a fair price is the most important to us.  I am still
enjoying living in Webster Tower and I whole heartedly support the same developer for the project at 650
Divisadero Street, San Francisco. 
 
Sincerely yours,
 
--
Christina Yu, CPA
UCLA Class of 2013 | Business Economics
christinayu90@gmail.com 
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From: Lindsay, David (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: New Construction - 650 Divisadero St., San Francisco, CA 94115
Date: Monday, November 28, 2016 10:19:41 AM
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FYI
 
David Lindsay
Senior Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6393│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: david.lindsay@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

               
 
From: Michael Orozco [mailto:omichael@uber.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2016 10:19 AM
To: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: Michael Bleier - Webster Tower and Terrace
Subject: New Construction - 650 Divisadero St., San Francisco, CA 94115
 
To Whom It May Concern:
 
I have been living at Webster Tower & Terrace, 1489 Webster Street, San Francisco since August 2016. The service provided is courteous, secure and excellent. The staff at Webster Tower & Terrace have
also been very thorough with following through with requests. I really enjoy the apartment arrangement and the new floor plans that Webster Tower and Terrace has constructed.  Even though our apartment
has interior facing bedroom(s), having an enclosed separated bedroom, with good quality and a fair price is the most important to us.  I am still enjoying living in Webster Tower and I whole heartedly support
the same developer for the project at 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco.
 
Sincerely yours,
 
Michael Orozco Jr
1489 Webster Street, #803
San Francisco, CA 94115
 

Michael Orozco Jr. 

Technical Sourcer | Uber Technologies
Uber Engineering Blog | The People of #UberEng | @UberEng | Uber Open Source

 

mailto:/O=EXCHANGELABS/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=12C708195922417296B87FE679BAB44D-DAVID LINDSAY
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:david.lindsay@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/
https://www.facebook.com/sfplanningdept
http://www.flickr.com/photos/sfplanning
https://twitter.com/sfplanning
http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning
http://signup.sfplanning.org/
http://eng.uber.com/
http://people.uber.com/eng/
http://people.uber.com/eng/
https://twitter.com/ubereng
https://twitter.com/ubereng
http://uber.github.io/







From: Lindsay, David (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Webster Tower & Terrace
Date: Wednesday, November 30, 2016 9:02:05 AM
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Another 650 Divisadero support email
 
David Lindsay
Senior Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6393│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: david.lindsay@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

            
 
From: Tina Liu [mailto:tliu21@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 29, 2016 9:26 PM
To: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: Michael Bleier - Webster Tower and Terrace
Subject: Webster Tower & Terrace
 
 David Lindsay,
 
I have been living at Webster Tower & Terrace, 1489 Webster Street, San Francisco since March 2016.  The
service provided is courteous, secure and excellent.  We really enjoy the apartment arrangement and the new floor
plans that Webster Tower and Terrace has constructed.  Even though our apartment has interior facing bedroom(s),
having an enclosed separated bedroom, with good quality and a fair price is the most important to us.  I am still
enjoying living in Webster Tower and I whole heartedly support the same developer for the project at 650
Divisadero Street, San Francisco. 
 
Sincerely,
Tina Liu
1489 Webster Street, #1209
San Francisco, CA 94115
 
--
Tina Liu
571-332-3067
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From: Karen Ulring
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: I Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:31:03 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,

I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units.  What ever happened to the priority of increasing affordable housing. 
The city cries out for it!!   It is an emergency.

The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which
was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask that
the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date. 

Thank you,

Karen Ulring
934 Page St.
SF, Ca.
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From: Lindsay, David (CPC)
To: May, Christopher (CPC)
Subject: FW: Webster Tower Floor Plan Rec
Date: Monday, November 28, 2016 2:07:37 PM
Attachments: Rec-WebsterTower.pdf

image001.png
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png

Another support letter for 650 Divis.
 
David Lindsay
Senior Planner, Northwest Quadrant, Current Planning
 
Planning Department│City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.558.6393│Fax: 415.558.6409
Email: david.lindsay@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org

            
 
From: Alex Danilychev Jr [mailto:adanilychevjr@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 28, 2016 1:21 PM
To: Lindsay, David (CPC)
Cc: Michael Bleier - Webster Tower and Terrace
Subject: Webster Tower Floor Plan Rec
 
To whom it may concern:
 
I've attached my recommendation for Webster Tower's management and floor plans. 
 
Best,
 
Alexander Danilychev Jr
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To Whom It May Concern:
 


I have been living in Webster Tower (1489 Webster Street, San Francisco) since July 
23rd, 2016. The building management have been great in the time we’ve lived here. I feel safe 
walking in and out of the building, and the management team is prompt with responding to 
complaints/requests. We were really excited about the apartment arrangement and floor plan 
we received. I liked having an apartment with an interior facing bedroom because it allowed me 
to have a separate bedroom (more privacy) at a reasonable cost. I didn’t have to convert a living 
room into a bedroom, which meant a lot to me! I’m still loving life at Webster Tower and I whole 
heartedly support the same developer for the project at 650 Divisadero Street, San Francisco.
 
Sincerely yours,
 
Alexander Danilychev Jr
1489 Webster Street, # 1405
San Francisco, CA 94115












From: Tracey Holland
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: I Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:31:11 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

A building of this size with only 9 affordable units is not a reasonable interpretation of "increasing
affordability" on Divis. This city is being taken over by the wealthy, tech industry, and corporate
interests, and  it is saddening to say the least. Please help do your part to keep San Francisco
affordable for more than just the wealthy. Affordable housing is an important part of keeping the city
diverse and maintaining its core character - as a champion for ALL.

Thank you,
Tracey Holland
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From: Sue Eich
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 2:14:08 PM

Dear SF Planning Commission,

I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

This is one of at least two structures going up within a block of my home. It's vitally important to make
sure there are a significant number of reasonably-priced units.

Thank you,

Sue Eich
1240 Hayes Street

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Katherine Riley
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 11:13:34 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
 
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is
finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later
date. 
 
Thank you,
                              
Katherine
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From: sfcookin@aol.com
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 11:01:40 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission, I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The
project as proposed does not include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not
vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning
Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission
continue this item to a later date. Thank you,
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From: Fiona Friedland
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); joel.koppel@sfgov.or; Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 10:39:15 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission, 
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as proposed
does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission should not vote on the
project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning
Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning
Commission continue this item to a later date. 

Thank you,

Fiona Friedland

736 Haight St

94117
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From: john johnson
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 11:00:17 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,

John Johnson
Lower Haight resident
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From: Heidi Marshall Booth
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 10:57:31 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.
The re-zoning of this area should have never happened and if any of you lived near this area, I live 1/2
a block away, you would understand that it is already overcrowded with people, cars and consequent
noise not to mention crime that will most certainly be exacerbated by this building, the Harding Theater
project, a proposed brewery, etc.
Enough.

Thank you,
Heidi Marshall Booth
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From: Daniel Lovett
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 10:36:38 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,

Daniel Lovett
1176 Fulton St.
San Francisco
94117 
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From: John Cawley
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 10:27:37 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
Having lived in the Western Addition on and off for 50 years I am constantly
astounded at the displacement of the core population.
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,
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From: Eihway Su
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Breed, London (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 10:25:36 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission, 
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as proposed does not include
enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore
legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask
that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date. 
Thank you,
Eihway Su
170 Parnassus Ave., #2
SF CA 94117
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From: Myles E Dixon
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 10:08:54 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

Thank you,

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Rebecca
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 10:00:51 AM

Please Table this! We need affordable housing, not more pricy pied-á- terres 
 
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should
not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved
at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask
that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date. 
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From: Aram Fischer
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 1:58:38 PM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date. 

Thank you,

Aram Fischer
1082 Fulton Street
SF, CA 94117
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From: Jackie Hasa
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:59:46 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,

As a 10-year resident of the Divisadero corridor, I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed
at this time. The project as proposed does not include enough affordable units. The Planning
Commission should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved
at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning
Commission continue this item to a later date.

Thank you,

Jackie Hasa
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From: Hailee Cooper
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:56:00 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,

I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units.  As someone who has lived in this neighborhood for over a decade
(probably considered a "long time resident" these days!) and has recently started a family I know first
hand how important affordable housing is to our community. We love our neighborhood and hope we
can continue living here but as we look to find an affordable 2 bedroom apartment we are realizing that
we are better off talking about leaving The Bay Area altogether.  We need MORE affordable housing to
protect residents who are continually being priced out of their homes and The Bay Area at large.  We
are working class citizens and members of the community who love this city and would like to continue
working, living, and loving here. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

Thank you,
Hailee Cooper
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From: BarbaraJRoos
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:57:33 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,
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From: Rosemary McCracken
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:51:04 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,

I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

Thank you,

Rosemary Mccracken
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From: David Ruiz
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:46:11 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,
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From: Marjorie
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:48:40 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

Thank you,

Best Regards
Marjorie Davis
Sent from iPhone 6S
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From: J.
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:45:02 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,

I strongly oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The
project as proposed does not include enough affordable units. The Planning
Commission should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation,
which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board
of Supervisors. 

I ask that the Planning Commission please continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,
Julie
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From: Jordan Brewster
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:40:15 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should
not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved
at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask
that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,

Jordan Brewster
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From: Esther Marks
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:39:59 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The
project as proposed does not include enough affordable units. The
Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning
Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask
that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

Thank you,

---
This email has been checked for viruses by Avast antivirus software.
https://www.avast.com/antivirus
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From: Gus Hernandez
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:37:21 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,

Affordable Divis is a group of neighbors concerned about the lack of affordable
housing in our neighborhod.  We oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed
at this time.  The project as proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The
Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore
legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. 

We ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,

Gus Hernandez
Chair, Affordable Divis Steering Committee
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From: Maria Wabl
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 1:43:09 PM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
 
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as proposed
does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission should not vote on the
project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning
Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning
Commission continue this item to a later date.  
 
Thank you,
Maria Wabl
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From: Jesse Spencer
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:34:58 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

Thank you,

Jesse Spencer
830 Hayes
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From: Bridget Webster
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:26:37 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,

I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,

Bridget Webster
816 Divisadero Street
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From: Terry Erickson
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:28:55 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,
Terry Erickson
Local Resident
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From: charles melancon
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:25:39 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,
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From: Robin Drysdale
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 1:43:02 PM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should
not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved
at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask
that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,
Robin Drysdale

Resident, NOPA neighborhood of San Francisco
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From: Carolyn Gadson
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 9:25:27 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,
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From: Deek Speredelozzi
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 12:26:10 PM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,

Deek Speredelozzi
314 Baker St
Apt B
San Francisco, CA 94117

mailto:deekadelic@gmail.com
mailto:Christopher.May@sfgov.org
mailto:commissions.secretary@sfgov.org
mailto:planning@rodneyfong.com
mailto:dennis.richards@sfgov.org
mailto:richhillissf@yahoo.com
mailto:christine.d.johnson@sfgov.org
mailto:Joel.Koppel@sfgov.org
mailto:Myrna.Melgar@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:kathrin.moore@sfgov.org
mailto:affordabledivis@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org


From: samkekoa@yahoo.com
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 12:02:58 PM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,

S.k. Wilson 

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S® 5 ACTIVE™, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone
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From: Chris Morosini
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 12:01:24 PM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

Thank you,

Chris Morosini
1353 Hayes St.
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From: Joyce Lavey
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 11:25:04 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission, 

I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The
project as proposed does not include enough affordable units. The
Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-
Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last
year, is finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning
Commission continue this item to a later date. 

Thank you, 
Joyce M. Lavey
Potrero Hill Resident
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From: Kim Quinones
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 11:23:19 AM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time. The project as proposed does not
include enough affordable units. The Planning Commission should not vote on the project until the
Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at
the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.

Thank you,
Kim Quinones

Sent from my iPhone
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From: Fennel Doyle
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); Affordable Divis; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Say NO! NO! NO! OPPOSE approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 11:20:31 AM

Good morning SF Planning Commission,

My family whole heartedly OPPOSES the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at
this time.  

The project as proposed does NOT include enough affordable units. This is shameful.
9 measly units!?.Ridiculous banter. What happened to your promise of AT LEAST a
quarter. Marginalizing our local Western Addition pre-school teachers, creativity,
educators, my black & brown faced neighbors, and young families is wrong.
Remember: budgets are moral documents.  

The Planning Commission should NOT vote on the project until the Divisadero-
Fillmore legislation, which was approved at the Planning Commission last year, is
finalized at the Board of Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue
this item to a later date.  

Thank you,
Fennel (and Fabricio) Doyle
13 year Divisadero resident
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From: mario donoso
To: May, Christopher (CPC); Secretary, Commissions (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC);

richhillissf@yahoo.com; Johnson, Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin
(CPC); affordabledivis@gmail.com; Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: Oppose approval of 650 Divisadero
Date: Friday, January 13, 2017 2:42:03 PM

Dear SF Planning Commission,
I oppose the approval of 650 Divisadero as proposed at this time.  The project as
proposed does not include enough affordable units.  The Planning Commission
should not vote on the project until the Divisadero-Fillmore legislation, which was
approved at the Planning Commission last year, is finalized at the Board of
Supervisors. I ask that the Planning Commission continue this item to a later date.  

Thank you,

Mario Donoso
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