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Executive Summary 
Conditional Use / Residential Demolition 

HEARING DATE: FEBRUARY 16, 2017 
 

Date:  February 9, 2017 

Case No.:  2015‐006510CUA/VAR 

Project Address:  953 Treat Avenue 

Zoning:  UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District 

  40‐X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot:  3639/027 and 028 

Project Sponsor:  Geoff Gibson, Winder Gibson Architects 

  1898 Mission Street 

  San Francisco, CA  94103 

Staff Contact:  Esmeralda Jardines – (415) 575‐9144 

  esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org 

Recommendation:  Approval with Conditions 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The project proposes demolition of an existing one‐story single‐family residence, and construction of two 

new four‐story, 40‐foot tall, residential buildings with three dwelling units each for a total of six dwelling 

units on the project site. The new buildings would contain one off‐street automobile parking space each 

for a total of two off‐street parking spaces, and six Class 1 bicycle parking spaces.  

 

DEMOLITION APPLICATION NEW BUILDING APPLICATION 

Demolition Case 

Number  

2015‐006510CUA 

 

New Building Case 

Number

2015‐006510CUA 

 

Recommendation 
Approve with 

Conditions 
Recommendation 

Approve with 

Conditions 

Demolition Application 

Number 
201511041757 

New Building 

Application Number

201511041768; 

201511041763

Number Of Existing 

Units 
1  Number Of New Units  6 

Existing Parking  1  New Parking  2 

Number  Of Existing 

Bedrooms 
2 

Number Of New 

Bedrooms
16 

Existing Building Area  937 Sq. Ft.  New Building Area  10,578 Sq. Ft. 

312 Expiration Date  02/16/17 
Date Time & Materials 

Fees Paid
N/A 
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SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE 

The subject property is located on the east side of Treat Avenue between 22nd and 23rd Streets on Lots 

027 and 028 in Assessor’s Block 3639. Lot 027 is a triangular lot measuring 19.5 feet along Treat Avenue 

and 24  feet as  its deepest  length, approximately measuring 139  square  feet. Lot 28  is a  trapezoidal  lot 

measuring 75 feet along Treat Avenue, the parallel property  lines each measure 24 feet at  its narrowest 

length and extends 90 feet at its deepest length, approximately measuring 3,750 square feet. As part of the 

proposed project, the Project Sponsor  is seeking a Lot Line Adjustment (See Case No. 2016‐003112LLA) 

that would remove the property line separating Lots 027 and 028 to create one triangular lot. Currently, 

the subject parcel contains a one‐story single‐family residence measuring approximately 937 square feet 

in  size and approximately 17  feet‐7  inches  feet  in height. The existing  residence has been vacant  since 

2015. The project site  is  located  in  the UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District and a 40‐X Height and 

Bulk District. 

 

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD 

The project site is located in a varied neighborhood within the Mission Area Plan within close proximity 

to  several  Residential  Zoning  Districts,  including:  RH‐2  (Residential,  House‐Two‐Family),  RH‐3 

(Residential, House‐Three‐Family),  and RM‐1  (Residential‐Mixed, Low Density),  as well  as near NC‐3 

(Moderate‐Scale Neighborhood Commercial), and P (Public) Zoning Districts. The  immediate context  is 

mixed  in  character with  a  variety  of  uses  including:  commercial,  residential  and  public  uses  in  the 

vicinity. Along Treat Avenue on either side of the subject property  is a two‐story  industrial building to 

the north and south; across Treat Avenue to the west is a row of two‐ to‐three‐story residences, as well as 

a school (approximately one block north), and the Southern Pacific Railroad to the east. On the east side 

of  the  vacant  railroad  parcel  are  several  four‐story  residential  buildings. Diagonally  across  from  the 

project  site  at  the  corner  of  23nd  Street  and Treat Avenue  is Parque Niños Unidos,  a park under  the 

jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department. 

 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW  

On March 25, 2016, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality 

Act  (“CEQA”)  as  a  Class  15301  and  15303  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 

Posted Notice  20 days  January 27, 2017  January 27, 2017  20 days 

Mailed Notice  20 days  January 27, 2017  January 27, 2017  20 days 

 

The proposal requires a Section 312 neighborhood notification, which was conducted in conjunction with 

the Conditional Use Authorization process. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

The Department has received four comments in opposition to the proposal; more specifically, opposition 

to the historic determination of the existing building and the demolition of said building. The Department 

has also received a list of neighbors support the project. All public correspondence has been submitted in 

the Planning Commission packets. 

 

ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

 Conditional Use Authorization: The project requires Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to 

Planning Code Sections 303, 317 and 843.27 to demolish an existing single‐family residence.  

 Variances: The project  is  requesting  a variance  from  the Zoning Administrator  to  address  the 

Planning Code requirements  for permitted obstructions  (Planning Code Section 136) and street 

frontage (Planning Code Section 145.1). 

Planning Code Section 136 outlines the requirements for features, which may be permitted over 

street, alleys, setbacks, yards or useable open space. The minimum horizontal separation between 

bay windows  shall  be  two  feet  at  the  line  establishing  the  required  open  area. Currently,  the 

Project  includes  two  bay  windows  along  the  Treat  Avenue  façade  for  the  South  Building. 

Although  these  bay  windows  satisfy  the  maximum  permitted  bay  window  projection  and 

dimensional  requirements,  the  aforementioned  bay  windows  are  only  separated  nine  inches 

where  a  two‐foot  separation  is  required.  Therefore,  the  Project  is  seeking  a  variance  of  the 

permitted obstruction requirements from the Zoning Administrator. 

Planning Code Section 145.1 requires off‐street parking at street grade on a development lot to be 

set back at least 25 feet on the ground floor; that no more than one‐third of the width or 20 feet, 

whichever  is  less, of any given street  frontage of a new structure parallel  to and  facing a street 

shall be devoted to parking and loading ingress or egress; that space for active uses be provided 

within  the  first  25  feet  of  building depth  on  the  ground  floor. The  Project meets most  of  the 

requirements of Planning Code Section 145.1; however, at grade, the bicycle parking is proposed 

along  the Treat Avenue  frontage; more  specifically, along  the  front most property  line. Bicycle 

parking  is not considered an active use  if within  the  first 25 feet  from  the street. Therefore,  the 

Project does not meet the requirements for active uses as required in Planning Code Section 145.1 

and is seeking a variance of the street frontage requirements from the Zoning Administrator. 

 Family‐Sized Units: All  six new dwelling units  are  appropriately‐sized  for  families, with  four 

two‐bedroom units and  two  four‐bedroom units, which range  in size  from 1,015 square  feet  to 

2,653 square feet. 

 Development  Impact Fees: The Project would be  subject  to  the  following development  impact 

fees, which are estimated as follows: 
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FEE TYPE 
PLANNING CODE 

SECTION/FEE 
AMOUNT 

Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee 

(9,176 gsf– New Residential, Tier 1) 
423 (@ $10.70)  $98,183.2 

Eastern Neighborhoods Impact Fee 

(937 gsf– Change in Use from Residential to 

Residential, Tier 1)  

423 (@ $0)  $0 

Residential Child‐Care Impact Fee  

(10,578 gsf – 9 Units or Less) (with EN Credit)
414A (@ $.26)  $2,750.28 

  TOTAL  $100,933.48 

Please note  that  these  fees  are  subject  to  change between Planning Commission  approval  and 

approval  of  the  associated  Building  Permit  Application,  as  based  upon  the  annual  updates 

managed by the Development Impact Fee Unit of the Department of Building Inspection. 

 

MISSION ACTION PLAN 2020 

The project site falls within  the area of the ongoing Mission Action Plan 2020 (MAP2020). MAP 2020  is 

collaboration,  initiated  by  the  community,  between  community  organizations  and  the  City  of  San 

Francisco, to create and preserve affordable housing and bring economic stability to the Mission. The goal 

is to remain and attract low to moderate income residents and community‐serving businesses, artists, and 

nonprofits  in order  to strengthen and preserve  the socioeconomic and cultural diversity of  the Mission 

neighborhood.  

 

Community organizations initiated the plan given the loss and displacement trends of low to moderate 

income residents, community‐serving businesses, artists, and nonprofits affecting the neighborhood due 

to  the  affordability  crisis. Some of  the  concerns  community  representatives  involved  in MAP2020 and 

other community organizing efforts, such as the proposed moratoriums earlier this year, have articulated 

relate to the role market‐rate projects could play in exacerbating the direct or indirect displacement and 

gentrification  of  this historically working‐class neighborhood. Community  advocates would  like more 

scrutiny and examination of what these potential effects are, and for market‐rate projects to contribute to 

the solutions, to neighborhood stabilization, and to minimize any potential displacement. 

 

These community concerns gave rise, to the Mission Interim Zoning Controls, while permanent solutions 

and controls are drafted. Interim zoning controls are intended to provide the Commission with additional 

information to consider in its deliberation related to a project’s contribution to the goals of neighborhood 

stabilization and whether they are addressing any potential negative effects such as direct displacement 

of residents or businesses.  

 

On  January  26,  2017,  the  Department  published  a  draft  of  the Mission  Action  Plan  2020,  which  is 

available  for  public  comment.  In  the meantime,  the  interim  controls  are  in  effect  to  help  inform  the 
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Commissioners in their decision‐making process. For more information on neighborhood trends and the 

MAP2020 process, please go to:  

 

http://sf‐planning.org/mission‐action‐plan‐2020 

 

MISSION 2016 INTERIM ZONING CONTROLS 

Planning Commission Resolution No. 19548 requires  that any residential or mixed use Project  that  is a 

“Medium Project” between 25,000 and 75,000 gross square feet of non‐residential use or between 25 and 

75  dwelling  units  shall  require  a  Large  Project Authorization  under  Planning Code  Section  329,  and 

provide additional information that shall be considered by the Planning Commission in its deliberation of 

the application. 

 

953 Treat Avenue is a residential project proposing six dwelling units with a total of 10,578 square feet of 

residential use. Because the project is proposing less than 25,000 square feet of non‐residential uses and 

less  than  25 dwelling units,  the project  is not  considered  a  “Medium Project” per  the  aforementioned 

thresholds; consequently, the Project is not subject to the Mission 2016 Interim Zoning Controls. 

 

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION 

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant Conditional Use Authorization to allow 

the demolition of a single‐family residence within the UMU Zoning District, pursuant to Planning Code 

Sections 303, 317 and 843.27. 

 

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION 

 The Project will result in a net gain of five dwelling‐units. 

 The Project will  create  six new  family‐sized dwelling‐units,  four with  two bedrooms  and  two 

with four bedrooms.  

 No tenants will be displaced as a result of this Project. 

 Given the scale of the Project, there will be no significant impact on the existing capacity of the 

local street system or MUNI.  

 The UMU Zoning District has no density  limits  for residential uses. This District  is  intended  to 

accommodate a greater density than what currently exists on this underutilized lot, and several 

of  the  surrounding  properties  reflect  this  ability  to  accommodate  the maximum  density.  The 

Project is therefore an appropriate in‐fill development, 

 Although  the structure  is more  than 50‐years old, a review of  the Historic Resource Evaluation 

resulted in a determination that the existing building is not an historic resource or landmark. 

 The proposed Project meets all applicable requirements of the Planning Code. 

  

RECOMMENDATION:  Approval with Conditions. 
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Attachments: 

Block Book Map  

Sanborn Map 

Zoning Map 

Height & Bulk Map 

Aerial Photographs 

Site Photographs  

Environmental Evaluation / Historic Resources Information 

Reduced Plans 

Color Renderings 

Context Photos 

Project Sponsor Submittal: Page & Turnbull Letter; 953 Treat Avenue Opposition Clarification  

Opposition: Katherine Petrin Letter; Luke Dechanu, Ernest Heinzer, Veronica Erickson Emails 

Public Correspondence Emails 
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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 

  Context Photos      3‐D  Renderings  (new  construction  or 

significant addition) 

  Site Photos        Check for legibility 

  Parcel Map      Health Dept. review of RF levels 

  Sanborn Map      RF Report 

  Aerial Photo      Community Meeting Notice 

      Environmental Determination 

       

 

 

Exhibits above marked with an “X” are included in this packet  EJ  _______________ 

  Plannerʹs Initials 

 

 

  
 



 

www.sfplanning.org 

Subject to: (Select only if applicable) 

  Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) 

  Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 

  Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 

 

  First Source Hiring (Admin. Code) 

  Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414) 

  Other (EN Impact Fee, Sec. 423) 

 
Planning Commission Motion No. XXXXX 

HEARING DATE:  FEBRUARY 16, 2017 

 

Case No.:  2015‐006510CUA 

Project Address:  953 TREAT AVENUE 

Zoning:  UMU (Urban Mixed Use) Zoning District 

  40‐X Height and Bulk District 

Block/Lot:  3639/027 and 028 

Project Sponsor:  Geoff Gibson, Winder Gibson Architects 

  1898 Mission Street 

  San Francisco, CA  94103 

Staff Contact:  Esmeralda Jardines – (415) 575‐9144 

  esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org 

 

ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATING  TO  THE  APPROVAL  OF  CONDITIONAL  USE 

AUTHORIZATION  PURSUANT  TO  PLANNING  CODE  SECTIONS  303,  317  AND  843.27  TO 

DEMOLISH  AN  EXISTING  SINGLE‐FAMILY  RESIDENCE  AND  CONSTRUCT  TWO,  FOUR‐

STORY, 40‐FOOT TALL, RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS WITH A TOTAL OF SIX DWELLING UNITS, 

ON ASSESSOR’S  BLOCK  3639,  LOTS  027 AND  028 WITHIN  THE UMU  (URBAN MIXED USE) 

ZONING DISTRICT AND A 40‐X HEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT, AND ADOPTING FINDINGS 

UNDER THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT.  

 

PREAMBLE 

On October 24, 2016, Geoff Gibson of Winder Gibson Architects (Project Architect) for Shadi AbouKhater 

(Project  Sponsor)  filed  an  application with  the  Planning  Department  (hereinafter  “Department”)  for 

Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 303, 317 and 843.27 to demolish an existing 

single‐family  residence  and  construct  two  four‐story,  40‐foot  tall,  residential  buildings  with  three 

dwelling units each at 953 Treat Avenue within an UMU (Urban Mixed Use) District and a 40‐X Height 

and Bulk District. 

 

On March 25, 2016, the Project was determined to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality 

Act  (“CEQA”)  as  a  Class  15301  and  15303  Categorical  Exemption  under  CEQA  as  described  in  the 

determination contained in the Planning Department files for this Project. 

 

On February 16, 2017, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”) conducted a 

duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2015‐

006510CUA. 
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The Planning Department,  Jonas P.  Ionin,  is  the  custodian of  records,  located  in  the File  for Case No. 

2015‐006510CUA at 1650 Mission Street, Fourth Floor, San Francisco, California. 

 

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. 2015‐

006510CUA, 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  subject  property  is  located  on  the  east  side  of  Treat 

Avenue between 22nd and 23rd Streets on Lots 027 and 028 in Assessor’s Block 3639. Lot 027 is a 

triangular  lot  measuring  19.5  feet  along  Treat  Avenue  and  24  feet  as  its  deepest  length, 

approximately measuring  139  square  feet. Lot  28  is  a  trapezoidal  lot measuring  75  feet  along 

Treat Avenue, the parallel property lines each measure 24 feet at its narrowest length and extends 

90 feet at its deepest length, approximately measuring 3,750 square feet. As part of the proposed 

project, the Project Sponsor is seeking a Lot Line Adjustment (See Case No. 2016‐003112LLA) that 

would  remove  the  property  line  separating  Lots  027  and  028  to  create  one  triangular  lot. 

Currently,  the  subject  parcel  contains  a  one‐story  single‐family  residence  measuring 

approximately  937  square  feet  in  size  and  approximately  17  feet‐7  inches  feet  in  height.  The 

existing  residence  has  been  vacant  since  2015.  The  project  site  is  located  in  the UMU  (Urban 

Mixed Use) Zoning District and a 40‐X Height and Bulk District. 

 

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

within  the Mission Area  Plan within  close  proximity  to  several  Residential  Zoning Districts, 

including: RH‐2 (Residential, House‐Two‐Family), RH‐3 (Residential, House‐Three‐Family), and 

RM‐1  (Residential‐Mixed, Low Density),  as well  as  near NC‐3  (Moderate‐Scale Neighborhood 

Commercial), and P (Public) Zoning Districts. The immediate context is mixed in character with a 

variety  of uses  including:  commercial,  residential  and public uses  in  the vicinity. Along Treat 

Avenue on either side of the subject property is a two‐story industrial building to the north and 

south; across Treat Avenue  to  the west  is a  row of  two‐  to‐three‐story  residences, as well as a 

school (approximately one block north), and the Southern Pacific Railroad to the east. On the east 

side of  the vacant railroad parcel are several  four‐story residential buildings. Diagonally across 

from  the project  site at  the corner of 23nd Street and Treat Avenue  is Parque Niños Unidos, a 

park under the jurisdiction of the San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department. 
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4. Project  Description.  The  project  proposes  demolition  of  an  existing  one‐story  single‐family 

residence, and construction of  two new  four‐story, 40‐foot  tall,  residential buildings with  three 

dwelling units each for a total of six dwelling units on the project site. The new buildings would 

contain one off‐street automobile parking space each for a total of two off‐street parking spaces, 

and six Class 1 bicycle parking spaces.  

 

5. Public Comment.   The Department has received  four comments  in opposition  to  the proposal; 

more  specifically,  opposition  to  the  historic  determination  of  the  existing  building  and  the 

demolition of  said building. The Department has also  received a  list of neighbors  support  the 

project. All public correspondence has been submitted in the Planning Commission packets. 

 

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. Residential Demolition – Section 317:  Pursuant to Planning Code Section 317, Conditional 

Use Authorization is required for applications proposing to remove a residential unit in the 

UMU Zoning District.  This Code Section establishes a checklist of criteria that delineate the 

relevant General Plan Policies and Objectives.   

 

As  the  project  requires  Conditional  Use  Authorization  per  the  requirements  of  Section  317,  the 

additional criteria specified under Section 317 have been incorporated as findings in this Motion.  

 

B. Permitted  Uses  in  UMU  Zoning  Districts.  Planning  Code  Sections  843.20  states  that 

residential uses are principally permitted uses within the UMU Zoning District. 

 

The Project would construct two new residential buildings with three dwelling units each, for a total of 

six dwelling units on the project site, within the UMU Zoning District; therefore, the proposed project 

complies with Planning Code Section 843.20.  

 

C. Lot Area and Width. Per Planning Code Section 121, the minimum lot width shall be 25 feet 

and the minimum lot area shall be 2,500 square feet. 

 

Lot 027 is a triangular lot measuring 19.5 feet along Treat Avenue and 24 feet as it’s deepest length, 

approximately measuring 139  square  feet. Lot 28  is a  trapezoidal  lot measuring 75  feet along Treat 

Avenue, the parallel property lines each measure 24 feet at its narrowest length and extends 90 feet at 

its  deepest  length,  approximately measuring  3,750  square  feet. As part  of  the  proposed  project,  the 

Project Sponsor is seeking a Lot Line Adjustment that would remove the property line separating Lots 

027 and 028  to create one  triangular  lot. Thus,  the proposed Lot Line Adjustment would bring  the 

Project Site into greater conformance with the Planning Code requirements as outlined in Section 121. 

 

D. Front  Setback  Requirement.  Planning  Code  Section  132  states  that  the  minimum  front 

setback shall be based on the average of adjacent properties or a Legislated Setback.   
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The adjacent building to the north does not have a front setback and the nearest building to the south is 

facing 23rd Street, both of which are warehouses; therefore, there is no front setback requirement for the 

proposed building. The Project proposes no front setback, thus complying with Planning Code Section 

132.   

 

E. Rear Yard Requirement. Planning Code Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard equal to 

25 percent of the total lot depth of the lot to be provided at every residential level. The Project 

is on an irregular shaped lot. In using the triangular lot method of measurement, where the 

side  lot  lines  converge  to  a  point,  a  line  five  feet  long within  the  lot  parallel  to  and  at  a 

maximum  distance  from  the  front  lot  line  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  rear  lot  line  for  the 

purposes of determining the depth of the rear yard. Per Planning Code Sections 130, 134 and 

843.04,  the required rear yard  is 18’‐7 5/16”; which  is 25% of 74’‐5 1/4ʺ,  for a  lot measuring 

93’‐6 7/16” along Treat Avenue, 78’‐1 5/16”  to the south property line, and 121’‐11” along the 

Old Southern Railroad Right‐of‐Way (or 3,889  square feet).  

 

Currently,  the  single‐family residence covers  the  south  edge of Lot 028. Because  the subject  lot  is a 

trapezoidal  lot,  the  rearmost  lot  line  utilized  to measure  the  require  rear  yard  is  the  property  line 

abutting  the Southern Pacific Railroad which measures 121’‐11”. The depth of  the  trapezoidal  lot  is 

78’‐1 5/16”. Thus, the required rear yard for Lot 028 is 25% of the lot depth or approximately 19’‐6 

3/10”. However, a portion of the existing single‐family residence is within the entirety of the require 

rear yard. Therefore, the existing rear yard is not a code‐complying rear yard.  

 

With  the  proposed  Lot  Line Adjustment,  the  new  proposed  lot  becomes  a  triangular  lot.  The  new 

proposed lot depth is 74’‐5 1/4ʺ; further, the new proposed rear yard is 18’‐7 5/16”, which satisfies the 

25% requirement. Therefore, new proposed rear yard is code‐complying. 

 

The subject block does not possess an established pattern of mid‐block open space, nor does the subject 

lot  provide  an  existing  rear  yard  since  the majority  of  the  project  site  is  currently  occupied  by  an 

industrial building. The Project maintains the street wall along the Southern Pacific Railroad frontage.  

 

The Project does not impede access to light and air for the adjacent properties.  Many of the abutting 

residential properties have narrow rear yards or no rear yards. Almost 3/4 of the lots on block 3639 do 

not provide  code‐complying  rear yards,  some of which have  full  lot  coverage. The Project  is  setback 

from the neighboring properties to the esat as it is separated by the Southern Pacific Railroad parcel, 

which functions as a de‐facto mid‐block open space for that block face.  

 

F. Useable Open Space. Planning Code Section 135  requires a minimum of 80  square  feet of 

open space per dwelling unit, if not publically accessible, or 54 square feet of open space per 

dwelling  unit,  if  publically  accessible.  Private  useable  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.  Common  useable  open  space  shall  be  at  least  15  feet  in  every 

horizontaldimension and shall be a minimum area of 300 square feet.  
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For the proposed six dwelling units, the Project is required to provide 480 square feet of useable open 

space. Overall,  the Project  exceeds  the open  space requirements  for  two dwelling units  through  two 

individual private roof decks, which measure 1,320 square  feet (North Building) and 845 square  feet 

(South Building). Further,  the  remaining  four  additional units  also provide  their  own private  open 

space via four private decks and rear yards, which cumulatively measure 760 square feet, for four of the 

six  dwelling  units. The  private  decks  are  of  varying  depths  and widths  but  all  of which meet  the 

dimensional requirements for private usable open space of Planning Code Section 135. Therefore, the 

Project complies with Planning Code Section 135. 

 

G. Permitted Obstructions. Planning Code Section 136 outlines  the  requirements  for  features, 

which may  be  permitted  over  street,  alleys,  setbacks,  yards  or  useable  open  space.  The 

minimum  horizontal  separation  between  bay  windows  shall  be  two  feet  at  the  line 

establishing the required open area, and shall be increased in proportion to the distance from 

such  line  by means  of  135‐degree  angles drawn  outward  from  the  ends  of  such  two‐foot 

dimension, reaching a minimum of eight feet along a line parallel to and at a distance of three 

feet from the line establishing the required open area.  

 

Currently,  the  Project  includes  two  bay  windows  along  the  Treat  Avenue  façade  for  the  South 

Building. These bay windows satisfy the maximum permitted bay window projection and dimensional 

requirements; however, these bay windows are only separated 9” from each other, where the Planning 

Code  requires  a  two‐foot  separation.  Therefore,  the  Project  is  seeking  a  variance  of  the  permitted 

obstruction requirements from the Zoning Administrator (See Case No. 2015‐006510VAR). 

 

H. Bird‐Safe Glazing. Planning Code Section 139 outlines the standards for bird‐safe buildings, 

including the requirements for location‐related and feature‐related hazards. 

 

The  subject  lot  is  not  located  in  close  proximity  to  an Urban  Bird Refuge. The  Project meets  the 

requirements of feature‐related standards; therefore, the Project complies with Planning Code Section 

139. 

 

I. Dwelling Unit Exposure. Planning Code Section 140  requires  that at  least one  room of all 

dwelling units  face onto a public  street,  code‐complying  rear yard or other open area  that 

meets  minimum  requirements  for  area  and  horizontal  dimensions.  To  meet  exposure 

requirements, a public alley and side yard must be at least 25 feet in width, or an open area 

(either an inner court or a space between separate buildings on the same lot) must be no less 

than 25 feet in every horizontal dimension for the floor at which the dwelling unit is located, 

a public street is by definition at least 30 feet in width. 

 

All  six  dwelling  units  have  direct  exposure  onto  either  the  street,  Treat Avenue,  some  also  have 

exposure  to  the code‐complying required rear yard. Three dwelling units  (South Building)  face both 

Treat Avenue the code‐complying rear yard of 18’‐ 7 5/16” inches, and the remaining three dwelling 

units (North Building) face Treat Avenue. Therefore, the Project provides code‐complying exposure for 

all dwelling units. 
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J. Street Frontage. Planning Code Section 145.1 requires off‐street parking at street grade on a 

development  lot  to be set back at  least 25  feet on  the ground  floor;  that no more  than one‐

third of the width or 20 feet, whichever is less, of any given street frontage of a new structure 

parallel to and facing a street shall be devoted to parking and loading ingress or egress; that 

space  for active uses be provided within  the  first 25  feet of building depth on  the ground 

floor. 

 

The Project meets most of  the  requirements of Planning Code Section 145.1; however, at grade,  the 

bicycle parking  is proposed along  the Treat Avenue  frontage; more  specifically,  along  the  frontmost 

property line. Bicycle parking is not considered an active use if within the first 25 feet from the street. 

Therefore,  the Project does not meet  the  requirements  for  active uses  as  required  in Planning Code 

Section  145.1  and  is  seeking  a  variance  of  the  street  frontage    requirements  from  the  Zoning 

Administrator (See Case No. 2015‐006510VAR). 

 

K. Off‐Street Parking.    In  the UMU Zoning District, Planning Code Section 151.1 principally 

permits up to .75 cars for each dwelling unit. Further, dwelling units with at least 2 bedrooms 

and  at  least  1,000  square  feet  of  occupied  floor  area  are permitted up  to  one  car  for  each 

dwelling unit. 

 

For the six dwelling units: six of which are two‐bedrooms over 1,000 square feet, the Project 

is principally permitted six off‐street parking spaces. 

 

Currently,  the  Project  provides  two  off‐street  parking  spaces  with  a  garage  entrance  within  each 

building. However,  in  an  effort  to  reduce  the  potential  conflict  and  collisions with  cyclists  and  to 

maximize the on‐street parking curb space, the two buildings will be sharing one curb cut. Therefore, 

the Project complies with Planning Code Section 151.1. 

 

L. Bicycle Parking. Planning Section 155.2 of  the Planning Code  requires at  least one Class 1 

bicycle parking spaces for each dwelling unit and one Class 2 bicycle parking space for every 

20 dwelling units.  

 

The Project includes six dwelling units; therefore, the Project is required to provide 6 Class 1 

bicycle parking spaces and no Class 2 bicycle parking spaces for the residential use. 

 

The  Project  will  provide  six  Class  1  bicycle  parking  spaces.  Therefore,  the  Project  complies  with 

Planning Code Section 155.2. 

 

M. Dwelling Unit Mix. Planning Code Section 207.6 requires 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 six dwelling units, the Project  is required to provide at  least two, two‐bedroom units or two 

three‐bedroom  units.  The  Project  provides  four  two‐bedroom  units  and  two  four‐bedroom  units. 

Therefore, the Project meets the requirements for dwelling unit mix. 
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N. Height. Planning Code Section 260  requires  that all  structures be no  taller  than  the height 

prescribed in the subject height and bulk district.   The proposed Project is located in a 40‐X 

Height and Bulk District, with a 40‐foot height limit.   

 

The project proposes the demolition of the existing single‐story, single‐family residence measuring 17’‐

7” and construction of two new residential buildings measuring 40 feet in height in the 40‐X Height 

and Bulk District.  Therefore, the Project meets the requirements for height. 

 

O. 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. 

 

Though diagonally across the street from Parque Niños Unidos, the proposed project is not in exceess 

of  40  feet  and  therefore,  does not  require  a  shadow  application. Further,  based upon  a  preliminary 

shadow analysis, the Project does not cast any net new shadow upon property under the jurisdiction of 

the Recreation and Parks Commission even at 40 feet. 

 

P. Child Care Requirements for Residential Projects. Planning Code Section 414A is applicable 

to new development that results in at least one net new residential unit. 

 

The  Project  includes  10,578  gross  square  feet  of  new  residential  use  associated  with  the  new 

construction of six dwelling units. This square  footage shall be subject to the Residential Child‐Care 

Impact Fee, as outlined in Planning Code Section 414A.  

 

Q. Eastern Neighborhood Infrastructure Impact Fee. Planning Code Section 423 is applicable to 

any development project within the UMU Zoning District that results in new construction of 

residential use and the addition of gross square feet of non‐residential space. 

 

The Project  includes  the demolition of an approximately 937 square‐foot single‐family residence and 

the new construction of 10,578 square  feet amongst two residential buildings and 465 square  feet of 

garage space. Excluding the square footage dedicated to the garage and subtracting the 937 square feet 

of residential  to residential replacement square  footage per  table 423.3B,  the remaining 9,176 square 

feet of residential use are subject  to Eastern NeighborhoodInfrastructure  Impact Fees, as outlined  in 

Planning Code Section 423.  

 

7. 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: 
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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 use and size of  the proposed project  is compatible with  the  immediate neighborhood.   While  the 

Project proposes demolition of an existing single‐family residence, the proposed Project  increases the 

permitted residential density. The proposed units are all family‐sized with two‐ to four‐bedrooms. The 

replacement buildings are also designed  to be  in keeping with  the  existing development pattern and 

respond to the mixed neighborhood character. Therefore, the project is considered to be necessary and 

desirable given the quality and design of the new residences and the amount of new residential units. 

 

B. 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 four‐story massing at the Treat Avenue street frontage is appropriate given the two‐to‐three‐

story  context  of  the  neighborhood.  The  proposed  building will  be  two  stories  higher  than  the 

adjacent warehouse  to  the  north  but  it  remains  compatible with  the  neighborhood’s  numerous 

four‐story structures to the east. The project would demolish a noncomplying structure, a portion 

of  the  single‐family  residence  is  within  the  required  required  rear  yard  on  Lot  028.  The 

replacement buildings would provide a code‐complying 18’‐7 5/16” deep rear yard;  thus, would 

contribute landscaped area to the mid‐block open space. 

 

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 Planning Code does not require off‐street parking in an UMU Zoning District, limits are set 

forth  in 151.1. The proposed two off‐street parking spaces are within said  limits  for the six new 

dwelling units. The project is also proposing the required six new Class 1 bicycle parking sapces to 

accommodate  alternative  means  of  transit.  There  are  two  existing  curb  cuts.  As  part  of  the 

proposed project, both curb cuts would be restored and one new curb cut would be introduced; the 

proposed curb cut would be shared by the two buildings.  

 

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

dust and odor;  

 

As the proposed Project is residential in nature, unlike commercial or industrial uses, the proposed 

residential use is not considered to have the potential to produce noxious or offensive emissions. 

 

iv. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces, 

parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs;  
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The  proposed  Project  treatments,  materials  and  streetscape  improvemeents  have  been 

appropriately  selected  to  be  harmonious  and  complimentary  to  the  existing  surrounding 

neighborhood. The Project provides new street trees along Treat Avenue and will undertake public 

realm  improvements  including:  curb  restoration,  curb  cut  reconfiguration  and  street  frontage 

landscaping. The Project will consolidate its curb cuts such that both buildings share one curb cut 

along Treat Avenue. Code‐complying usable open space  is provided  for all six units within both 

buildings  via:  rear  yards,  balconies,  and  roof  decks.  The  Commission  finds  that  these 

improvements would improve the public realm in this neighborhood. 

 

C. 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 most of the relevant requirements and standards of the Planning Code and 

is  seeking  a  variance  from  the  Zoning Administrator  to  address  the  Planning  Code  requirements 

permitted  obstructions  over  the  street  and  street  frontages.  Further,  the  Project  is  consistent with 

objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below. 

 

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

of the applicable UMU District. 

 

The proposed project is consistent with the stated purpose of the UMU District. The Urban Mixed Use 

(UMU) District is intended to promote a vibrant mix of uses while maintaining the characteristics of 

this  formerly  industrially‐zoned  area.  It  is  also  intended  to  serve  as  a  buffer  between  residential 

districts  and PDR  districts  in  the Eastern Neighborhoods. Within  the UMU,  allowed uses  include 

production, distribution,  and  repair uses  such  as  light manufacturing, home  and  business  services, 

arts  activities,  warehouse,  and  wholesaling.  Additional  permitted  uses  include  retail,  educational 

facilities, and nighttime entertainment. Housing is also permitted, but is subject to higher affordability 

requirements. Family‐sized dwelling units are encouraged. Within the UMU, office uses are restricted 

to the upper floors of multiple story buildings. In considering any new land use not contemplated in 

this District, the Zoning Administrator shall take into account the intent of this District as expressed 

in this Section and  in the General Plan. Accessory Dwelling Units are permitted within the district 

pursuant to subsection 207(c)(4) of the Planning Code. 

 

8. Additional Findings pursuant to Section 317 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to 

consider when reviewing applications to demolish or convert Residential Buildings.  On balance, 

the Project does comply with said criteria in that: 

 

i. Whether the property is free of a history of serious, continuing code violations;  

 

A  review  of  the Department  of  Building  Inspection  and  the  Planning Department  databases 

showed no active enforcement cases or notices of violation for the subject property. 

 

ii. Whether the housing has been maintained in a decent, safe, and sanitary condition;  
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The existing structure appears to have been maintained in a decent, safe and sanitary condition. 

 

iii. Whether the property is an “historic resource” under CEQA;  

 

Although  the  existing  structure  is  more  than  50  years  old,  a  review  of  the  supplemental 

information resulted in a determination that the existing structure at 953 Treat Avenue is not a 

historical resource (See Case No. 2015‐006510ENV) 

 

iv. Whether  the  removal  of  the  resource  will  have  a  substantial  adverse  impact  under 

CEQA;  

 

Not applicable.  The existing building at 953 Treat Avenue is not a historical resource. 

 

v. Whether the Project converts rental housing to other forms of tenure or occupancy;  

 

The  existing  single‐family  residence  is  currently  a vacant  abandoned  rental unit. The proposed 

dwelling units may be rental or sold as ownership units, which will be determined at a later date.  

 

vi. Whether the Project removes rental units subject to the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance;  

 

The existing single  family dwelling  is currently vacant. The Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance includes provisions for eviction controls, price controls, and other controls, and it is the 

purview of the Rent Board to determine which specific controls apply to a building or property. 

After contacting the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, they confirmed that there were no 

related eviction notices that were filed at the Rent Board after December 10, 2013. Further, there 

are no other Rent Board records evidencing an eviction after December 10, 2013. The Department 

can confirm that there are no tenants currently living in the dwelling. No database records were 

identified relating to an unauthorized unit at 953 Treat Avenue.  

 

vii. Whether  the  Project  conserves  existing  housing  to  preserve  cultural  and  economic 

neighborhood diversity;  

 

Although  the  Project  proposes  the  demolition  of  an  existing  single‐family  residence,  the  new 

construction Project propses two new buildings with three dwelling units each that will result in 

an additional five dwelling units, for a total of six new dwelling units on the project site.  

 

viii. Whether the Project conserves neighborhood character to preserve neighborhood cultural 

and economic diversity;  

 

The  replacement  buildings  conserve neighborhood  character with  appropriate  scale, design,  and 

materials, and improve cultural and economic diversity by appropriately increasing the number of 

units with multiple bedrooms (some up to four), which provide family‐sized housing.  The project 

would conserve the existing residential use by providing five additional dwelling units, for a total 

of six dwelling units, to the City’s housing stock. 
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ix. Whether the Project protects the relative affordability of existing housing;  

 

The  Project  removes  an  older  single‐family  residence,  which  is  generally  considered  more 

affordable than a more recently constructed unit. However, the project also adds five new dwelling 

units to the City’s housing stock, further increasing the supply of housing.  

 

x. Whether  the Project  increases  the number of permanently affordable units as governed 

by Section 415;  

 

The Project  is not  subject  to  the provisions of Planning Code Section 415, as  the project opnly 

proposes six dwelling units.  

 

xi. Whether  the  Project  locates  in‐fill  housing  on  appropriate  sites  in  established 

neighborhoods;  

 

The Project  has  been  designed  to  be  in  keeping with  the  scale  and  development  pattern  of  the 

mixed neighborhood  character. Although  the  proposed  buildings  are  two  stories  taller  than  the 

directly adjacent warehouse, the proposed residential buildings are characteristic of other existing 

residential buildings located along Harrison Street, parallel to Treat Avenue and within the same 

block face, that also abut the Southern Pacific Railroad. 

 

xii. Whether the project increases the number of family‐sized units on‐site; 

 

The Project proposes six new opportunities for family‐sized housing. Two four‐bedroom dwelling 

units are proposed, one  in each building, and  two,  two‐bedroom units are proposed within each 

building for a total of six units with two‐bedrooms or more. 

 

xiii. Whether the Project creates new supportive housing;  

 

The Project does not create supportive housing. 

 

xiv. Whether  the  Project  is  of  superb  architectural  and  urban  design, meeting  all  relevant 

design guidelines, to enhance existing neighborhood character;  

 

The overall scale, design, and materials of the proposed buildings are consistent with the block‐face 

and compliment the neighborhood character with a contemporary design. 

 

xv. Whether the Project increases the number of on‐site dwelling units;  

 

The Project will increase the number of on‐site units from one dwelling unit to six dwelling units.  

 

xvi. Whether the Project increases the number of on‐site bedrooms.  
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The  existing  building  contains  a  total  of  two  bedrooms. The Project will  contain  a  total  of  16 

bedrooms across six dwelling units.  

 

xvii. Whether or not the replacement project would maximize density on the subject lot; and,  

 

Per Planning Code Section 843.24, there is no maximum residential density in the UMU District 

as  the aforementioned  is determined by height and bulk  requirements. The Project proposes  the 

demolition  of  the  existing  single‐family  residence  and  new  construction  of  a  two,  three‐unit 

buildings for a total of six units, increasing the existing site density from one to six. 

 

xviii. If  replacing a building not  subject  to  the Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance, whether  the new project  replaces  all  the  existing units with new Dwelling 

Units of a similar size and with the same number of bedrooms.  

 

The existing single  family dwelling  is currently vacant. The Rent Stabilization and Arbitration 

Ordinance includes provisions for eviction controls, price controls, and other controls, and it is the 

purview of the Rent Board to determine which specific controls apply to a building or property. 

After contacting the Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Board, they confirmed that there were no 

related eviction notices that were filed at the Rent Board after December 10, 2013. Further, there 

are no other Rent Board records evidencing an eviction after December 10, 2013. The Department 

can confirm that there are no tenants currently living in the dwelling. No database records were 

identified relating to an unauthorized unit at 953 Treat Avenue.  

 

Regarding unit size and count, the existing dwelling unit has 937 square feet of habitable area and 

two bedrooms. The proposed building contains six units; two with  four bedrooms and  four with 

two bedrooms with a cumulative residential square  footage of 10,578 square  feet. The new units 

provide more than the existing square footage and bedroom count. 

 

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

and Policies of the General Plan: 

 

HOUSING ELEMENT 

 

Objectives and Policies  

 
OBJECTIVE 1 

IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET 

THE CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. 

 

Policy 1.1 

Plan  for  the  full  range  of  housing  needs  in  the City  and County  of  San  Francisco,  especially 

affordable housing. 
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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  Project  is  a  medium‐density  residential  development  on  an  underutilized  site  in  a  transitioning 

industrial and residential area. The Project site is an ideal infill site that currently contains a vacant single‐

family home. The project site was rezoned to UMU as part of the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan, which 

recognized  the  importance  of  mixed  residential  and  industrial  areas.  The  surrounding  neighborhood 

features  a  wide  variety  of  zoning,  which  is  consistent  with  the  Project’s  residential  and  industrial 

character.  

 

OBJECTIVE 2:  

RETAIN  EXISTING HOUSING UNITS, AND PROMOTE  SAFETY AND MAINTENANCE 

STANDARDS, WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. 

 

Policy 2.1:  

Discourage  the  demolition  of  sound  existing  housing,  unless  the  demolition  results  in  a  net 

increase in affordable housing. 

 

The  Project  proposes  demolition  of  an  existing  residential  structure  containing  a  two‐bedroom  single‐

family residence. However, the new construction proposal will result in six family‐sized units, and thereby 

contribute to the general housing stock of the city.  

 

OBJECTIVE 3: 

PROTECT  THE  AFFORDABILITY  OF  THE  EXISTING  HOUSING  STOCK,  ESPECIALLY 

RENTAL UNITS.  

 

Policy 3.1: 

Preserve  rental  units,  especially  rent  controlled  units,  to meet  the  City’s  affordable  housing 

needs.  

 

Policy 3.3: 

Maintain balance  in  affordability of  existing housing  stock by  supporting affordable moderate 

ownership opportunities.  

 

Policy 3.4:  

Preserve “naturally affordable” housing types, such as smaller and older ownership units.  

 

While the project will demolish an existing vacant dwelling, the new construction project will result in an 

increase in the density of the property and contributes five net new dwelling units, for a total of six, and a 

net addition of 14 bedrooms, for a total of 16, to the existing housing stock. 

 

OBJECTIVE 4 

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS 

LIFECYCLES 
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Policy 4.1 

Develop  new  housing,  and  encourage  the  remodeling  of  existing  housing,  for  families with 

children. 

 

Policy 4.5 

Ensure  that new permanently affordable housing  is  located  in all of  the City’s neighborhoods, 

and encourage  integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit  types provided at a range of 

income levels. 

 

The Project will provide family‐sized dwelling units ranging in size from 1,015 square feet to 2,653 square 

feet;  thus,  further diversifying  the housing  stock. This  encourages diversity  among  residents within  the 

neighborhood and  the  larger City.  In addition,  the Project provides meets  the  requirements  for dwelling 

unit mix. 

 

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.  

 

Policy 11.5: 

Ensure  densities  in  established  residential  areas  promote  compatibility  with  prevailing 

neighborhood character.  

 

The proposed new construction is appropriate in terms of material, scale, proportions and massing for the 

surrounding neighborhood. Furthermore,  the proposal results  in an  increase  in density on  the site while 

maintaining general compliance with the requirements of the Planning Code.   

 

URBAN DESIGN  

OBJECTIVE 1: 

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

NEIGHBORHOODS AN IMAGE, A SENSE OF PURPOSE, AND A MEANS OF 

ORIENTATION. 
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Policy 1.2: 

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

topography. 

 

The project proposes demolition of an existing residential building with noncomplying features. Similar to 

other existing structures on  the block‐face, both proposed buildings contain a garage at  the ground  floor 

that is to be constructed to the front lot line. The existing street pattern is a mix of predominately two‐ and 

three‐story buildings. Four‐story buildings can be  found within  the subject block but are predominantly 

fronting Harrison Street, parallel to Treat Avenue, on the east side of the Southern Pacific Railroad. The 

Project  proposes new  construction  that will  reinforce  the  existing pattern  at  the  3639  block  face  as  the 

building scale is appropriate for the subject block’s street frontage; the topography is flat on‐site.  

 

Policy 1.3: 

Recognize that buildings, when seen together, produce a total effect that characterizes the city 

and its districts. 

 

The proposed façade and massing are compatible with the existing neighborhood character and development 

pattern,  particularly  because  the  proposed  buildings  are  of  a  similar massing, width  and  height  to  the 

existing structures in the neighborhood. The proposed varied materials (i.e hardiboard siding, wood, stucco, 

equitone  siding,  and  vertical  boardform  concrete)  are  compatible  with  the  adjacent  neighbors  and 

neighborhood.  

 

MISSION AREA PLAN  

Objectives and Policies 

 

Land Use 

 

OBJECTIVE 1.1 

IN AREAS OF THE MISSION WHERE HOUSING AND MIXED-USE IS 
ENCOURAGED, MAXIMIZE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL IN KEEPING WITH 
NEIGHBORHOOD CHARACTER. 
 

Policy 1.2.1 

Ensure that in‐fill housing development is compatible with its surroundings. 

 

Policy 1.2.3 

In  general,  where  residential  development  is  permitted,  control  residential  density  through 

building height and bulk guidelines and bedroom mix requirements. 

 

Policy 1.2.4 

Identify portions of the Mission where it would be appropriate to increase maximum heights for 

residential development. 

 

The proposed new construction Project proposes a permitted height, residential density and dwelling unit 

mix.  
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Housing 

 

OBJECTIVE 2.3 

ENSURE THAT NEW RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS SATISFY AN ARRAY OF 
HOUSING NEEDS WITH RESPECT TO TENURE, UNIT MIX AND COMMUNITY 
SERVICES 
 

Policy 2.3.3 

Require  that a  significant number of units  in new developments have  two or more bedrooms, 

except  Senior Housing  and  SRO developments unless  all Below Market Rate units  are  two or 

more bedrooms. 

 

Policy 2.3.5 

Explore  a  range  of  revenue‐generating  tools  including  impact  fees,  public  funds  and  grants, 

assessment districts, and other private  funding sources,  to  fund community and neighborhood 

improvements. 

 

Policy 2.3.6 

Establish an impact fee to be allocated towards an Eastern Neighborhoods Public Benefit Fund to 

mitigate  the  impacts  of  new  development  on  transit,  pedestrian,  bicycle,  and  street 

improvements, park and  recreational  facilities, and community  facilities such as  libraries, child 

care and other neighborhood services in the area. 

 

Of the proposed six dwelling units, four units are two‐bedroom units and two are four bedroom units; thus, 

100%  of  dwelling  unit mix  is  provided with  at  least  two  bedrooms, where  only  40%  is  required. The 

Project is subject to the Eastern Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee as well as the Residential Child 

Care Fee both of which will provide funds for community and neighborhood improvements. 

 

Built Form 

 

OBJECTIVE 3.1 

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM THAT REINFORCES THE MISSION’S 
DISTINCTIVE PLACE IN THE CITY’S LARGER FORM AND STRENGTHENS ITS 
PHYSICAL FABRIC AND CHARACTER 
 
Policy 3.1.8 

New development should respect existing patterns of  rear yard open space. Where an existing 

pattern of  rear yard open  space does not  exist, new development on mixed‐use‐zoned parcels 

should have greater flexibility as to where open space can be located. 

 

OBJECTIVE 3.2 

PROMOTE AN URBAN FORM AND ARCHITECTURAL CHARACTER THAT 
SUPPORTS WALKING AND SUSTAINS A DIVERSE, ACTIVE AND SAFE PUBLIC 
REALM 
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Policy 3.2.1 

Require high quality design of street‐facing building exteriors. 

 

Policy 3.2.3 

Minimize the visual impact of parking. 

 

Policy 3.2.4 

Strengthen the relationship between a building and its fronting sidewalk. 

 

Policy 3.2.6 

Sidewalks  abutting  new  developments  should  be  constructed  in  accordance  with  locally 

appropriate guidelines based on established best practices in streetscape design. 

 

In  an  effort  to  strengthen  the  relationship  between  the  building  and  its  fronting  sidewalk,  the  Project 

incorporates  walkups  which  provide  a  transition  between  the  private  and  public  realm.  The  proposed 

landscaping, curb cut consolidation and streetscape improvements further enhance the public realm. 
 

10. 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:  

 

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.  

 

Existing neighborhood‐serving retail uses would not be displaced or otherwise adversely affected by the 

proposal, as  the existing buildings do not contain commercial uses/spaces.   The proposed residential 

buildings would increase would house more individuals to patronize the existing neighborhood‐serving 

retail uses. 

 

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

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods. 

 

The project is compatible with the existing housing and and mixed‐use neighborhood character of the 

immediate  neighborhood.  The  project  proposes  a  height  and  scale  compatible  with  the  adjacent 

neighbors, and the project proposes adding five additional units, for a total of six, which is compatible 

with the existing density in other buildings Treat Avenue and the surrounding block faces. 

 

C. That the Cityʹs supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,  

 

The  existing  single  family  dwelling  is  currently  vacant,  and  is  not  designated  as  an  inclusionary 

affordable housing unit. 

 

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

neighborhood parking.  
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The Project  is not anticipated to  impede transit service or overburden our streets with neighborhood 

parking.  The  project  includes  required  amount  of  bicycle  parking  and  off‐street  parking  below  the 

principally‐permitted amount, thus supporting the City’s transit first policies. 

 

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 does not include commercial office development and would not affect industrial or service 

sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of industrial or service sector businesses 

would not be affected by the Project. 

 

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

life in an earthquake. 

 

The replacement structures would be built in compliance with San Francisco’s current Building Code 

Standards and would meet all earthquake safety requirements. 

 

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.  

 

Landmark or historic buildings do not occupy the Project site. The existing building is not a historic 

resource. 

 

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

development.  

 

Though  diagonally  across  the  street  from Parque Niños Unidos,  the  project will  have  no  negative 

impact on existing parks and open spaces. The project does not exceed the 40‐foot height limit, and is 

thus not subject to the requirements of Planning Code Section 295 – Height Restrictions on Structures 

Shadowing Property Under the Jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park Commission.  The height of the 

proposed structures is compatible with the established neighborhood development. 

 

11. 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.  

 

12. 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. 2015‐006510CUA  subject  to  the  following  conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” 

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 94012. 

 

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 XXXXX on February 16, 

2017. 

 

Jonas P. Ionin 

Commission Secretary 

 

AYES:     

 

NAYS:     

 

ABSENT:   

 

RECUSED:   

 

ADOPTED:  February 16, 2017   
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EXHIBIT A 
AUTHORIZATION 

This  authorization  is  for  conditional  use  to  allow  the  demolition  of  a  single‐family  residence  and 

construction of two four‐story, 40‐foot tall, residential buildings (measuring approximately 5,562 (North 

Building)  and  5,016  (South  Building)  square  feet), with  three  dwelling  units  each  (for  a  total  of  six 

dwelling units),  2,925  square  feet  of private usable  open  space between both  buildings,  two  off‐street 

parking spaces and six bicycle parking spaces on Assessor’s Block 3639, Lots 027 & 028,  located at 953 

Treat Aveune, pursuant  to Planning Code Sections 303, 317 and 843.27 within  the UMU  (Urban Mixed 

Use) Zoning District  and  a  40‐X Height  and  Bulk District;  in  general  conformance with  plans,  dated 

February 3, 2017, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”  included  in  the docket for Case No. 2015‐006510CUA and 

subject to conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on February 16, 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 February 16, 2017 under Motion No. XXXXXX. 

 

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS 

The conditions of approval under the ʹExhibit Aʹ 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 
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6. Additional Project Authorization.  The Project Sponsor must obtain a variance from the Zoning 

Administrator to address the Planning Code requirements for permitted obstructions and street 

frontage  (Planning  Code  Sections  136  and  145)  and  satisfy  all  the  conditions  thereof.  The 

conditions  set  forth below are additional  conditions  required  in connection with  the Project.  If 

these conditions overlap with any other requirement imposed on the Project, the more restrictive 

or protective condition or requirement, as determined by the Zoning Administrator, shall apply. 

For  information  about  compliance,  contact Code  Enforcement,  Planning Department  at  415‐575‐6863, 

www.sf‐planning.org 

 

DESIGN – COMPLIANCE AT PLAN STAGE 

7. Final Materials.   The Project Sponsor shall continue  to work with Planning Department on  the 

building  design.    Final materials,  glazing,  color,  texture,  landscaping,  and  detailing  shall  be 

subject  to Department staff review and approval.   The architectural addenda shall be reviewed 

and approved by the Planning Department prior to issuance.   

For  information  about  compliance,  contact  the  Case  Planner,  Planning Department  at  415‐558‐6378, 

www.sf‐planning.org  

 

8. 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  415‐558‐6378, 

www.sf‐planning.org 

 

9. 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  415‐558‐6378, 

www.sf‐planning.org  

 

10. 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; 
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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  

 

11. Bicycle Parking. The Project  shall provide no  fewer  than six Class 1 bicycle parking  spaces as 

required by Planning Code Sections 155.1.   

For  information  about  compliance,  contact Code  Enforcement,  Planning Department  at  415‐575‐6863, 

www.sf‐planning.org  

 

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

than two (2) off‐street parking spaces.  

For  information  about  compliance,  contact Code  Enforcement,  Planning Department  at  415‐575‐6863, 

www.sf‐planning.org  

 

13. 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  415‐558‐6378, 

www.sf‐planning.org 

 

14. Eastern  Neighborhoods  Infrastructure  Impact  Fee.    The  Project  is  subject  to  the  Eastern 

Neighborhoods Infrastructure Impact Fee, as applicable, pursuant to Planning Code Section 423.  

For  information  about  compliance,  contact  the  Case  Planner,  Planning Department  at  415‐558‐6378, 

www.sf‐planning.org 

 

MONITORING - AFTER ENTITLEMENT 

15. 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  
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16. Monitoring.  The Project requires monitoring of the conditions of approval in this Motion.  The 

Project Sponsor or the subsequent responsible parties for the Project shall pay fees as established 

under Planning Code Section 351(e) (1) and work with the Planning Department for information 

about compliance. 

For  information  about  compliance,  contact Code  Enforcement,  Planning Department  at  415‐575‐6863, 

www.sf‐planning.org  

 

17. 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 

 

OPERATION 

18. 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    

 

19. 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.   

For  information  about  compliance,  contact Code  Enforcement,  Planning Department  at  415‐575‐6863, 

www.sf‐planning.org 
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING C3EPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT bESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

953 Treat Avenue 3639/028
Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated

2015-006510ENV 20151104-1757/-1763/-1768 11/10/2015

Addition/

Alteration

Demolition

(requires HRER if over 45 years old)

ew

Construction

Project Modification

(GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Proposed demolition of (E) SFH to construct two (N) buildings containing two residential units
each and two parking spaces. Totaling four residential united with four parking spaces.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Note: If neither Class 1 or 3 applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.

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

❑
Class

✓

3 —New Construction/ Conversion of Small Structures. Up to three (3) new single-family

residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions;

change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally pernlitted or with a CU.

Class_

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?
Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel

generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents

documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

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

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

manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the ro'ect a licant must submit an Environmental A lication with a Phase I

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT:':~~''.'.~



Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of

enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the

Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects

would be less than significant (refer to EP ArcMap > Maher layer).

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

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

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

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

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

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

Noise: Does the project include new noise-sensitive receptors (schools, day care facilities, hospitals,

residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) fronting roadways located in the noise mitigation

area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Noise Mitigation Area)

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

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

Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new

❑ construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building

footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is checked, a

geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more, new

❑ construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building

footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMay > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a

geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve excavation of 50 cubic yards of soil or more,

❑ new construction, or square footage expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing

building footprint? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

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

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

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project does not trigger any of the

CEQA impacts listed above.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): J2all P011llg m,~,,,n,..o,,~ --w

Sponsor enrolled in DPH Maher program. No archeological effects.

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

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (re er to Parcel In ormation Map)

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

✓ Catego B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 ears of a e). GO TO STEP 4.

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

SAN FR4NCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT '.:



STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

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

storefront window alterations.

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

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

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

❑ 6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-

way.

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

Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

❑

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

direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original

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

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

❑✓ Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS -ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW uV~w~ ~~..x~M~ ~ p~
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

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

existing historic character.

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

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

features.

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

photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

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

and meet the Secretan~ of the Interior's Stnndnrds for Rehabilitation.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



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

(specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

a. Per HRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. ot~,er (specify): Per PTR form dated 3/25/2016

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

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

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

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

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

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Justin Greving`~ m ,o,,,, o ~.~w

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION DETERMINATION
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

❑ Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either (check all that

apply):

Step 2 — CEQA Impacts

Step 5 —Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

Planner Name: ,JUStICI A GC@Vlllg
Signature:

Digitally signed by Justin Greying

Justin G rev i n g 
DN do=org, dc=sfgov, tic=ciryplanning,
ou=CilyPlanning, ou=Curtent Planning, cn=JustinProject Approval Action' Grsving, email=JusFn.Greving@sfgov.org

Building Permit
°B'B:z°,s.°'.ze,°:,9:~.°'•°°~

It I~iscretionary Keview before the l Tanning Commission is requested,

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the

project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter 31 of the

Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of [he San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed within 30

days of the project receiving the first approval action.

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT .



STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

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

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

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

changes to the approved project would constitute a "substantial modification" and, therefore, be subject to

additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATIONIPROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

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

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

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

❑ Result in the change of use that would require public notice under Planning Code
Sections 311 or 312;

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

Is any information being presented that was not known and could not have been known
at the time of the original determination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify for the exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required~ATEX FORK

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.
If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Departrnent website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 3/24/2016

PROJECT INFORMATION:

Planner. Address:

Justin Crevinq 953 Treat Avenue

Qlock/Lot: Cross Streets:

3639/028 22nd and Z3rd streets

CEQA Category: Art. 10/17: BPA/Case No.:

B n/a 2015-00651 ENV

PCIRP~SE OFREVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

CEQA (1 Article 10/11 (~` Preliminary/PIC ('` Alteration (: Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLAN S U NI]ER REV I E W : 10/28/2015

PRpJ~CT ISSUES:

~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Page &Turnbull (dated April 27,
2015)

Proposed Project: Demolition of (e) single family house. Construction of two new two-
unit residential condominium buildings with roof terrace and off-street parking.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Historic Resource Present (".Yes (No {~N/A

Individual Historic District/Context

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

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

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

Criterion 3 -Architecture: ~` Yes C: No Criterion 3 -Architecture: (` Yes (: No

Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: C` Yes G No Criterion 4 -Info. Potential: (` Yes (: No

Period of Significance: n~a Period of Significance: n/a

(̀  Contributor (' Non-Contributor

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

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377



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

CEQA Material Impairment: (~` Yes C`~No

Needs More Information: (`Yes (: No

Requires Design Revisions: (" Yes C No

Defer to Residential Design Team: (: Yes ~ No

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

Preservation Coordinator is required.

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Page &Turnbull (dated April
27, 2015) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject property at
953 Treat Avenue contains asingle-family one-story over basement flat-front Italianate
residence constructed in 1887 (source: water tap record). Permitted exterior alterations to
the property include: reroofing (1978), and bringing the rear porch up to code (1988).
Visual inspection and Sanborn maps indicate the original property has seen substantial
additions including doubling the volume of the building sometime between 1887 and
1900, and construction of a number of different rear and side additions to the property,
some of which are still extant.

The subject property was previously surveyed as part of the South Mission Historic
Resource Survey in 2010 and was given a status code of 7R, meaning, "not determined:
requires intensive research."

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). The property
sits on an irregularly shaped parcel next to what was once the San Francisco &San Jose
Railroad, however there is no indication of a link between the railroad and the early
occupants or owners of the property. With a construction date of 1887 the subject
property is not representative of the earliest development of the Mission District. None of
the owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The
building is not architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in
the California Register under Criterion 3. Although 953 Treat Avenue has features that call
it out as a simple Italianate structure, with an irregular bay pattern and unusual side
entrance, the building is not representative of the architectural style as it appears in the
Mission district and many other flat-front Italianate buildings better reflect this mid-19th
century style.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of any identified historic
district. The subject property is located in the Mission district neighborhood in an area that
was previously surveyed. There are a number of California Register-eligible historic districts
in the vicinity identified as part of the survey including the "Alabama Street Pioneers"
historic district that consists of a high concentration of 1860s and 1870s flat-front Italianate
buildings. While the South Mission Historic Resource Survey identified some properties
along this section of Treat Avenue that are individually eligible, a historic district on this
block was not identified.

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

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

~,~ t3/a5/2 0l~0
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February 2, 2017  
 
Shadi AbouKhater 
953 Treat Avenue, LP 
shadi@SAKDesignBuilding.com 
415.823.1110 
 
RE: 953 Treat Avenue 
 
 
Mr. AbouKhater, 
 
Page & Turnbull prepared a Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) for the property at 953 Treat 
Avenue, which was finalized on April 27, 2015. The conclusion of the report was that the cottage, 
originally constructed in 1887 with additions and expansions made before 1915, is not associated to 
important events, people, or architectural design, and therefore is not eligible for listing in the 
California Register of Historical Resources (California Register). As a result, the HRE found that the 
building does not qualify as a historic resource for the purposes of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA). This was the second HRE to make that conclusion; the first was prepared by 
James Heinzer in 2005. The San Francisco Planning Department concurred on Page & Turnbull’s 

HRE findings in its CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination, dated November 10, 2015.  
 
We understand that architectural historian Katherine Petrin has submitted a letter to the Planning 
Department on January 27, 2017. Ms. Petrin’s letter is incorrect in stating that the 2010 South 
Mission Historic Resource Survey produced two status codes: 3CS (“appears eligible or the 
California Register as an individual property through survey evaluation”) and 7N (“needs to be 
reevaluated”). Only the 7N status code was attributed to the parcel on the San Francisco Planning 
Department Property Information Map (PIM) or any survey materials. A copy of the PIM data is 
attached to this letter. As the HRE states, 
 

 The map of Complete Survey Findings shows the parcel as a “Non-Resource property 
identified by survey”1; 

                                                      
1 “Complete Survey Findings,” updated 11/09/2010. http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Map_of_Historic_Resource_Survey_Findings.pdf 
 

mailto:shadi@SAKDesignBuilding.com
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Map_of_Historic_Resource_Survey_Findings.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Map_of_Historic_Resource_Survey_Findings.pdf
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 The map of Individually Eligible Historic Resources and Potential Historic Districts and the 
interactive South Mission Historic Resource Survey Map show the parcel as a “Potential 

Historic Resource identified by survey - requires further research”2;  
 Matrix of all surveyed properties assigns a CHRSC of 7R to 953 Treat Avenue, noting that 

its resource eligibility was “not determined: requires intensive research.”3  
 
Ms. Petrin’s letter notes that former property owner John Center/the John Center Company was a 
major landowner who installed a water supply system that prevented destruction of a portion of the 
Mission District from the fires that were caused by the April 18, 1906 earthquake. While John Center 
may have been locally significant for this feat, Ms. Petrin’s letter does not demonstrate that the 

cottage at 953 Treat Avenue is individually significant in direct association with this act. Indeed, 
according to Ms. Petrin’s letter, “The fire was halted at 20th Street just a few blocks north of 953 
Treat.”4 The fire was not stopped at the subject street or property, nor did Center live at the property 

during the time that he and his company owned it. According to the 2005 HRE, he was “the largest 

landowner in the Mission District from the 1860s to his death at age 92 in 1908. […] His holdings 

were so extensive that one newspaper in 1908 stated that hardly a parcel in the Mission District did 
not have in its chain of title the John Center Company.”5 His water system prevented 953 Treat 

Avenue from being destroyed by fire, but also presumably saved all of the other buildings in the 
immediate vicinity. Ms. Petrin’s letter corroborates this by stating that John Center contributed to 
“saving hundreds of buildings in the Mission District from the post-earthquake fires.”6 

 
While the building survived the 1906 earthquake, this does not automatically warrant individual 
significance or eligibility for listing in the California Register. According to the evaluation process that 
is outlined in National Register Bulletin 15, which is the basis of the California Register criteria 
evaluation process, to be considered for listing under National Register Criterion A (California 
Register Criterion 1), a property must be associated with one or more events important in the 
defined historic context. Criterion A/1 recognizes properties associated with single events, such as 
the founding of a town, or with a pattern of events, repeated activities, or historic trends, such as the 
gradual rise of a port city's prominence in trade and commerce. The event or trends, however, must 
clearly be important within the associated context: settlement, in the case of the town, or 
development of a maritime economy, in the case of the port city. Moreover, the property must have 

                                                      
2 “Individually Eligible Historic Resources and Potential Historic Districts,” updated 11/09/2010, http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Map_of_Individual_Historic_Resources.pdf; South Mission 
Historic Resource Survey Map, http://sf-planning.org/south-mission-historic-resource-survey-map 
3 “List of Surveyed Properties,” 8/31/2010, http://www.sf-
planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Indiv_address.pdf 
4 Katherine Petrin, “Re: 953 Treat Avenue (APN 3639/028),” (January 27, 2017): 3. 
5 James Heinzer, Historic Resource Evaluation for 953 Treat Avenue (April 28, 2005): 4. 
6 Petrin, “Re: 953 Treat Avenue,” 3. 

http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Map_of_Individual_Historic_Resources.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Map_of_Individual_Historic_Resources.pdf
http://sf-planning.org/south-mission-historic-resource-survey-map
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Indiv_address.pdf
http://www.sf-planning.org/ftp/files/Preservation/South_Mission/Indiv_address.pdf
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an important association with the event or historic trends, and it must retain historic integrity (italics 
added for emphasis by author).7 Ms. Petrin has not demonstrated that 953 Treat Avenue has a 

direct and important association that represents its surrounding neighborhood’s survival of the 1906 
earthquake and fires that rises above most other properties in the immediate area. Page & Turnbull 
retains the stance described in the 2015 HRE that the property is not significant under California 
Register Criterion 1. 
 
Furthermore, according to the evaluation process that is outlined in National Register Bulletin 15, a 
finding of significance under National Register Criterion B (or California Register Criterion 2) involves 
several steps. First, the person associated with the property must be identified as individually 
significant within a historic context. They cannot simply be a member of an identifiable profession, 
class, or social or ethnic group. The person must have gained importance within his or her 
profession or group. Second, a property eligible under Criterion B/2 must be associated with the 
person’s productive life, reflecting the time period when he or she achieved significance. Among all 

places associated with the person, the subject building must best represent his or her contribution.8 

Ms. Petrin has not demonstrated that the cottage at 953 Treat Avenue best represents John 
Center’s significance such that the building would be individually significant in association, when 

John Center and the John Center Company owned a large expanse of land with a number of 
buildings on it, and John Center’s water system apparently saved hundreds of buildings. Page & 
Turnbull retains the stance described in the 2015 HRE that the property is not significant under 
California Register Criterion 2. 
 
In conclusion, Page & Turnbull does not believe that Ms. Petrin’s letter demonstrates that the 

building at 953 Treat Avenue is individually significant and eligible for listing in the California 
Register. We continue to support our finding from the HRE that the building is not eligible and should 
not be considered a historic resource for the purposes of CEQA. 
 

 
 

 

 
 

                                                      
7 U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, National Register Bulletin 15: How to Apply the 
National Register Criteria for Evaluation. https://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_6.htm 
8 Ibid. 

https://www.nps.gov/nr/publications/bulletins/nrb15/nrb15_6.htm










953 TREAT AVE OPPOSITION 
CLARIFICATION 

 

 

1. Letter from planned sponsor shedding light on real person driving 

opposition. 

2. Signed Support Letter from Residential Neighbor Don DeMartini who has 

lived in the area for decades and knows Earnest Heinzer well.   

3. Signed Support Letter from other Residential Neighbors 

4. E‐mail from Jan 5th 2016 showing Ernest and Katherine working together 

with their names highlighted.   

5. The 2005 HRE classifying 953 Treat as non‐historical for a project to demo 

the structure. Earnest R. Heinzer is highlighted as the project sponsor.  

 



February 3rd, 2017 

Dear Planning Commission, 

As the project sponsor of 953 Treat Ave, I have put a lot of time and effort in neighborhood outreach.  It is rare 
to have such strong neighborhood support for a development project in San Francisco.  As you can see with 
the attachments I have signed letters of support for the project.  The lot currently has a very small single family 
home in very poor shape.  We are looking to replace it with a multi-unit building that can house more families.  I 
think it is important to understand this is a good project supported by the neighbors (who are residents and not 
commercial tenants) and the Planning Department, bringing more housing to San Francisco and replacing a 
dilapidated small home that attracts crime.  

I would like to shed some light on the motivation for Katherine Petrin's opposition to 953 Treat Ave historic 
findings.  The person who is really driving this opposition is Ernest Heinzer.  Ernest and his brother Jim Heinzer 
owned 953 Treat Ave and the next door commercial building together.  Back in 2005 Ernest and Jim were the 
sponsors to demo 953 Treat Ave.  It was found to be non-historical and the demo was approved, file attached. 
(On the bottom of Page 3 you can see that Ernest is listed as one of the project sponsors).  They subsequently 
did not go through with the project.  Fast forward to 2014 Jim and Ernest split up their assets which gave Jim 
953 Treat Ave, with Earnest keeping 933 Treat Ave next door.  Jim then sold it to us included with the historic 
findings and previous plans to demo the property in the disclosures.   

Jim and Ernest had a falling out and no longer really speak with each other.  From speaking with all the 
residents in the area Ernest is a very difficult person.  He has yelled at neighbors’ children, scared his tenants, 
etc.  I have spoken to many of his current commercial tenants and they are in fear of losing their lease if they 
don't show some type of support on this opposition.  Ernest does not like change and has grown some type of 
personal attachment to the 953 Treat Ave and also may feel like this is a way to get back his brother.  We may 
unfortunately be in the middle of some kind of a brother feud.  

Ernest engaged Katherine Petrin last year in order to find a way to preserve the building, as evidenced by the 
attached email dated January 5, 2016 to Justin, including Katherine in the To list  (Notably, Luke Dechanu is 
not even included in this email).  Ernest and Katherine have held several meetings with Ernest’s tenants and 
even tried to gather some actual residents that live in the area.  None of the residents will support Ernest and I 
actually have a letter from the residents supporting our project.  As I had mentioned before the only reason any 
of Ernest’s tenants may support him is from the fear of losing their commercial lease.  Luke Dechanu is one of 
these commercial tenants.  I reached out to Luke last year and never heard back from him.  He had no interest 
in speaking with me.  I also reached out to Katherine last year and she was coy with me and said she was just 
an interested party.  Luke and Katherine will tell you they are acting on their own at this point as Ernest knows 
he has a conflict of interest.  But, as Justin knows he reached out to him with Katherine on the e-mail on 
January 5, 2016, a copy attached.  I was told by one of the tenants that in the last meeting Katherine had to say 
she was working on her own due to Ernest's conflict of interest.  We are also a bit concerned about the 
misrepresentations in Katherine's document stating that the "Friends of 953 Treat" is a group comprised of 
neighbors.  The document was not signed by any neighbors as my letters attached are.  We don’t believe there 
are any actual “Friends of 953 Treat” and the representation of this as a neighborhood group is false and 
misleading.  This group appears to solely consist of couple people, (Luke Dechanu) acting on behalf of Ernest 
in order to keep him in the shadows. 

This project has undergone two historical reviews, once in 2005 and once in 2015, both of which were found to 
be NON-Historical by third parties and the Planning Department.  We have now also had Page & Turnbull 
review Ms. Patrin’s claims to which Page & Turnbull has refuted and holds the designation that 953 Treat Ave 
is NON-Historical.  As you can imagine this is very frustrating.  We have gained true neighborhood support for 
this project and worked hard to design a building that works with the neighborhood and the Planning 
Department could support.  We are now faced with one man who does not like change that is disguising this 
opposition as a historical debate.  This must be frustrating for you as well as it is a poor use of Planning 
Departments resources.  

Respectfully, 

Shadi AbouKhater 
Project Sponsor 



953 T:eat /.we 

Dear Justin and Tina, 

We are writing you to express our support of the proposed project at 953 Treat Ave. The structure 
currently on the property is in extremely poor condition. lt has no foundation, and windows, walls and 
roof are falling apart. The building attracts homeless and undesirables to the area. Many of us have 
young children and use the park down the street. The demo of the building and construction of 4 family 
oriented condos would be a welcome and needed change to the property and the Treat neighborhood. 
We know and see no reason this building should be preserved. 

Ernie Heinzer has approached us to gain support in keeping the building. As you can see from this letter 
his views are not supported. We also find it a bit disingenuous of him since he looked to gain support 
for demo of the building in 2005 when it suited his needs. We hope that he is not slowing down the 
process to make the proposed project at 953 Treat Ave a reality. We sincerely appreciate your 
consideration in this matter. 

NAME: 

\ 
NAME:··j 

. A 
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Ernie Heinzer 

From: "Ernest Heinzer'' <erheinzer@mindspring.com> 
To: "Ernest Robert Heinzer" <ernest@eaheinzer.com>; "Mike Buhler'' <MBuhler@sfheritage.org>; 

"Kathrine Petrin" <petrinkatherine@gmail.com> 
Sent: 
Attach: 
Subject: 

Tuesday, January 05, 2016 10:55 AM 
ATT00049.png; ATT00050.png; ATT00051.png; ATT00052.png; ATT00053.png 
Fwd: RE: 953 Treat Ave. 

-------- Forwarded Message -------
Subject: RE: 953 Treat Ave. 
Date: Tue, 5 Jan 2016 16:58:17 +0000 
From: Greving, Justin (CPC) <justin.greving@sfgov.org> 
To: Ernest Heinzer <erheinzer@mindspring.com> 

Ernest, 

I have not begun my review of the project. It is 4"th in my queue so I 
will likely not get to it until the end of January. 

*Justin Greving 
Preservation Planner* 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
*Direct: *415-575-9169 *Fax: *415-558-6409 
*Email: *justin.greving@sfgov.org <mailto:justin.greving@sfgov.org> _ 
*Web: *www.sfplanning.org <http://www.sfplanning.org/> 

facebook-logo-square <https://www.facebook.com/sfplanning>flickr 
<http://www.flickr.comfphotos/sfplanning>twitter-logo-square 
<https://twitter.com/sfplanning>you-tube1 
<http://www.youtube.com/sfplanning>mail <http://signup.sfplanning.org/> 

*Planning Information Center (PIC) :*415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.org 
<mailto:pic@sfgov.org> 

*Property Information Map (PIM):*http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 
i 
I 

-----Original Message-----
From: Hilyard, Gretchen (CPC) 
Sent: Tuesday, December 29, 2015 10:09 AM 
To: Ernest Heinzer 
Cc: Greving, Justin (CPC) 
Subject: RE: 953 Treat Ave. 

Hi Ernest, 

Shadi
Highlight

Shadi
Highlight
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Katherine Petrin <petrin.katherine@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 4:14 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); Ronen, Hillary; Frye, Tim (CPC); Susan Brandt Hawley; Mike 

Buhler; Joe Butler
Cc: Luke Dechanu
Subject: 953 Treat Avenue (APN 3639/028)
Attachments: Petrin Letter Re 953 Treat 2017 0127.pdf

Ms. Jardines, 
 
Attached please find my letter submitted on behalf of Friends of 953 Treat, a group of 
neighbors, stating opposition to the proposed demolition of the residence at 953 Treat 
Avenue, constructed in 1887.   
  
We believe the 1887 residence qualifies for individual listing in the California Register of 
Historical Resources at the local level.  The 130-year old structure is a good example of 
vernacular, worker housing in the Italianate style and is significant for its association with John 
Center, pioneer, builder and businessman.  Center owned the building at 953 Treat during 
the 1906 earthquake and fires.  He constructed the water system that saved this building and 
hundreds of others in the area from the post-earthquake fires.  These events and the 
significance of John Center and the John Center Water Works are documented in City 
Within a City: a Historic Context Statement for San Francisco’s Mission District, prepared by 
the Planning Department in 2007. 
  
Friends of 953 Treat seek a preservation alternative in which the historic house be retained 
and incorporated into the proposed project. 
 

We would be pleased to discuss this matter at your convenience. 
 
Thank you, 
Katherine Petrin  
 
    
Katherine Petrin Consulting 
Architectural History and Preservation Planning 
Maybeck Building  
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A 
San Francisco, California 94133 
415.333.0342  
 
www.linkedin.com/pub/katherine‐petrin/5/77/530/ 
 



	  

	  
	  

Katherine	  T.	  Petrin	  |	  Architectural	  Historian	  &	  Preservation	  Planner	  
1736	  Stockton	  Street,	  Suite	  2A,	  San	  Francisco,	  California	  94133	  

	  

27 January 2017 
 
 
Ms. Esmeralda Jardines, Planner 
City of San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, #400 
San Francisco, California  94103 
 
Re:  953 Treat Avenue (APN 3639/028) 
 
 
Ms. Jardines: 
 
On behalf of Friends of 953 Treat, a group of neighbors, I am writing to oppose the 
proposed demolition of the residence at 953 Treat Avenue, constructed in the Italianate 
style in 1887.  Since 2000 I have practiced in San Francisco as an Architectural Historian 
and Preservation Planner and I regularly apply the National Register and California 
Register criteria to evaluate historic buildings.  I utilize local, state, and national 
preservation regulations and regularly prepare historic significance assessments for 
environmental review documents.  I meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Historic 
Preservation Professional Qualifications Standards in History and Architectural History. 
 
Based on my background and experience, it is my professional opinion that the 1887 
residence qualifies for individual listing in the California Register of Historical Resources at 
the local level.  The 130-year old structure is a good example of vernacular, worker 
housing in the Italianate style and is significant for its association with John Center, 
pioneer, builder and businessman.  Center owned the building at 953 Treat during the 
1906 earthquake and fires.  He constructed the water system that saved this building and 
hundreds of others in the area from the post-earthquake fires.  These events and the 
significance of John Center and the John Center Water Works are documented in City 
Within a City: a Historic Context Statement for San Francisco’s Mission District, prepared 
by the Planning Department.1  
 
Friends of 953 Treat urge retention of the historic residence and suggest that it be 
incorporated into the currently-proposed project to built two new two-unit residential 
condominiums on the site. 
 
Previous Evaluations 
2005 
Prior evaluations of the historic qualifications of 953 Treat Avenue reached conflicting 
conclusions.  In April 2005 a Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by former owner 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  City	  Within	  a	  City:	  a	  Historic	  Context	  Statement	  for	  San	  Francisco’s	  Mission	  District,	  prepared	  by	  the	  City	  and	  County	  
of	  San	  Francisco	  Planning	  Department,	  dated	  November	  2007.	  pps.	  47,	  59.	  
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James W. Heinzer concluded that the property was not historically significant.  In 
response, a memo issued by the San Francisco Planning Department on 15 September 
2005 classified the property as a Category B historic resource warranting further 
consultation and review.  In November 2005, the Planning Department appears to have 
issued a Categorical Exemption.  However, the building was not demolished. 
 
2010 
In 2010, as part of the South Mission Historic Resources Survey, 953 Treat was identified 
and evaluated.  It received two status codes: 3CS [appears eligible for the California 
Register as an individual property through survey evaluation] and 7N [needs to be 
reevaluated]. (See San Francisco Planning Department Property Information 
Map/Database for the 3CS code assigned 30 November 2010.) 
 
2015-16 
In 2015, new owners retained the firm Page & Turnbull as preservation consultant to 
assess the property’s historic significance and complete a Historic Resource Evaluation. 
The firm provided an opinion that the residence does not qualify as a historic resource for 
purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).2  The Planning Department 
concurred and issued a CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination dated 25 March 
2016, finding that no resource is present either as an individual resource or as a 
contributor to a district. 
 
We disagree with the final determination.   
 
Description of the Historic Building 
Located on the east side of Treat Avenue, between 22nd and 23rd Streets, 953 Treat 
Avenue sits on an irregular-shaped lot that measures 4,275 square feet.  Built in 1887 as a 
wood framed, single-family residence in the Italianate style, it is a 1-story over raised 
basement structure.  Clad in wood shingles on the primary facade and channel drop 
wood siding on the secondary facades, is capped by a gable roof.  The primary facade 
faces west and includes 3 structural bays.  There is a garage addition to the south with a 
shed roof, and another addition to the rear of the building with a shed roof.  Typical 
fenestration consists of double-hung wood-sash windows with hoods.  The primary 
entrance is located on the north facade and features a paneled wood door with a 
bracketed hood, accessed by a flight of wood stairs.  Character-defining features 
include a wood porch, a bracketed cornice, sash windows with hoods, primary entrance 
door below a bracketed door hood, and a high false-front parapet at the roofline.3 
 
 
 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  	  Historic	  Resource	  Evaluation,	  953	  Treat	  Avenue,	  San	  Francisco,	  California	  by	  Page	  &	  Turnbull,	  dated	  27	  April	  2015.	  
3	  	  Primary	  Record,	  953	  Treat	  Avenue,	  dated	  17	  March	  2008.	  
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Historic Significance 
Water records indicate the building was constructed in 1887.  The original architect and 
builder are not identified.   
 
The building is associated with John Center (1816-1908), a pioneering figure “who was 
later dubbed the ‘father of the Mission’”.  Center was instrumental in the construction of 
the plank road and streetcar lines.  He was a major landowner and subdivided large 
expanses of land to facilitate new streets and housing.4  More importantly, though not 
noted in the Page & Turnbull Historic Resource Evaluation, he designed and built the 
John Center Water Works, a fact that is directly relevant to the survival of the subject 
building in 1906. 
 
John Center Corporation owned 953 Treat from 1894-1924, during which time the 
building survived the 1906 earthquake and the fire that destroyed much of the northern 
Mission district.  The post-earthquake fire destroyed much of the South of Market District 
before moving into the northeast Mission.  The fire was halted at 20th Street just a few 
blocks north of 953 Treat.5  The fire was extinguished because of the Center’s supply of 
water.  A few months after the disaster, an article in the San Francisco Chronicle titled, 
“Owe their Homes to One Man’s Foresight, Hundreds of Buildings in the Mission Saved 
from Fire by John Center’s Private Water System,” stated:6   
 

John Center now in his 90th year, came to San Francisco in 1849 and 
settled on the land which he and his many houses occupy… He 
constructed his own water system as early as 1851 and improved the 
original system as time advanced and the demand increased.  It includes 
artesian wells, a large subterranean reservoir, two frame tanks with a 
capacity of 80,000 gallons each, fire hydrants and connections…. [After 
27 hours of fighting the fire] Center saved every house he owns, not a 
shingle of one of his houses burned while the damage from the 
earthquake was trifling… This saved all the property east of Howard (now 
South Van Ness) and south of 14th Street.7 

 
John Center died in 1908.  His obituary reiterated his contribution in saving hundreds of 
buildings in the Mission District from the post-earthquake fires, stating: 
 

One of Center's most important acts was the boring of wells on his 
property at Sixteenth and Shotwell streets in 1881. Cut off from the supply 
of the Spring Water Company, the Mission was absolutely without fire 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4	  	  Page	  &	  Turnbull	  HRE,	  dated	  27	  April	  2015,	  p.	  22.	  
5	  	  Page	  &	  Turnbull	  HRE,	  dated	  27	  April	  2015,	  p.	  23.	  
6	  “Owe	  Their	  Homes	  to	  One	  Man’s	  Foresight,	  Hundreds	  of	  Buildings	  in	  the	  Mission	  Saved	  from	  Fire	  by	  John	  Center’s	  
Private	  Water	  System”	  in	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Chronicle,	  5	  July	  1906,	  p.	  12.	  
7	  Ibid.	  



	  
	  

Katherine	  T.	  Petrin	  |	  Architectural	  Historian	  &	  Preservation	  Planner	  
1736	  Stockton	  Street,	  Suite	  2A,	  San	  Francisco,	  California	  94133	  

	  
	  

4	  

protection and Center prepared for the fire which he feared would 
come, although it was not until 25 years later that his foresight was proved 
correct and the wells he had dug proved of inestimable benefit not alone 
in saving his property but also of those around him.8 

 
Integrity 
As was typical for modest 19th century vernacular residences, 953 Treat was subject to 
alterations, most unrecorded and unpermitted.  After initial construction in 1887, the 
building incurred a series of small projecting volumes. No permits are extant.  By 1914 the 
structure was fully built out.  953 Treat retains a high degree of original material in 
addition to the character-defining architectural features listed above, and retains its 
overall characteristics of the Italianate style.  
 
The Primary Record (DPR form) completed in 2008 for the South Mission Historic Resources 
Survey, noted that the residence remained in good condition.  953 Treat retains a 
sufficient degree of integrity, which as defined by the standards of the National Register 
of Historic Places, allows a property to convey its significance and authenticity.  
 
Eligibility for California Register of Historical Resources 
The California Register of Historical Resources is a listing of resources of architectural, 
historical, archeological and cultural significance. From California Code of Regulations, 
Title 14, Section 4852:  
 
(b) Criteria for evaluating the significance of historical resources. An historical 
resource must be significant at the local, state, or national level under one or 
more of the following four criteria: 

 
(1) It is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the 
broad patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California 
or the United States; 

 
(2) It is associated with the lives of persons important to local, California, or 
national history; 

 
(3) It embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or 
method of construction, or represents the work of a master or possesses high 
artistic values; or 

 
(4) It has yielded, or has the potential to yield, information important to the 
prehistory or history of the local area, California, or the nation.’ 

 

	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8	  “Father	  of	  Mission,	  John	  Center,	  Dies”	  in	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Call,	  20	  July	  1908,	  Vol.	  104,	  p.1.	  



	  
	  

Katherine	  T.	  Petrin	  |	  Architectural	  Historian	  &	  Preservation	  Planner	  
1736	  Stockton	  Street,	  Suite	  2A,	  San	  Francisco,	  California	  94133	  
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Significant as a survivor of the 1906 earthquake and due to its association with John 
Center and the John Center Water Works, 953 Treat qualifies for listing, as an individual 
resource, on the California Register of Historical Resources at the local level under Criteria 
1 and 2.  This is my professional opinion.  
 
The proposed demolition of this important San Francisco resource requires environmental 
review under CEQA, unless feasible adaptive reuse of the structure is designed into the 
new construction project.  Friends of 953 Treat advocate just such a solution. 
 
I would be pleased to further discuss this matter. Thank you. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Katherine T. Petrin 
Architectural Historian 
 
 
CC:   Office of District Supervisor Hillary Ronen 

Susan Brandt-Hawley, Brandt-Hawley Law Group 
Mike Buhler, San Francisco Heritage 
F. Joseph Butler, AIA 
Tim Frye, Historic Preservation Officer, San Francisco Planning Department 
 
 

  



	  
	  

Katherine	  T.	  Petrin	  |	  Architectural	  Historian	  &	  Preservation	  Planner	  
1736	  Stockton	  Street,	  Suite	  2A,	  San	  Francisco,	  California	  94133	  
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Attachment 1 
 

 
 

“Owe	  Their	  Homes	  to	  One	  Man’s	  Foresight,	  Hundreds	  of	  Buildings	  in	  the	  Mission	  Saved	  from	  Fire	  by	  John	  
Center’s	  Private	  Water	  System”	  in	  the	  San	  Francisco	  Chronicle,	  5	  July	  1906,	  p.	  12. 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Luke Dechanu <hello.luke.dee@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 30, 2016 7:50 AM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110

Dear Esmeralda,  
 
Can you please tell the Director's Office and the Planning Commission that many people are concern and opposed to the 
demolition of a historic resource, the existing cottage on the site.  
 
Thank you, 
‐ Luke Dechanu 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Luke Dechanu <hello.luke.dee@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 06, 2016 2:13 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110 2015-006510DRM, 2015-006510PRJ, 

2015-006510ENV, 2015-006510PPA, 2016-003112LLA, 2016-002708GEN and all other 
related cases

Dear Ms. Jardines: 
 
I am interested in the project at 953 Treat and Planning Department and Planning Commission actions on the pending applications.   
 
So that I and those listed below will be informed of all proceedings on these application and can timely participate in the decision 
process, I request that I and those listed below be placed on the public notification list and be notified by the Planning Department in 
advance of all actions and hearings:  
 
 
Luis Pinto 
dadeluis@gmail.com 
 
Adam Feibelman 
adam5100@hotmail.com 
 
Ethel Brennan 
ethelbrennan@gmail.com 
 
Christine Wolheim 
christine@wolheimstyle.com 
 
Paul Mullowney 
pmullowney@gmail.com 
 
 
Mansur Nurullah 
mansurnurullah@gmail.com 
 
Chris Reardon 
simpleslider@yahoo.com 
 
Graham French 
glasscoatphotobooth@gmail.com 
 
Erik Otto 
helloerikotto@gmail.com 
 
Chad Hasegawa 
itsmewalls@gmail.com 
 
Joe Butler 
fjoseph1butler@gmail.com 
 
Katherine Petrin 
petrin.katherine@gmail.com 
 
John Morrison 
john@jwmorrison.net 
 
Luke Dechanu 
hello.luke.dee@gmail.com 
 
Veronica Erickson  
veronicaerickson01@me.com 
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Please send written notices to me at the street address above and email notices to me and the others at the email addresses 
provided.  I would also appreciate acknowledgement of your receipt of this request at your earliest convenience. Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
Luke Dechanu 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Ernest Heinzer <erheinzer@mindspring.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 10:04 AM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: 953 Treat Ave. 2015 0065 10cuavar

Dear Ms Jardines: 
 
      I am sending this a mail to you to urge you not to let the little cottage at 953 Ave. be torn down.  It is one of few pre  
1906 buildings in the area and the only one on 900 block that is largely in an original state.  We must preserve the few 
remaining buildings that are left.  The 
953 cottage has connections to John Center a well known early San Franciscan. 
There were plans to save the cottage and build 4 condominiums around the little house.  Please do not let the developer 
take this San Francisco historic  building away. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Ernest Robert Heinzer 
269 Randall Street ' 
San Francisco  Ca 94131 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Veronica Erickson <veronicaerickson01@me.com>
Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2017 5:13 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: 953 treat avenue

 
Thank you for keeping me updated.  I am opposed to having the house 953 Treat Avenue torn down. 
 
Thank you.  
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: christinewolheim@gmail.com on behalf of Christine Wolheim 
<christine@wolheimstyle.com>

Sent: Wednesday, February 08, 2017 6:33 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: Re: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110 2015-006510DRM, 2015-006510PRJ, 

2015-006510ENV, 2015-006510PPA, 2016-003112LLA, 2016-002708GEN and all other 
related cases

Hello Esmerelda,  
 
My name is Christine Wolheim.  
I am a tenant at 933 Treat Ave, (next door to the proposed building site).  
 
My studio Mate Ethel Brennan and I attended a meeting about the proposed building site in order to be 
informed about its nature and the nature and history of the Structure slated to be torn down.  
 
We do not oppose the project. We are neutral parties.  
Please remove our names from the list of opponents. 
 
We're happy to continue to be included in discussions of relevance.  
 
Thank you for your time and including us.  
 
Kindly,  
Christine Wolheim  
 
 
On Fri, Feb 3, 2017 at 4:07 PM, Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Hello Luke, et al.,  

  

Attached please find the most current plans for 953 Treat Avenue. Please let the 953 Treat Avenue team or I know if you 
have any questions or if we can provide further information. Also attached is the notification poster for case no. 2015‐
006510CUAVAR.  

 
The published Planning Commission packet should be available next Friday, February 10, 2017; the public hearing is 
scheduled for February 16, 2017.  

  

Please let me know if I can be of assistance in the interim. 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: Paul Mullowney <pmullowney@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2017 1:58 PM
To: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)
Subject: Re: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110 2015-006510DRM, 2015-006510PRJ, 

2015-006510ENV, 2015-006510PPA, 2016-003112LLA, 2016-002708GEN and all other 
related cases

Dear Esmeralda, 
 
Please take me off this list.  I don't want to receive emails and I do not oppose the demolition of the property 
nor do I oppose the new building. 
 
Thank you very much, 
 
Paul Mullowney 
 
On Fri, Feb 3, 2017 at 4:07 PM, Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Hello Luke, et al.,  

  

Attached please find the most current plans for 953 Treat Avenue. Please let the 953 Treat Avenue team or I know if you 
have any questions or if we can provide further information. Also attached is the notification poster for case no. 2015‐
006510CUAVAR.  

 
The published Planning Commission packet should be available next Friday, February 10, 2017; the public hearing is 
scheduled for February 16, 2017.  

  

Please let me know if I can be of assistance in the interim. 

  

Thank you, 

Esmeralda Jardines 

  

Planner, Current Planning, SE Quadrant 

  

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC)

From: podrido66 . <dadeluis@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 4:32 PM
To: John Morrison
Cc: Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC); hello.luke.dee@gmail.com; adam5100@hotmail.com; 

ethelbrennan@gmail.com; christine@wolheimstyle.com; pmullowney@gmail.com; 
mansurnurullah@gmail.com; simpleslider@yahoo.com; 
glasscoatphotobooth@gmail.com; helloerikotto@gmail.com; itsmewalls@gmail.com; 
fjoseph1butler@gmail.com; petrin.katherine@gmail.com; veronicaerickson01@me.com; 
Geoff Gibson (Gibson@archsf.com); David Phan (phan@archsf.com)

Subject: Re: 953 Treat Avenue, San Francisco 94110 2015-006510DRM, 2015-006510PRJ, 
2015-006510ENV, 2015-006510PPA, 2016-003112LLA, 2016-002708GEN and all other 
related cases

I am also not at treat anymore. 
 
Thank you 
 
On Fri, Feb 3, 2017 at 4:45 PM, John Morrison <john@jwmorrison.net> wrote: 
Hello,  
 
Thanks a bunch guys. No need to keep me on this list. I'm not at treat anymore. 
 
John  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
On Feb 3, 2017, at 16:07, Jardines, Esmeralda (CPC) <esmeralda.jardines@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Hello Luke, et al.,  

  

Attached please find the most current plans for 953 Treat Avenue. Please let the 953 Treat Avenue team 
or I know if you have any questions or if we can provide further information. Also attached is the 
notification poster for case no. 2015‐006510CUAVAR.  

 
The published Planning Commission packet should be available next Friday, February 10, 2017; the 
public hearing is scheduled for February 16, 2017.  

  

Please let me know if I can be of assistance in the interim. 

  

Thank you, 
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