From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: White, Elizabeth (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: SPUR supports The Hub Plan

Date: Thursday, August 29, 2019 11:45:49 AM
Attachments: SPUR supports The Hub Plan 082919.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kristy Wang <kwang@spur.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 11:44 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Johnson, Milicent
(CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; mooreurban@aol.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: Langlois, Lily (CPC) <lily.langlois@sfgov.org>; Switzky, Joshua (CPC) <joshua.switzky @sfgov.org>;
Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC)
<john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Brown,
Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Simley, Shakirah (BOS) <shakirah.simley@sfgov.org>;
Cancino, Juan Carlos (BOS) <juancarlos.cancino@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS)
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>; RivamonteMesa, Abigail (BOS) <abigail.rivamontemesa@sfgov.org>; Alicia
John-Baptiste <ajohn-baptiste@spur.org>; Nick Josefowitz <njosefowitz@spur.org>

Subject: SPUR supports The Hub Plan

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

Dear Planning Commissioners:

SPUR supports the proposed amendment the Market Octavia Plan through The Hub Plan, which
would allow 1,640 additional housing units in a key location and increase public benefits generated
in this plan area by 30%, from approximately $725 million to nearly $950 million. SPUR was a major
supporter of the Better Neighborhoods community planning efforts that included Eastern
Neighborhoods, Market Octavia and other plans ten years ago. These plans sought to
comprehensively address how the city could accommodate growth in key locations and build out
community infrastructure in tandem. Market Octavia has largely been seen as a success, with
thousands of new infill housing units, significant affordability and visible improvements to the public
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San Francisco | San Jose | Oakland

August 29,2019

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103

Re:  August 29, 2019 Planning Commission Hearing Agenda Item No. 11
The Hub Plan (Market Octavia Plan Amendment)

Dear Planning Commissioners:

SPUR supports the proposed amendment the Market Octavia Plan through The Hub Plan, which
would allow 1,640 additional housing units in a key location and increase public benefits
generated in this plan area by 30%, from approximately $725 million to nearly $950 million.
SPUR was a major supporter of the Better Neighborhoods community planning efforts that
included Eastern Neighborhoods, Market Octavia and other plans ten years ago. These plans
sought to comprehensively address how the city could accommodate growth in key locations and
build out community infrastructure in tandem. Market Octavia has largely been seen as a success,
with thousands of new infill housing units, significant affordability and visible improvements to
the public realm.

In the years since Market Octavia was adopted, it has become clear that the city overall has not
produced sufficient housing for those who want to be here. The Hub Plan is a strategic effort
today to increase capacity in a central, transit-oriented location that is appropriate for both jobs
and housing. Adding more height to the key sites in The Hub Plan will create significantly more
benefits for the community: more affordable housing, more public realm investments and more
funding for childcare and transit.

San Francisco needs more housing opportunities, soon. The Hub Plan is one of many tools the
city must use to create these much-needed homes.

We also urge the Planning Department to embark on a new set of area plans across San
Francisco. The Hub Plan is the only significant area plan work underway today, and it is not a full

area plan.

SAN FRANCISCO SAN JOSE OAKLAND spur.org
654 Mission Street 76 South First Street 1544 Broadway

San Francisco, CA 94105 San Jose, CA 95113 Oakland, CA 94612

(415) 781-8726 (408) 638-0083 (510) 827-1900





Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on this important area plan amendment. Do not
hesitate to contact me if you have any questions.

~6

Kristy Wang
Community Planning Policy Director

Best,

cc: Supervisor Vallie Brown, District 5
Supervisor Matt Haney, District 6
SPUR Board of Directors






realm.

In the years since Market Octavia was adopted, it has become clear that the city overall has not
produced sufficient housing for those who want to be here. The Hub Plan is a strategic effort today
to increase capacity in a central, transit-oriented location that is appropriate for both jobs and
housing. Adding more height to the key sites in The Hub Plan will create significantly more benefits
for the community: more affordable housing, more public realm investments and more funding for
childcare and transit.

San Francisco needs more housing opportunities, soon. The Hub Plan is one of many tools the city
must use to create these much-needed homes.

We also urge the Planning Department to embark on a new set of area plans across San Francisco.
The Hub Plan is the only significant area plan work underway today, and it is not a full area plan.

Thank you for the opportunity to weigh in on this important area plan amendment. Do not hesitate
to contact me if you have any questions.

Kristy Wang

Kristy Wang, LEED AP

Community Planning Policy Director
SPUR - Ideas + Action for a Better City
(415) 644-4884

(415) 425-8460 m

kwang@spur.or

Join us for the Silver SPUR Awards
Tuesday, October 22, 2019
Moscone Center South, San Francisco
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support 258 Noe Street Retail Cannabis Case # 2018-002060CUA

Date: Thursday, August 29, 2019 10:50:33 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: carmela gold <carmelagold@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 5:44 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
<jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Board of
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>

Cc: 258NoeStore@gmai.com

Subject: Support 258 Noe Street Retail Cannabis Case # 2018-002060CUA

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

Dear SF Planning Department and District Supervisor Mandelman,

| am writing to ask for your yes vote on the Conditional Use request for a cannabis
retail store at 258 Noe Street scheduled for hearing on September 19, 2019. The
proposed store at 258 Noe will be a positive impact on the surrounding businesses,
bringing new and much needed shoppers, add heightened security, offer good paying
jobs and give a boost to the commercial diversity of the Upper Market Noe Valley
area.

My name is Carmela Gold. | have lived in the Duboce Triangle on Henry St for 32
years. | have been a longtime member of the Duboce Triangle Neighborhood
Association, A Board Member and longtime Land Use Committee Member. It is my
neighborhood and I’'m happy to have someone | know wanting to open the cannabis
store down the street. | have known Terrance Alan for over 20 years. We met while
serving on the board of the Tenderloin Equitable Development Project which helped
create the Tenderloin Community Benefit District. I've planted trees with him, held
fundraisers, and helped small businesses in the TL neighborhood grow. He has
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always been willing to do that “one more thing” to help others in need.
Please register my support and | urge your vote “Yes.”
Sincerely,

Carmela Gold
23 Henry Street, SF




From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Letter # 1 to SF Planning Commissioners Part 2
Date: Thursday, August 29, 2019 10:49:49 AM

Attachments: 20190828192335.pdf

20190828194433.pdf
20190828195019.pdf
20190828195840.pdf
20190828200408.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 5:45 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore
<mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis
<richhillisst@gmail.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Zushi, Kei (CPC) <kei.zushi@sfgov.org>
Subject: 3333 California Letter # 1 to SF Planning Commissioners Part 2

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

To: Commissions Secretary and SF Planning Commissioners

Re: 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA
Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DUA
Certification of Final EIR
Planning Commission Hearing: September 5, 2019

Attached in parts is a pdf copy of my August 28, 2019 Letter #1 to Planning Commissioners with the
attachments:

Exhibits I-M

Exhibits N-P

Exhibits Q-V

Exhibits W-AA
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EXHIBIT 1
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Masonic Averue to the southeast, Euclid Avenue to the south, and Laurel Street/Maviair Drive (o the

wesl, as more specifically shown on Section Map SUO3 of the Zoning Maps of the City and County of

San Francisco, is hereby established for the purpose set forth below,

(b} Purpose. The purpose of the SUD is to facilitate the development of a mixed use project in

a transit-rich location with residential, non-residential, child care, open space. and related uses, and o

give effect 1o the Development Apreement for the 3333 California Street project, as approved by the

Board of Supervisors in the ordinance in File No. __The SUD will provide benefits to the City

including but not limited to: replacement of a large-scale office building with a series of smaller

buildings desiened to be consistent with the scale and character of the neighborhood: construction of

hundreds of new housing units, including family sized units and on-site senior housing with

affordability levels exceeding on-site City requirements; and on-site child care facility; and

construction and maintenance of new, publicly accessible open spaces and new connections to the

surrounding street grid, including new pedestrian connections, and other streel and streetscape

improvements.

(c) Development Controls. Applicable provisions of the Planning Code shall apply 1o the SUD

except as otherwise provided in this Section. In the event of a conflict between other provisions of the

Planning Code and this Section, the provisions of this Section 249.86 shall control.

(1) Additional Permiited Uses. In addition to the uses permitted in the RM-1 zoning

district, the following uses are principally permitted within the ground floor and second floor of all

buildings with frontage on California Street: (i) Flexible Retail Uses: (ii) Social Service or

Philanthropic Facilities; and (iii) non-residential uses, which shall be subject io the use controls of the

NC-S zoning district applicable fo such uses.

(2) Usable Open Space Requirements. Usable open space required under Section 135

has been designed on an SUD-wide basis. The open space requirement shall be met through g

combination of private and common usable open spaces, as defined in Section 1335, that will be

Supervisor Stefani
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 3





1650 MISSION STRELT. #400
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 84103
WIWW.SFPLANNING.ORG

EREGUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS, SCREENING FORM, ANE AFFIDAVIT PACKEY

Flexible Retail is a new land use category defined in Section 102 of the Planning Code,

Espaiol: Si desea ayuda sobre c6mo llenar esta solicitud en espaiol, por favor Hame al 415.575.9010. Tenga en cuenia que el
Pepartamento de Planificacién requerird al menos ur: dia hébil para responder

;ﬂ;%gﬁﬁn%f&ﬁ%%ﬁi%fﬁ%q’?(ﬁ%%fﬁﬂ?%ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁl. 4155759010, FEE, REMHREZES-ATIER

Tagalog: Kung gusto mo ng tulang sa pagkumpleto ng application na ito sa Filipino, paki tawagan ang 415,575.9010. Paki tandaan
na mangangailangan ang Planning Department ng hindi kukulangin sa isang araw na pantrabaho para makasagot.

WHAT IS “FLEXIBLE RETAIL"?

Flexible Retail is a new land use category defined in Section 102 of the Planning Code. A parcel whose legal use is “Flexible
Retail” may be able to operate all of the following uses on-site: Arts Activities, Limited Restaurant, General Retail Sales and
Service, Personal Service, Retail Professional Service, and Trade Shop.

+ Limited
Restaurant ~

General
Retail Sales
& Service -

Personal . -
¢ Service .

FLEXIBLE RETAIL USES MUST FOLLOW CERTAIN CONDITIONS. NAMELY:

+ A parcel must be located in Supervisorial Districts 1, 4, 5, 10 or 11 and zoned NCD, NCT or NCS. If you are unsure
of whether your parcel falls into one of these zoning districts please check your property’s information here: http://
propertymap.sfplanning.org or stop by the Planning Information Center on the 1st floor of 1660 Mission Street where
our staff may agsist you in identifying your zoning.

+  Any business operating as a Flexible Retail Use must operate at least two separate and distinct uses on-site at all
times. This means the site must contain at least two of the types of uses contained within the “Flexible Retail” category
(e.g. an apparel shop and a café, which would be General Retail and Limited Restaurant uses).

«  Any parcel operating as “Flexible Retail” must adhere to all underlying zoning controls. This means that if any
of the uses contained within the “Flexible Retail” category are not permitted, require special approval, or require
Neighborhood Notification in the undetlying zoning district, those limitations continue to apply. For example, many
areas of the city require Neighborhood Notification to establish a Limited Restaurant. If a Flexible Retail business would
like to establish a Limited Restaurant and the zoning district requires Neighborhood Notification for such use, the
business must undergo Neighborhood Notification in order to establish the Limited Restaurant under their Flexible
Retail use,

BAGE 1 PLANNING APPLUCATIGN - FLENELE N TAIL SORECNNG TORM Al VO G324 SANFRANCISIO PLANIN DPERARTMING
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Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C C NP
Flexible Retail § 102 NP NP NP
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SEC. 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT.

* ok ok %

Table 760. FILLMORE STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL TRANSIT
DISTRICT ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* Rk ok Kk

Zoning Category

§ Reférences

Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

* kR Kk

* ok ok ok

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C C NP
Flexible Retail e 102 NP NP NP
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* ok ok &

Supervisors Tang; Safai
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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SEC. 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
% % % Kk
Table 722. NORTH BEACH NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* k k Kk

Zomng Category | | §Réferences' R ~ Controls

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

* k k %

* %k %

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C C NP
Flexible Retail § 102 NP NP NP

* k k %

* N Kk

SEC. 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.
Table 723. POLK STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

L

NON- RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

Supervisors Tang; Safai
BOARD OF SUPERVISCORS Page 17
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Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C C NP
Flexible Retail 9 102 NP NP NP
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SEC. 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT,
dok ok ok
Table 724. SACRAMENTO STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT
ZONING CONTROL TABLE

* % &k %k

- 'Zon_‘ing"gate'goi‘y.' K § References Controls '

NON-RESIDENTIAL STANDARDS AND USES

* k& k %

* % % k

Cannabis Retail §§ 102, 202.2(a) C C NP
Flexible Reiail §102 NP NP NP

L g

* & Kk *

SEC. 725. UNION STREET NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT.

* & k%

Supervisors Tang; Safai
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
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Exhibit

Member, Board of Supervisors City and County of San Francisco

District 4

Flexible Retail Legislation
File 180806

Legistative Goal: Provide business owners the opportunily to share space with other types of
businesses and switch between an identified set of uses without requiring additional Planning
Department permits, As it gets more challenging for businesses to open or remain in San Francisco
due to high rents and online commerce, this legislation serves as one tool to address the issue of
storefront vacancies in our commercial corridors.

Legislation Details:
e Creates new “Flexible Retail” use under Planning Code
o Fiexible Retail would be principally permitted in District 4 (fegislation can be expanded to
include other districts)
o Under the new Flexible Retail use, there can be any combination of the following use
categories within a space and these can be operated by one or more business operators:
o Arts Activities
o Limited Restaurant
o Qeneral Retail Sales and Services
o Personal Service
o Retail Professional Service
¢ Trade Shop

o Flexible Retail would not require neighborhood notification under Planning Code
Section 311, However, a Conditional Use Authorization (CUA) is still required in
neighborhoods where the zoning requires a CUA,

o Permits and inspections from other city departments (such as Department of Public
Health, Department of Building Inspection, or liquor license from the state) would
still be required for Limited Restaurant use.

Proposed amendments pending Land Use Committee hearing on October 22, 2018:

e Any business which applies for a Flexible Retail use would need to have at least 2 of the uses
at any given time. There will be a grace period of 60 days to allow for a business to search for
another business tenant which falls under the Flexible Retail use definition ~ but if new tenant
is not identified within this period, the Flexible Retail use is abandoned and the business
would re-establish its underlying use. (Once Planning Department discovers abandonment,
60-day period kicks in. If after 60 days, the second use is not filled, Planning Department
would deem the Flexible Retail use as automatically abandoned unless further shown that
good-faith efforts have been made to secure a second business tenant at the same site.)

e The underlying zoning applies to any neighborhood in which Flexible Retail is used.

» Those applying for Temporary Use permits under Section 205 of the Planning Code shall
bypass additional permit requirements, so long as the temporary use falls under the six use
categories under the new Flexible Retail use definition, including notification requirements.

e Permit Flexible Retail use in additional Supervisorial Districts.

« Formula Retail controls are still applicable.

¢ Limited Restaurants currently require neighborhood notification if they are in Supervisorial
Districts other than 4 & 11. **Note** This can change pending future legislation.

City Hall + 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 - San Francisco, California 94102-4689
(415) 554-7460 - TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 + E-mail: Katy. Tang@sfgov.org *+ www.sfbos.org/Tang





Exhibit B
Project Description

The Project Site is an approximately 446,490-square-foot, or 10.25-acre, parcel bounded by
California Street to the north, Presidio Avenue to the cast, Masonic Avenue 10 southeast, Fuclid
Avenue to the south, and Laurel Street/Mayfair Drive to the west, at the southern edge of San
Francisco’s Presidio Heights neighborhood in the northwest portion of San Francisco. The project
sponsor, Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, owns the site and temporarily leases it to the Regents of
the University of California, which uses the Project Site for its University of California San
Francisco (UCSF) Laurel Heights Campus. The Project Site does not include the San Francisco
Fireman’s Credit Union (now called the SF Fire Credit Union) at the southwest corner of California
Street and Presidio Avenue, which is on a separate parcel.

The Project Site is currently used as office and related research, child care, and parking. It is
developed with a four-story, approximately 455,000-gross-square-foot office building including a
three-level, 212-space, an approximately 93,000-gross-square-foot partially below-grade parking
garage at the center of the site; a one-story, approximately 14,000-gross-square-foot annex
building at the corner of California and Laurel streets; three surface parking lots with a total of 331
spaces connected by internal roadways; two circular garage ramp structures leading to below-grade
parking levels; and landscaping or landscaped open space for the USCF Laurel Heights Campus
occupants.

The proposed project includes approximately 1,427,832 gross square feet of new and rchabilitated
space, comprising approximately 977,437 gross square feet of residential floor area with
approximately 744 dwelling units; approximately 34,496 gross square feet of retail floor area; and
an approximately 14,665 gross-square-foot child care center use. The proposed project would
provide approximately 857 off-street parking spaces (including approximately 10 car share
spaces), approximately 762 Class One bicycle spaces, and 77 Class Two bicycle spaces. These
proposed uses would be located in 13 new buildings (known as Plaza A, Plaza B, Walnut, Mayfair,
Laurel Townhomes, Euclid and Masonic) and in the adaptively reused office building (known as
Center A and Center B), which would be divided into two scparate buildings and converted to
residential use.

25% of the proposed project's units will be deed-restricted, on-site affordable units
designated for low-income senior households. These affordable units will be located in the
proposed Walnut Building on California Street and consist of 185 studios and 1-bedrooms for
seniors plus one (1) on-site manager’s unit. The Wainut Building would also include an
approximately 175-seat child care facility, including a contiguous outdoor activity area. The
project includes approximately 34,496 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail located in the
buildings fronting onto California Street (Plaza A, Plaza B and the Walnut Building). This retail

B-1
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY

CLERK OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

(Exempt from Recording Fees Pursuant to
Government Code Section 27383)

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

AND LAUREL HEIGHTS PARTNERS, LLC

FOR PROPERTY LOCATED AT 3333 CALIFORNIA STREET

Block 1032 Lot 003





parking spaces, (iv) an approximately 14,665 square foot space for child care use, and (v)
approximately 236,000 square feet of landscaped or open space, which includes approximately
127,126 square feet of privately owned, public open space, more than 73,000 square feet of which
is in excess of the open space requirements under the Code, all as more particularly described on
Exhibit B.

C. The Project is anticipated to generate an annual average of approximately 675
construction jobs during construction and, upon completion, approximately 200 net new
permanent on-site jobs, an approximate $10 million annual increase in property taxes, and
approximately $15 million in development impact fees (including transportation, housing linkages,
and school fees).

D. In order to strengthen the public planning process, encourage private participation
in comprehensive planning, and reduce the economic risk of development, the Legislature of the
State of California adopted Government Code Section 65864 et seg. (the "Development
Agreement Statute"), which authorizes the City to enter into a development agreement with any
person having a legal or equitable interest in real property regarding the development of such
property. Pursuant to Government Code Section 65863, the City adopted Chapter 56 of the
Administrative Code ("Chapter 56") establishing procedures and requirements for entering into a
development agreement pursuant to the Development Agreement Statute. The Parties are entering
into this Agreement in accordance with the Development‘Agreement Statute and Chapter 56.

E. In addition to the significant housing, jobs, and economic benefits to the City from
the Project, the City has determined that as a result of the development of the Project in accordance
with this Agreement and the Special Use District and the Planned Unit Development approvals
attached at Exhibit M, additional clear benefits to the public will accrue that could not be obtained
through application of existing City ordinances, regulations, and policies. Major additional public
benefits to the City from the Project include: (1) an increase in affordable housing that exceeds
amounts otherwise required and will equal approximately twenty-five percent (25%) of the total
number of housing units for the Project, serving senior households with incomes below 80% of
MOHCD AMI with an overall average of not more than 59% of MOCHD AMI; (ii) construction
and maintenance of the Publicly Accessible Private Improvements (as defined in Section 1) for a

total of approximately 127,126 square feet of public uscable open area; (iii) transportation demand

management measures that exceed the level otherwise required; (iv) the Child Care Program (as





membership interests in Developer or any Transferee, (2) grants of casement or of occupancy
rights for existing or completed Buildings or other improvements (including, without limitation,
space leases in Buildings), and (3) the placement of a Mortgage on the Project Site.

1.102 "Transportation Demand Management" benefits are described in Exhibit

J.
1.103 "Vested Elements" has the meaning set forth in Section 5.1.
1.104 "Walnut Walk North" is described in Section 1.f of Exhibit C.
1.105 "Walnut Walk South" is described in Section 1.f of Exhibit C
1.106 "Workforce Agreement" means the Workforce Agreement attached as
Exhibit L.
2. EFFECTIVE DATE; TERM
2.1 Effective Date. This Agreement shall take effect upon the later of (1) the

full execution and delivery of this Agreement by the Parties and (ii) the date the Enacting
Ordinances are effective and operative ("Effective Date").

2.2 Term. The term of this Agreement shall commence upon the Effective
Date and shall continue in full force and effect for fifteen (15) years thereafter unless extended or
earlier terminated as provided herein ("Term"); provided, however, that (i) the Term shall be
extended for each day of a Litigation Extension and (ii) Developer shall have the right to terminate
this Agreement with respect to a Development Parcel upon completion of the Building within that
Development Parcel and the Associated Community Benefits for that Building, as set forth in
Section 7.1. The term of any conditional use permit or planned unit development shall be for the
longer of the Term (as it relates to the applicable parcel) or the term otherwise allowed under the
conditional use or planned unit development approval, as applicable. The term of the Tentative
Map and any Subdivision Map shall be for the longer of the Term (as it relates to the applicable
parcel) or the term otherwise allowed under the Subdivision Map Act.

3. GENERAL RIGHTS AND OBLIGATIONS
3.1  Development of the Project. Developer shall have the vested right to

develop the Project in accordance with and subject to the provisions of this Agreement, and the
City shall consider and process all Later Approvals for development of the Project in accordance
with and subject to the provisions of this Agreement. The Parties acknowledge that Developer (i)

has obtained all Approvals from the City required to Commence Construction of the Project, other
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performed pursuant to Section 8. The Planning Director, acting on behalf of the City, shall execute
and return such certificate within twenty (20) days following receipt of the request.

5,11 Existing, Continuing Uses and Interim Uses. The Parties acknowledge that

the Existing Uses are lawfully authorized uses and may continue as such uses may be modified by
the Project, provided that any modification thereof not a component of or contemplated by the
Project is subject to Planning Code Section 178 and the applicable provisions of Section 3.
Developer may install interim or temporary uses on the Project Site, which uses must be consistent
with those uses allowed under the Project Site's zoning, the Approvals, the Project SUD, or any
planned unit development authorization granted under the Project SUD, as applicable.

5.12 Taxes. Nothing in this Agreement limits the City's ability to impose new or
increased taxes or special assessments, or any equivalent or substitute tax or assessment, provided
(i) the City shall not institute, on its own initiative, proceedings for any new or increased special
tax or special assessment for a land-secured financing district (including the special taxes under
the Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 (Government Code Section 53311 ef seq.) but
not including business improvement districts or community benefit districts formed by a vote of
the affected property owners) that includes the Project Site unless the new district is City-Wide or
Developer gives its prior written consent to or requests such proceedings, and (ii) no such tax or
assessment shall be targeted or directed at the Project, including, without limitation, any tax or
assessment targeted solely at all or any part of the Project Site. Nothing in the foregoing prevents
the City from imposing any tax or assessment against the Project Site, or any portion thereof; that
is enacted in accordance with Law and applies to all similarly-situated property on a City-Wide
basis.

6. NO DEVELOPMENT OBLIGATION

There is no requirement under this Agreement that Developer initiate or complete
development of the Project, or any portion thereof. There is also no requirement that development
be initiated or completed within any period of time or in any particular order, subject to the
requirement to complete Associated Community Benefits for each Building (or for any market rate
residential unit in excess of three hundred eighty-six (386), as applicable) commenced by
Developer as set forth in Section 4.1. The development of the Project is subject to numerous
factors that are not within the control of Developer or the City, such as availability of financing,

interest rates, access to capital, and similar factors. In Pardee Construction Co. v. City of
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the cured event of default shall terminate,
11. AMENDMENT; TERMINATION; EXTENSION OF TERM

11.1  Amendment or Termination. This Agreement may only be amended with

the mutual written consent of the City and Developer; provided, however, that following a
Transfer, the City and Developer or any Transferee may amend this Agreement as it affects
Developer or the Transferee and the portion of the Project Site owned by Developer or the
Transferee without affecting other portions of the Project Site or other Transferees. Other than

upon the expiration of the Term and except as provided in Sections 2.2, 7.3, 9.4.2, and 11.2, this

Agreement may only be terminated with the mutual written consent of the Parties. Any
amendment to this Agreement that does not constitute a Material Change may be agreed to by the
Planning Director (and, to the extent it affects any rights or obligations of a City department, with
the approval of that City department), Any amendment that is a Material Change will require the
approval of the Planning Director, the Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors (and,
to the extent it affects any rights or obligations of a City department, after consuitation with that
City Department), The determination of whether a proposed change constitutes a Material Change
shall be made, on City's behalf, by the Planning Director following consultation with the City
Attorney and any affected City Agency.

11.2  Early Termination Rights. Developer shall, upon thirty (30) days prior

notice to the City, have the right, in its sole and absolute discretion, to terminate this Agreement
in its entirety at any time if Developer does not Commence Construction on any part of the Project
Site by the date which is five (5) years following the Effective Date as such five (5) year date may
be extended by any Litigation Extension. Thereafter, the City shall, upon sixty (60) days prior
notice to Developer, have the right, in its sole and absolute discretion, to terminate this Agreement
if the Developer has not Commenced Construction; provided Developer can prevent any such
termination by the City by providing to the City notice, within the above sixty (60) day period, of
Developer's intent to start construction and the Developer thereafter Commences Construction
within one hundred twenty (120) days following delivery of Developer's notice to the City, or, if
unable to actually Commence Construction within said time period, demonstrates reasonable, good
faith and continuing efforts to Commence Construction, such as by pursuing all necessary Later
Approvals, and thereafter promptly Commences Construction upon receipt of the Later Approvals.

11.3  Termination and Vesting. Any termination under this Agreement shall
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Project Description

The Project Site is an approximately 446,490-square-foot, or 10.25-acre, parcel bounded by
California Street to the north, Presidic Avenue to the east, Masonic Avenue to southeast, Euclid
Avenue to the south, and Laurel Street/Mayfair Drive to the west, at the southern edge of San
Francisco’s Presidio Heights neighborhood in the northwest portion of San Francisco. The project
sponsor, Laurel Heights Partners, LLC, owns the site and temporarily leases it to the Regents of
the University of California, which uses the Project Site for its University of California San
Francisco (UCSF) Laurel Heights Campus. The Project Site does not include the San Francisco
Fireman’s Credit Union (now called the SF Fire Credit Union) at the southwest corner of California
Street and Presidio Avenue, which is on a separate parcel.

The Project Site is currently used as office and related research, child care, and parking. It is
developed with a four-story, approximately 455,000-gross-square-foot office building including a
three-level, 212-space, an approximately 93,000-gross-square-foot partially below-grade parking
garage at the center of the site; a one-story, approximately 14,000-gross-square-foot annex
building at the corner of California and Laurel streets; three surface parking lots with a total of 331
spaces connected by internal roadways; two circular garage ramp structures leading to below-grade
parking levels; and landscaping or landscaped open space for the USCF Laurel Heights Campus
occuparnts,

The proposed project includes approximately 1,427,832 gross square feet of new and rehabilitated
space, comprising approximately 977,437 gross squaré feet of residential floor area with
approximately 744 dwelling units; approximately 34,496 gross square feet of retail floor area; and
an approximately 14,665 gross-square-foot child care center use. The proposed project would
provide approximately 857 off-street parking spaces (including approximately 10 car share
spaces), approximately 762 Class One bicycle spaces, and 77 Class Two bicycle spaces. These
proposed uses would be located in 13 new buildings (known as Plaza A, Plaza B, Walnut, Mayfair,
Laurel Townhomes, Euclid and Masonic) and in the adaptively reused office building (known as
Center A and Center B), which would be divided into two separate buildings and converted to
residential use.

25% of the proposed project's units will be deed-restricted, on-site affordable units
designated for low-income senior households. These affordable units will be located in the
proposed Wafnut Building on California Street and consist of 185 studios and 1-bedrooms for
seniors plus one (1) on-site manager’s unit. The Walnut Building would also include an
approximately 173-seat child care facility, including a contiguous outdoor activity area. The
project includes approximately 34,496 square feet of neighborhood-serving retail located in the
buildings fronting onto California Street (Plaza A, Plaza B and the Walnut Building). This retail
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Exhibit D
Affordable Housing Program

This Exhibit D describes the affordable housing program for the Project (the “Housing Plan”).
All initially-capitalized, undefined terms used in this Exhibit D shall have the meanings given to
them in the Development Agreement to which it is attached.

Recognizing the City’s pressing need for housing — market rate and affordable - the Developer
has agreed to (1) increase the total number of residential units for the Project from the 558
residential units initially proposed to 744 residential units; (2) construct 185 studio and one-
bedroom affordable residential units for Senior Households at the Project Site (the “BMR
Units”) in order to make 25% of the Project residential units affordable, rather than the Section
415 (as defined below) requirement of providing 18% on-site affordable residential units or
paying the City in-lieu affordable housing fees, together with 1 Manager Unit (as defined
below); and (3) fund all predevelopment costs and gap financing required to complete the BMR
Units.

The BMR Units will be deed-restricted to be affordable to qualified senior households with an
average income not more than 59% of MOHCD AMI (as defined below} and will be constructed
before the Developer can receive a CofO (as defined below) on more than three hundred eighty-
six (386) Market Rate Units (as defined below).

1. Definitions.
“Adjustment Date” means each anniversary of the Effective Date.

“Affordable Housing Developer” means Mercy Housing California, a non-profit
California corporation, or any other non-profit affordable housing developer with experience
developing and operating affordable housing in San Francisco.

“Affordable Rent” means a monthly rental charge for a BMR Unit (including the Utility
Allowance applicable to the Household Size of such BMR Unit but excluding parking charges if
a Parking Space is allocated to such BMR Unit) that does not exceed thirty percent (30%) of the
maximum MOHCD AMI permitted for such BMR Unit, based on Household Size.

“Approved Legal Description” means a legal description of the Walnut Land that
substantially conforms to the depiction attached as Attachment D-1 and is approved by the City’s
Director of Property and the MOHCD Director.

“CofO” means a first certificate of occupancy issued by City’s Department of Building
Inspection, including any temporary certificate of occupancy.

“CPI Increase” means, for the first Adjustment Date, the difference between the
published CPI Index in effect at the time of the first Adjustment Date and the published CPI
Index in effect at the time of the Effective Date. For each following Adjustment Date, the “CPI
Increase” means the difference between the published CP1 Index in effect at the time of an
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“Title Policy” is defined in Section 4.F.

“Utility Allowance” means a dollar amount determined in a manner acceptable to the
California Tax Credit Allocation Committee, which may include an amount published
periodically by the San Francisco Housing Authority or successor based on standards established
by HUD, for the cost of basic utilities for households, adjusted for Household Size. If both the
San Francisco Housing Authority and HUD cease publishing a Utility Allowance, then
Developer may use another publicly available and credible dollar amount approved by MOHCD.

“Walnut Affordable Housing Building” is defined in Section 2.A.
“Walnut Child Care Parcel” is defined in Section 2.A.

“Walnut Housing Parcel” is defined in Section 2.A.

“Walnut Retail Parcel” is defined in Section 2.A.

“Walnut Land” is defined in Section 2.A.

2. Walnut Affordable Housing Building

A, Description. The 185 BMR Units and the Manager Unit will all be located in a
single residential building (the “Walnut Afferdable Housing Building”) that will be located
within a condominium parcel (the “Walnut Housing Parcel”) on the portion of the Project Site
depicted as the “Walnut Land” on Attachment D-1 (the “Walnut Land”). The Walnut
Affordable Housing Building will be comprised only of the BMR Units, the Manager Unit
(which shall only be eccupied by the Walnut Affordable Housing Building manager or, to the
extent permitted under law, other property management staff), and the common and parking area
for the BMR Units and Manager Unit. A condominium parcel for retail uses (the “Walnut
Retail Parcel”) and a condominium parcel for child care uses (the “Walnut Child Care
Parcel”) will also be located on the Walnut Land. The Walnut Housing Parcel, the Walnut
Retail Parcel, and the Walnut Child Care Parcel will be created through a final map prepared
under the Tentative Map as required in the Subdivision Map.

Before obtaining a First Construction Document for any portion of the Project or
transferring the Walnut Land or the Walnut Housing Parcel to the Housing Entity, the Developer
shall obtain legal descriptions for the Walnut Housing Parcel and the Walnut Child Care Parcel
that are reasonably acceptable to City, cause the Walnut Land to be made a separate legal parcel,
and record a declaration of restrictions (in a form approved by City and using such approved
legal descriptions) that limits the use of the Walnut Housing Parcel to the construction and
operation of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building and the Walnut Child Care Parcel to the
construction and operation of a child care facility. In connection with the development of the
Project, Developer shall have the right to enter into commercially reasonable licenses,
casements, covenants, conditions and restrictions, reciprocal easement agreements, and similar
agreements that affect the Walnut Housing Parcel to the extent necessary for the use or operation
of any portion of the Walnut Housing Parcel (each, a “Property Covenant”); provided,
however, that (i} Developer shall deliver the final version of each proposed Property Covenant to
the MOHCD Director at least thirty (30) days before it is fully executed or recorded in the
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Official Records of San Francisco County and (ii) all mainienance, repair, replacement and
installation costs to be paid under a Property Covenant for the common area benefitting the
Walnut Retail Parcel, the Walnut Housing Parcel, and the Walnut Child Care Parcel shall be
proportionately allocated to the owners of the Walnut Retail Parcel, the Walnut Housing Parcel,
and the Walnut Child Care Parcel based on the relative size of their respective parcel or any
other commercially reasonable allocation that is approved in advance by the MOHCD Director,
which approval shall not be unreasonably withheld.

B. Housing Entity. Before commencing the construction of the Project’s first Market
Rate Unit, the Housing Entity will be formed and the Developer will contribute the Walnut
Housing Parcel (subject to the requirements of the Development Agreement) to the Housing
Entity. As a non-profit affordable housing developer and operator, the Affordable Housing
Developer will operate the Walnut Affordable Housing Building to only serve Senior
Households with incomes befow 80% of MOHCD AMI, with an overall average of not more
than 59% of MOHCD AMI.

C. Financing. The Housing Entity will structure equity and debt financing for
construction, and the Developer will fund all predevelopment costs and gap financing required to
complete the construction, of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. The Housing Entity will
seek LIHTC and City-issued tax-exempt bond financing for construction. The Developer or the
Housing Entity may apply to the following state funding programs for constructing the Walnut
Affordable Housing Building without the City’s prior written consent: the Multifamily Housing
Program (MHP) and the Infill Infrastructure Grant Program (IIG). At the time of such
application, the Developer or the Housing Entity shall provide the MOHCD Director with
written notification of such application and a commitment that the award of such funding would
lower the average MOHCD AMI for the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. Neither the
Developer nor the Housing Entity can seek other federal or other state resources for constructing
the Walnut Affordable Housing Building without the prior written consent of the MOHCD
Director, which consent may be withheld if the award of such funding would not result in a
lower average MOHCD AMI for the Walnut Affordable Housing Building or applying for the
proposed funding would compete with the application of a MOHCD-supported project. A failure
to obtain LIHTC, MHP, IIG, or non-competitive federal or state resources for constructing the
Walnut Affordable Housing Building shall not decrease the Developer’s affordable housing or
other obligations under the Development Agreement. City has no obligation to provide any
funding for the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. Developer may collaborate with other
entities to obtain additional funding sources to the extent that those sources contribute to the
feasibility, production speed, or increase the affordability of the Walnut Affordable Housing
Building

D. Project Phasing. The Developer may not obtain CofQ for more than three
hundred eighty-six (386) Market Rate Units until DBI issues a CofO for the Walnut Affordable
Housing Building. In addition, the Developer must obtain a CofO for the Walnut Affordable
Housing Building before the expiration of the Term.

E. Equivalency. The Walnut Affordable Housing Building shall be substantially
equivalent to the Project’s other multi-unit residential buildings in exterior appearance and
overall quality of construction. All BMR Units must be wired for telephone, cable, and ternet
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commences to construct before the Tax Credit Closing, the Developer shall, at its sole election,
either deposit an amount equal to the Rental Gap Fee or Ownership Gap Fee, as applicable, for
that unit in the Escrow Account before obtaining a First Construction Document for that unit, or
deposit an amount equal to the Rental Gap Fee or Ownership Gap Fee, as applicable, for that unit
and the Development Fee Deferral Surcharge for such Rental Gap Fee or Ownership Gap Fee (as
calculated by DBI at the time of the Developer deposits such Rental Gap Fee or Ownership Gap
Fee) in the Escrow Account between obtaining the First Construction Document and the CofO
for that unit.

At any time within thirty (30) days after Developer's written request (accompanied by
reasonable supporting materials), City shall authorize the release of funds from the Escrow
Account to reimburse Developer for reasonable and customary Walnut Affordable Housing
Building pre-development costs incurred prior to the Tax Credit Closing, such as, but not limited
to, design drawings, schematic drawings, and commercially reasonable costs for financing that
expedites the construction of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. If the Tax Credit
Closing occurs, all remaining funds in the Escrow Account needed to finance the construction of
the Walnut Affordable Housing Building shall be disbursed to pay construction and development
costs that are approved by the Walnut Affordable Housing Building construction lender at the
time such costs are due and payable. If the Developer provides reasonable documentation to
City that there are excess Escrow Account funds that are not required to finance the construction
of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building, such excess Escrow Account funds shall be
disbursed to the Developer.

If the Tax Credit Closing does not occur by the Outside Date, subject to extension for any
applicable Excusable Delay, then City shall have the right to receive the Escrow Account funds
by delivering written notice to the Escrow Account holder any time after the Outside Date for
deposit in City’s Citywide Affordable Housing Fund established in San Francisco Administrative
Code Section 10.100-49. Within three (3) business days of receiving such written notice, the
Escrow Account holder shall deliver the funds to the address specified by the MOHCD Director.

4, Transfer of Walnut Land to City.

A. Transfer Notice. If the Tax Credit Closing does not occur by the Outside Date,
subject to extension for any applicable Excusable Delay, and construction of any Building occurs
during the Term, then City shall have the right to acquire, and Developer agrees to transfer to the
City, fee ownership of the Walnut Land pursuant to the form of grant deed (the “Grant Deed”)
attached as Attachment D-2, with the Approved Legal Description attached to it as Exhibit A.
City shall have the right to exercise its right to acquire the Walnut Land by giving Developer,
between the Outside Date and the last day of the Term, written notice of the City's request to
acquire the Walnut Land pursuant to this Section (the “Transfer Notice™). If City receives the
Walnut Land pursuant to this Section, and Developer later obtains all financing needed to
commence and complete construction of retail improvements on the Walnut Retail Parcel {(or
child care improvements on the Walnut Child Care Parcel), City shall transfer fee ownership of
the Walnut Retail Parcel or the Walnut Child Care Parcel, as applicable, to Developer within ten
(10) business days of Developer’s receipt of a First Construction Document for such
improvements.
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under Section 4.C above (the "Title Policy™), and (ii) to execute and deliver the Grant Deed and
the Transfer Documents, if any, to City. Within 7 days after the City's receipt of the Title Policy,
the duly executed and acknowledged Grant Deed, and, if any, the Transfer Documents, duly
executed and acknowledged as applicable, City shall execute and return one (1) fully executed
original of any Transfer Document to the Developer.

G. City's Remedies. If the Developer fails to transfer the Walnut Land to City in
accordance with this Section, then City shall have the right to specific performance to compel the
transfer of the Walnut Land to City in accordance with this Section or to exercise its rights under
the Deed of Trust to foreclose and take title to the Walnut Land. Following any specific
performance to transfer the Walnut Land to City or any foreclosure of the Walnut Land by City
under the Deed of Trust, Developer's obligations under this Section shall be satisfied; provided if
the Developer is not able to transfer the Walnut Land to City in the condition required by this
Section (a “Condition Preventing Transfer™), then City, as its sole remedy for a Condition
Preventing Transfer, shall instead accept an in lieu payment in the amount of Fair Market Value.
City’s exercise of its remedy for a Condition Preventing Transfer shall be by delivering written
notice of such exercise to Developer, with a statement explaining the basis for the determination
that the Walnut Land cannot be transferred in accordance with this Section. If City delivers such
notice, the Developer shall pay City an in lieu payment in the amount of Fair Market Value made
within 60 days following the determination of the Fair Market Value. Any failure by Developer
to make such in lieu payment when due shall accrue interest at 10% per annum from the date it is
due until paid.

H. Fulfillment of Developer's Obligations. On City’s receipt of (i) fee ownership of
the Walnut Land through an action for specific performance or foreclosure under the Deed of Trust
or a payment of an in lieu payment due to a Condition Preventing Transfer, and (ii) the funds
deposited in the Escrow Account as required in Section 3 above, City shall have no further rights
or remedies under the Development Agreement resulting from Developer’s failure to timely
commence or complete construction of the Walnut Affordable Housing Building. If the Developer
obtains a First Construction Document for any Market Rate Unit after the Outside Date, nothing
in the foregoing sentence shall limit the Developer’s obligation to pay the fee calculated under
Section 415.5 for such Market Rate Unit.

5. Costa—Hawkjns Rental Housing Act

A. Non-Applicability of Costa-Hawkins Act. Chapter 4.3 of the California
Government Code directs public agencies to grant concessions and incentives to private
developers for the production of housing for lower income households. The Costa-Hawkins
Rental Housing Act, California Civil Code Sections 1954.50 et seq. (the "Costa-Hawkins Act"),
provides for no limitations on the establishment of the initial and all subsequent rental rates for a
dwelling unit with a certificate of occupancy issued after February 1, 1995, with exceptions,
including an exception for dwelling units constructed pursuant to a contract with a public agency
in consideration for a direct financial contribution or any other form of assistance specified in
Chapter 4.3 of the California Government Code (Section 1954.52(b}). The Parties agree that the
Costa-Hawkins Act does not and in no way shall limit or otherwise affect the restriction of rental
charges for the BMR Units. The Development Agreement falls within the express exception to
the Costa-Hawkins Act, Section 1954.52(b) because the Development Agreement is a contract
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Attn: Daniel Safier

(SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER'S USE)

MEMORANDUM OF MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING BETWEEN LAUREL
HEIGHTS PARTNERS, LLC AND THE JEWISH COMMUNITY CENTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO RELATIVE TO THE RE-DEVELOPMENT OF ﬁss CALIFO
STREET, SAN FRANCISCO 007, Bi0 f 0L

3200 CrAIVIIAL Sve et Lot OMY  bolocfe (o2 |

This Memorandum of Memorandum of Understanding between Laurel Heights Partners, »
LLC and the Jewish Community Center of San Francisco Relative to the Re-Development of 3333
California Street, San Francisco ("Memorandum") is made and entered into as of Apri,.2.2 2019,

by and between Laurel Heights Partners, LLC ("LHP") and the Jewish Community Center of San
Francisco ("JCCSF"), who agree as follows:

1. LHP is the owner of that certain real property in the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California, more particularly described on Exhibit1 attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference (the "LLHP Property™).

. 2. JCCSF is the owner of that certain real property in the City and County of San
Francisco, State of California, more particularly described on Exhibit?2 attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference (the "JCCSF Property™).

: 3. LHP and JCCSF ‘have entered into that certain Memorandum of Understanding
between Laure] Heights Partners, LLC and the Jewish Community Center of San Francisco Relative to
the Re-Development of 3333 California Street, San Francisco, dated Aprilgd?, 2019, as the same
may be amended and modified from time fo time (the "Agreement"), the provisions and
conditions of which are hereby incorporated herein by this reference.

4. This Memorandum is being recorded to give notice to the public that the LHP
Property and the JCCSF Property are subject to the provisions and conditions of the Agreement
and that any successor or assigns will be bound by and subject to the provisions and conditions
of the Agreement.

5. This document may'be executed in counterparts, each of which will be deemed to
be an original, but all of which together will constitute one instrument.
6. In the event of any conflict between this Memorandum and the Agreement, the

provisions and conditions of the Agreement shall prevail.

12392.005 4836-6137-4864.3 16





IN WITNESS WHEREOF, LHP and JCCSF have executed this Memorandum as of the date

first set forth above.

12352.005 4836-6137-4864.3

LHP:

Laurel Heights Partners LLC,
a Delaware limited liability company

By: 3333 California LP, a Delaware limited
partnership,
Its Managing Member

By: PSKS LH LLC, a Delaware limited
liability company,
Its General Partner

By: Prado LH LLC, a California limited

liability company, o
Its Managing Member

By:

i€l J er, its Manager

JCCSF:

Jewish Community Center of San Francisco,
a California nonprofit public benefit corporation

By: e H
Print Name: MMaegy g e 22,
its: [T 1)
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M Gma;l Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>

April 22, 2019 Memorandum of Understanding

1 message

Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> Fri, Jun 14, 2019 at 5:53 PM
To: Dan Safier <dsafier@pradogroup.com>
Bece: Richard Frisbie <fribeagle@gmail.com>

To: Laurel Heights Partners, LLC
cfo Prado Group, Inc,
Attn: Daniel Safier

Please send us a complete copy of the Memorandum of Understanding between Laurel Heights Partners, LLC and
the Jewish Community Center of San Francisco Relative to the Re-Development of 3333 California Street, San
Francisco, dated April 22, 2019. That Aprit 22, 2019 Memorandum is referred to in paragraph 3 of the attached
document recorded on May 3, 2019.

Thank you,

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of SF, inc.
By: Kathryn Devincenzi, President
22 Iris Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94118
(415) 221-4700

@ 20190614202449.pdf
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August 28, 2019 Letter of Laurel Heights Improvement Association
to San Francisco Planning Commission

Re: 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA
Record Number: 2015-014028 CUA/PCA/MAP/DUA
Certification of Final EIR
Planning Commission Hearing: September 5, 2019
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15-41  Project Alternatives §15.36

Washoe Meadows Community v Department of Parks & Recreation (2017)
17 CASth 277, 288. The lead agency in Washoe Meadows argued that it
was appropriate to evaluate several possible alternatives instead of identi-
fying a proposed project, which is similar to the approach allowed for fed-
eral environmental reviews under the National Environmental Policy Act;
the court rejected that argument, holding that a proposed project must be
identified in.the EIR. .

An EIR’s analysis of alternatives should “explain in meaningful detail”
a range of alternatives to the proposed project. Laurel Heights Improve-
ment Ass’n v Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 C3d 376, 406. Informa-
tionsufficient to allow an informed comparison of the impacts of the proj-
ect with those of the alternatives should be provided. Kings County Farm
Bureau v City of Hanford (1990) 221 CA3d 692, 733 (absence of compara-
tive data precluded meaningful consideration of alternatives).

The analysis is sufficient, however, if it assesses the relative merits of
the project and the alternatives. Del Mar Terrace Conservancy, Inc. v City
Council (1992) 10 CA4th 712 (upholding EIR that described three alterna-
tive freeway alignments in detail and included table comparing their envi-
ronmental impacts); Save San Francisco Bay Ass’n v San Francisco Bay
Conserv. & Dev. Comm’n (1992) 10 CA4th 908 (upholding EIR’s discus-
sion of alternatives that described its findings on merits of each alterna-
tive). An EIR’s discussion and analysis of alternatives need not be exhaus-
tive. For example, text discussing the alternatives selected for evaluation,
along with a comparative matrix, is sufficient. Sierra Club v City of
Orange (2008) 163 CA4th 523, 547. An EIR’s evaluation of an alternative
does not require the preparation of design plans or architectural drawings
of alternatives, and it is appropriate to rely on estimates of square footage.
Los Angeles Conservancy v City of W. Hollywood (2017) 18 CAS5th 1031,
1038.

In appropriate circumstances, an EIR’s analysis of alternatives can take
account of the obvious. “While some conclusions may require an extended
analysis to justify them, others are so simple they are almost self-
explanatory.” Save Our Residential Env’t v City of W. Hollywood (1992) 9
CA4th 1745, 1754. In Los Angeles Conservancy v City of W. Hollywood
(2017) 18 CAS5th 1031,-1038, the court cited this axiom in upholding an
EIR discussion that stated that retaining- an existing building would not
allow the project to be constructed, because the existing building and the
project were located on the same site.

The analysis of alternatives must compare the adverse impacts of the
alternatives with the adverse impacts of the proposed project, which are
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Statement of Richard Frisbie

[ am a mechanical engineer and practiced engineering for approximately 37 years.

In performing the initial calculations of the dimensions in the Community alternatives, I used
data set forth in the developer’s site survey and architectural plans.

I reviewed the analysis by San Francisco Public Works of the Community alternative. SF Public
Works” analysis is inaccurate because it is based on mischaracterizations of the Community
alternative, erroneous assumptions and unsupported conclusions.

In calculating the number of units that would fit within the Community alternative, SF Public
Works used unit sizes considerably larger than the unit sizes used in the developer’s July 3, 2019
plan set. (See Exhibit A attached, developer’s plan excerpts) The developer’s Sample Unit
Plans for Plaza A were approximately 514 sf for a Junior, 601 sf for a 1-Bedroom, Back, 662 sf
for a 1-bedroom, 896 sf for a 2- bedroom, and 1,410 sf for a 3-Bedroom. (Ex. A - July 3, 2019
plan sheets A 2.30, A3.30, A6.30. A9.30, A8.30, and A7.30) However, to calculate the number
of units that could fit within the Community alternative, SF Public Works unreasonably assumed
significantly {arger unit sizes of 750 sf for a 1-bedroom and 1,100 sf for a 2-bedroom. (SF Public
Works, p. 6)

The claim of SF Public Works that all the buildings in the community alternative should reserve
26% to 30% of the gross square footage for circulation space (for elevators, stairways, hallways,
etc. ) and that 70% to 74% of the space could be used for residential use (known as the
“efficiency” factor} is clearly inaccurate and lacks enough relevant information that a fair
argument can be made to support the conclusion. The efficiency factor depends on the size and
type of building and decisions as to the design of the building. Yet, Public Works used the same
efficiency factor for 4-story flats that would not have corridors and multi-unit buildings that
would.

SF Public Works’ conclusion at pages 8-9 that the California Front and Back buildings would
have an efficiency of approximately 65% and 42%, respectively, was based on the erroneous
assumption that each building would have one elevator, two stairs, corridor, and mechanical
shafts within each building. Under a design intended to maximize efficiency, which we had
discussed, two adjacent flat-type buildings would share one elevator, one common stairway and
one mechanical shaft.

Current information posted online by architects supports the efficiencies used in the Community
Preservation alternative and Community 744-unit Variant, in that it states that:





An efficient floor plan of a multi-unit apartment building will have a
circulation area of 11 to 15% of the Floor Plate area — circulation area, but
should not exceed 20%. This includes area for Lift lobby and staircase. So,
if your floorplate area is X and circulation is Y, then Y should not exceed
20% of X-Y.

In the case of a private residence of 750 sq.ft to 1000 sq.ft., the circulation space should
not exceed 30 sq.ft. In larger residences, the circulation space can be minimized by
incorporating the same in the living areas.. ..

Typically, we target 85% or better. Every building has its own challenges and constraints
but if you start going below 85% your [sic] not giving your client a good return on their
investment. (Ex. B- How much circulation percentage should a residential building
have?)

As to the main building, TreanorHL verified the same unit count in the Community Alternative
as was in the developer’s plans, and did not restrict the units to studios or junior 1-bedroom units.

Also, at page 6-7, Public Works did not express agreement with the developer’s statement that
the Community alternative plan for the existing building would result in the majority of units that
range from 16 feet wide by 50 feet deep to 13 feet wide by 61 feet deep. Public Works merely
agreed that such sizes would be undesirable. 7bid

The site plan of the Community alternatives showed the California Back buildings fronting on
the paved area off the Mayfair entrance to the site and did not indicate that the California Back
buildings would be accessed from the rear yards of the California Front buildings, as Public
Works unreasonably assumed at page 9.

Public Works erroneously claims that the Community alternative does not describe how cars can
access the proposed basement parking without the circular speed ramps to the existing parking
garage, which are to be demolished. Exhibit C to the Community alternatives was a circulation
diagram that showed access for all vehicles to underground garages at the both the Presidio
entrance and the Laurel/Mayfair entrances.

Public Works also failed to take into account the flexibility built into the Community alternatives
at page 9, which states:

The Community Alternative/Variant would comply with all applicable laws and
regulations, including by making any modifications in the design needed to achieve such
compliance or to provide additional space for necessary functions.

Also, Public Works did not conclude that the Community Alternative Variant could not fit 744
residential units.





Based on inaccuracies like those described above, the Public Works analysis of the Community
Alternative is not credible.

Dated: August 27, 2019

- : {,f(./:/
Richard Frishie
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How miuch circulation percentage should a
residential building have?

Ad by Lemonade surance
Renters insurance starting at $3/month,
Protect your phone, laptop, bike, and more in 90 seconds. Starting at onty $5/month

with Lemonacdle.

Learn more ot iemonade.com
6 Answers

@, ~ Samarjit Sharnta, Architect

“{' Answered Jan 24 2017 - Author ihas 144 answers and 106.3k answer views

An efitcient [loor plan of a multi-apartment building will have a circutation arvea of 11

Lo 15% of Floor Plate area - circulation area, but should not exceed 20%. This Includes
area for Lt lobby and staircase. So, if your floor plate area is X and circulation area is
Y, then Y should not exceed 20% of X-Y.

[n case of a private residence of 750 sq. ft. 10 1000 sq. {t., the circwlation space should
not exceed 30 sq. f1. In larger residences, the circulation space can be minimized by

incorporating e same in the living areas.

The minimization of circulation spaces is achieved by following a very simple thumb
rule. The length of the building should not exceed twice the width of the building,.
This will prevent long corridors for the moest part.

Hope this helps, but architecture is very case sensitive and this question is very open
ended.

4.5k views  View 4 Upvolars

Related Questions hore Answers Below

How mueh cireutation percentage should a cormmercial bullding nava’?
What ciroutalion percenicge should an assemiby buiiding have?

What s the labour cosi B oihiding a residantiat buliding o percentnge?

What is the procedure o convert a residential building Inte a commercial building?

What is the capacity of a 20.800 squars foot wuilding?

Daniel Ruzew, M.Arch. Architecture, Cohumnbia University (2009)
w Answered Sep 24, 2017 - Author has §72 answars and 408K answer views

Typically we target 85% or better. Every building bas its own challenges and
constraitits but if you start going below 85% your not giving your client a good return
on thelr investment.

2.5k viavis

Sign In
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How mischt circuiation percentage should a
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Wiat circuizbon pereentage shoudd an assembly
hutiding have?

What is the labour cost for building a residential
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Wisal is the procedure to convert a rasigentiat
builcting into a commescial building?
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bultding”

Whai is the circulation area in estimation of the
building?
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building m an area of 3300 mA2 of Bhadoh distact,
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Don't overpay for a new home. Get the lowest APRs, Save on comrmission, fees, and
more,
Anply now al belter.com

Jim Laabs, MDA Business, University of Wisconsin - Madison
Answered Ocl 4, 2018 - Aulhar has 4.1K answers and 766.6k answer views

Edit: Cops, tooks like I misunderstood the question.

Air circulation? It depends on local building codes. Bur ASHRAE 62 residential
ventilation requirements is a good guideline since many states and municipaiities
tend 1o set their codes based on that.

cubic leet/minute outdoor aiv = {s¢ ft of space x .03) + {no of bedrooms + I x 7.5
Example tor a 2000 sf 4 bedroom house
{2000 % .03) # {51 7.5} =060+ 37.5 = 97.5¢cfin

That works out te about 120,000 ofm per day. Qur example home is abour 18,000
cubic feer 2000 sf % 9 foot ceilings) so that is abourt 6--2/3 afr changes per day. If you
really wanted to minimize indoor potlutants, you could go up to 400 cfim, which
would be an air change every hour. That would be pretty expensive for a typical
home, butl Thave seen high end houses with that level of ventiation.

More and more people are installing ERV {energy recovery ventilation) in their homes
Lo ensure they get the amount of fresh air needed, Homes are being built more air
tight so mechanical ventilation is becoming more necessary.

798 views

Michael Fretert, BIM Manager, designer of various things
& Answered Jan 26, 2018 - Aulhor has 549 answers and 4558k answer views

Are we talking multi fanily row houses? Interfor hallway access apariments? Single
family homes? Are the aparuments small studios or imost of the floor multi-bedroom
suites? A tiny house? A mansion (or memansion)?

Do you need internal dedicated circulation or is it open floor plan? Is it open floor
plan? Do you need common access halls? How much of the building includes
comman (including maintaince/utitity) areas that will need circulation space?

A single small o average residential unit with exterior access is probably going io
have a hallway per level, each about half the length of the unit and 5-20% of the
width. Call that abour 10% il you include o stairway? i an open (leor plan it imay be
almoest none,

A large home may have muitiple paralle! halls and stairs per floor, not to mention
fovers which are funetionally a circularion space. Pve worked on a house that easily

pushed 25% as circulation

Adense studio apariment building may see a 57 wide corridor in a 30 wide building

for at teast 15%, higher onee vou include building commen areas,

A floor of largey apartments may see only & 105107 elevaior lobby for 200 sqlt
serving (4} 3000+ sq ftunits, each of which nay have a hall oy more apen floor plan.

Somewhere between 0% and 20%?

* Sign In





Search for questions, people, and topics
This no annual fee card offers 3% cash back from vowr chotce of & categories,

including online shopping!

Laarn more 3l wisebread.com

Related Questions More Answers Below

VWhat is the procedare o convert a residential building into a comumescial building?
Whatis the capacity of a 20,000 square foot budlding?
What is the circulation area in estimation of the building?

How much will it cost o Built a 6 floor rasidential building in an arsa of 3300 mA? of
Bhadohi district, excluding the money reqguired for buy...

How can T get more money 10 buy a resident:al buifding”?

ian Jones, Courses Construction, Ryerson University (1967)
J Arswered Feh 23, 2018 - Author has 188 answers and 102.9k answer views

An efficient hi rise typical floor should have no more than 15% for the core leaving the
ather 85% as gross saleable area.

Best one we did was 10% core with 2 elevarors and a scigsors stair, picling up an extra
5% of saleable area per floor.

ie. 10,000 sf floor plate = 500sf extra saleable area x 30 floors = 15,000sf X $600 per sf =
$9,000,000 extra revenue by making the architect work smarter,

1.3k views - View 3 Upvolers

Related Questions

How much circulation percentage should a commercial building rave?

What circulation percentage should an assembly vuilding have?

Whatis the labour cost for builging a rasidential building in percentage?

What is the procedure o convert a residantial budding into a commercial buiiding?
Whalis the capacily of & 20,000 square fool bullaing?

Whalt is the circulabon area in estmation of e building?

How much wilh it cost Lo sl 8 6 floor residentiad building i an area of 2500 @2 of
Bhadoni dstrict. excluding the money required for uy.,.

Hlow can gel more maney to buy a rasidental building?
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EXHIBIT P





REBUTTAL TO Public Works” “Independent Peer Review of 3333 California...” dated August 15,2019 Item 2 Parking &
Circulation pgs. 10-13

I will address each sub-item after the Executive Summary which follows below.

Public Works, PW, made no attempt to contact the Community and seek clarification or guidance. Instead, their source
of information, interpretation and assumptions was solely the Project Sponsor whose only objective was to oppose the

Community pian.
See attached documents for reference, including references therein.

Had PW spent a little time and contacted the Community they could have avoided misstating and misrepresenting the
Community’s parking plan.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Industry Standard for a long span parking garage is 350 square feet per space. The Community used an average of 438
square feet per space, a 25% increase. This is exceedingly conservative. PW chose to ignore this conservative factor
throughout which compromises any conclusions drawn by PW.

Furthermore, industry standard calls for 400+square feet per space for mixed use and even a higher average for retail.
The Community plan calls for zero retail. So, the Community plan is even more conservative. PW’s conclusions that the
Community plan is not achievable is an unsubstantiated opinion that belies the facts.

The Developer has retail spread along a 750ft length of California St. and needs an average of 478 square feet per space,
In addition, the Developer has multiple parking garages which are inherently less efficient and yet has an average
allocated space of less than 9% greater than the Community plan. On this basis alone one would conclude, with no other
factors being considered, that the Community Plan can park approximately 420 cars, far short of the highly imaginary
323 shown in Table 3. The 323 number is incorrect and is based on a series of inaccurate assumptions, mostly provided
by the Project Sponsor.

The fact that no retail exists in the Community plan; that more parking spaces, 896 vs 460, significantly increases the
number of oversized ADA spaces mandated; that retail imposes a factor that is anywhere from 15%, the very minimum,
to as much as 35%, greater than an all residential parking garage makes it abundantly clear that the Community plan is
either conservative or the Developers’ plan is totally inadequate to serve the needs of 896 parking spaces incorporating
retait use.

Using the three all residential buildings, Draft EIR Table 2.2, Masonic/Euclid/Mayfair yields an average of 356 square feet
per space. Compare this to the Community all residential average of 438 square feet per space-a 25% difference. PW’s
unsupported and incorrect conclusions are highlighted by this single comparison.

In addition, the Community plan call for only 4 freight loading zones versus 6 as we do not accommodate retail and the
intense truck traffic related to its use.

All'in alt, the Community plan provides more residential based square feet per parking space.

Comments to Individual sub-items 2(a) through 4.

2{a)/TABLE 3: PW's estimate of 323 parking spaces is an unsubstantiated opinion based on misunderstanding and
incorrect application of the facts.

(b) Incorrect, inaccurate and misleading. Nowhere has LHIA called for each of the 28 buildings to have an individual
elevator and stairway accessing the garage. Equally misleading is the use of the term “28 buiidings.” California Front and





Back consist of two buildings containing individual units. Direct access does not equate to exclusive access. The Project
Sponsor’s claim of “an inefficient garage” is an unsubstantiated opinion and a complete misunderstanding or
misrepresentation of the facts presented. PW failed to analyze this claim using accurate and correct information. PW'’s
failure to contact the Community highlights the failure to perform a thorough, accurate and relevant analysis of the

Community’s plan.
(c) Unsupported by facts; based on incorrect assumptions as noted above.

(d) Pure speculation and an unsubstantiated opinion. The Community plan did not, does not, will not call for 28
elevators, stairways, etc.

(e) Unsupported by facts. Nowhere does the Community indicate a “Walnut Garage.”

(f) Unsubstantiated opinion. The Community’s new underground garage is accessed from Presido Ave. via the newly
designed entrance. The garage is also accessed from Walnut and Mayfair further emphasizing the unsubstantiated
nature of this opinion.

(g) Incorrect and inaccurate conclusion. Based on the square footage of the garage and the conservative numbers
applied by the Community 460 spaces are clearly achievable.

(h) The Sponsor excavates on every quadrant of the site and on virtually 100% of the site not covered by the main
building so any claim as to the amount of excavation is both misleading and an attempt to inject inaccurate information
into the discussion. It should be noted that excavating under the existing parking lots along California St. is the most
expeditious, least disruptive, least polluting and technically soundest of all the locations on the 10- acre site.

(i) Unsubstantiated opinion based on incorrect assumptions. A simple phone call by PW would have made this obvious
from the outset. Ignoring relevant information, the Community, casts doubt on the intentions of the PW to carry out a
thorough, accurate, correct and relevant analysis of the Community plan.

(k) An incorrect conclusion not supported by the facts. The Presidio Ave. entrance connects directly to the new
underground garage via the newly designed entrance.

3. Either an unsubstantiated opinion or an incorrect and inaccurate conclusion based on misapplying the Community
plan.

F. Richard Frisbie:





Parking Garage

Two blocks to the east along Romaine St., Parking Structure C Topped out
for The Lot Studios around the same time. This eight level, long-span
parking structure was completed in the design-build project delivery format.
Largo Concrete was the general contractor self-performing the concrete
place and finish and unit masonry scopes of work. The structure totals
140,790gsf and holds 398 total stalls with two elevators and two staircases.
Working for the same CIM Group, the parking structure was designed by
Parking Design Solutions and Ficcadenti Waggoner and Castle Structural
Engineers and is scheduled to open early summer 2018.

Avg. per stall: 354gsf.

For planning purposes, 350 square feet per space is a good rule of thumb
for less- optimal garages. Short-span parking structures generally can
range between 360 and 400 square feet per parking space.
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B 2 ARKING STRUCTURE

Design Guidelines
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CAPITAL CITY

BivELerNINT COnp

BOISE. IDAHO

JARKING STRUCTURE [IIIT: Guidelines

13. Parking Layout Efficiency

Parking efficiency is expressed in square feet of construction per parking space.
Parking efficiency directly correlates with the construction cost per space. Build less
structure per space and the cost per space drops. Non-parking speed ramps for
example increase the square feet per space.

Parking efficiency should be calculated considering the total parking structure size
including the stairs and elevators and non-parking ramps. Any retail space that is
incorporated within the structure is also usually included in the calculation.

Typical ranges of parking structure efficiencies are:
= Short Span Structural System = 330 to 390 Square Feet per Space
= Long Span Structural System = 300 fo 340 Square Feet per Space

= Mixed Use Developments with retail, residential and parking can be as high W
as 400+ square feet per space

PARKING EFFICIENCY MAKES A BIG DIFFERENCE - EXAMPLE
= 360 sf / space X 500 spaces X $45 / sf = $8,100,000
= 330 sf/space X 500 spaces X $45 / sf = $7,425,000
A difference of $675,000 or $1,350 per space!

P 27 .
e | Kimley»Horn





TimHaahs
Q PARKING DATABASE

Everything you need to know about parking

What are some typical standards for parking garage
functional design?

5 YEARS AGO BY TIMHAAHS IN FUNCTIONAL DESIGN, ARCHITECTURE & ENGINEERING

The best design of a parking facility depends first and foremost on a number of factors including user, location,
federal/state/local codes, building size, functional layout, etc... However, there are typical design standards
common in many parking garage designs. The following are some useful standards that may help answer some
of your most common questions:

Parking Space Size

The size of parking spaces allowed is mandated by the local zoning or land development ordinances. For
example, in Philadelphia commercial districts, the minimum size parking space allowed is 8’6" x 180",

The size for parking stalls should be based on typical use. A general rule for this is: the lower the turnover, or
the more urban a location is, the smaller the parking spaces can be tolerated by users. On the other hand,
areas with high turnover, and which are less urban, will generally have larger spaces. However, variances or
design wavers are often sought for parking space dimensions when conditions justify the design.

Vehi idth v: rkin i
A car door opening clearance is approximately 20 to 24 inches. Adjacent parking spaces share this clearance

while vehicles are parked. When parking adjacent to a built wall or structure, a common practice is to add an
additional foot of stall width to the typical space.

ir ti I

Ramp slopes with parking generally range from 5% to 6.67% maximum (per Building Code). When additional
overhead height is required at a tier, a speed ramp can be incorporated into the design for vehicle circulation.
Speed ramp slopes can range from 6.67% to 16 % with appropriate transition slopes included at top and
bottom.

Considering vertical circulation of floor to floor heights, these typically range from 10°0” to 12°0". Applicable
Building Codes, Accessible Codes and local codes dictate minimum required overhead clearance
heights.Typical minimum required overhead clearances are 8'-2" for van accessible parking spaces, and 7'-0"
for typical spaces and other accessible spaces. In multi-level parking structures, van accessible parking spaces

8/26/19, 10:03 AM

https://parkingdatabase.timhaahs.com/what-are-some-typical-standards-for-parking-garage-functional-design/
Page 10f 3
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s GUARDIAN Q

ARCHIVE 18665-2014

stevesthg.com

with the clink of champagne glasses, kados Lo the development teamy and its community
pariners, and the eutting of & red ribbon, the new housing development at 38 Dolores St had
its grand opening celebration on Nov. 14, 2 couple woeks after the Whele Foods onits

sronnd Hoor openad its doors to Market Streel

[ many wavs, 48 Dolores i pretty Lepicad of the new housing opening in this part of town

these dave, 1 took soven years to complete the project, “on tme and snder budget Bra way
"

ihis communily e e proed of,” developer Dan Salier of The Prade Groap old the

wasembled croved,

Thai process eluded countless meelings with varions community grongs, who stecpssiully

pushied Tor progressive featurees (i inchnde sonse key pedestoiag safeiy improvenends and

Biiting the pumber of navkirg spaees 1o 1=t one spel for every bwo untis,

sy, FITY . o i [ = IS R . PPN SN N Cr e RER TR TV IR
Powsin i annsing el U developer working vlesely with the variows neighbo hood

SaRoCT e e S - ded the weedldressed erowad o the evend ) aosenbimend
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also voiced by his predecessor, Bovan Dhifly, whoe said, “They've been the gold stayas far as

listening e people.”

Bul not everyone agrees wilh that praise, Peter Calien, o housing activist who alse works for
the San Franeiseo Council of Community Housing Organizations, said Sifier broke longtime
assurances that he would satisfy his affordable housing obligations by building helow-
market-rate (BMR) units on site, rather than just paving an “in-lea” fee to the city, two

optons under Inclusionary Housing Ovdinance.

“Phey basically did a bait and switeh. 1t was a real bullshit move,” Coben told the Guardian,
noting how desperate Lhe ¢ty is for more affordable housing now, “The botton line is they

promised to do affordable housing on site and they didnt do "

“There are s many nuances to how afferdable housing works,” Safier told us, vaguely
explaining why he conldn't do an-site BMR units, including the demands of project funders.
Fe worked with the ¢ty ony doing a land dedivation for eff-site alferdable housing, but the
Mavor's Office of Monsing was sesistant, and it would have requived a change in city codes o

doin this part of town,

“They wanted to develop faster than we had Lo eapacity Lo develop,” MOH Director Olson
[ee told the Guardian. explaining that his office was dealing with gansitioning affordable
housing projects under the old Redevelopment Ageney and it didu’l have e capacity fo help

Safier build the BMR units now. Inslead, it accepled a check for aboul $5 million,

“We felt there should he more options for developers,” Safier said. "But the veality is the ity

needs the fees ™

Yes, over the long hanl, the city does need Dhose fees Lo huild more BMR units, which require
big public subsidios w huild 5 San Frandsco. But those will take many years and nuch
effort 1o build, Lee said the $37 million now i the citv's Affordable Housing Trust Fund will

eveptually Granslale into 185 BME wmits,

“That's why we want the units on site,” Cohen said, "becuure the clearest path is to build the

diiiy units in vour building.”

13v thme the party started al 38 Dolores, 40 of iis 81 units had alveady been rented, and the
developers expected even move to be vented out by the end of the party, afler attendees b

tovred the open units sipping froe champagne or cocktails,
"1 vou've bronght vour cheekbook, vou can even reat a unit.” Safiey told the evowd.

Prices ranged rom $2,630 per monih for one of a hali~duzen 505-square-ioot studio
aprrtments w 54,495 lor the wo-bedroom, bwis-biti, 1, 000-sguare-Tool unita that the event
was really pushing up fo $8,100 for a fosv three-bedroom aparbnents with the bidvony and

Jithor views on the seventh Qoo

Conparn those rents o San Franeiseo’s mredin rent of nearly 1500, the highest in the

Bation, according toa reeent US Censes roport, which also noted thad oceupants in 338
E i 1





pereent of rental units in the city pay more than 3 percent of thelr income on ront. And then

vou gel a prefly good iden how San Franeiseo is changing,

FLOOD OF HOUSING

Thousards ol pewly constreled housing unils are now coming ondine in San Francisco,
spurred by the city's hol housing market, pent-up demand and capital following the 2008
financial cvisis, and approval of eity plans that regulaie development by neighbortiood, such
as the Markel and Octavia Neighborhood Plan, which has unleashed a flood of development

along mid- and upper-Market Streel.

The goed news is apartiments are finally being buili in a city where nearly two-thivds of
residents rent — even in projects like 38 Dolores that are permitted as condos - but the bad
news is thal they've really expensive and the ¢ty isn't buitding anywhere near enough
affordable units to address demand by current residents, And most developers are opting Lo
“fec out” rather than build BMR units, meaning it will tike several years to address this

growing economic imbalance,

The trend in what's being built in San Franeisco and what those units are going for only
increases the pressure on lenants in rent-controlied apartinents, who are pow being
dispiaced at rates not seen sinee the last dot-com bubbie, both through evietions and buy-
suts. Contrary to the supply-and-demand arguments made by pro-development
cheerleaders, there’s no evidence that the housing supply now being built is doing anvthing

to halp most San Franciscans,

“Prickle down theory is yoing to fuck San Francisco, #7s not going Lo help it,” Cohen satd.
San Franciseo’s Housing Bloment, a study of housing needs mandated by state Jaw to ensure
that cities are addressing their affordable housing obligations, called for the city to butld
31,193 housing units from 2007-2014. Partially as a result of the 2008 financial meltdown,
San Franciseo foll far short of that goal, with just 11,130 unils getling permitted, mostof

those market-rate units,

Bui that was enough to meet 60.6 percent of the projected peed {or serving those earning
20 pereent of area wiedian income and above, wherens the ity entitled just 260 units for
moderate eome Sa Francisenns - 5.9 percent of the projected veed - and 3,313 units Tor

fow-income (80 percent of AMY and below), or 279 percent of the need

o oerisix, s Howsing Action Contition aud

Sotlisn't thal San Franeiseo s fueing o "hons
others olten proclainyg s that the city s Tacing an gffordobis housing orists deiver by no

e :‘ap:‘}w.%i3;1?_&:1‘2« tes

buitding evongh below-marcket-rate housing aid allowing yout

cannibabice the ciy's renl-controlied housing.
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“The reason for changing the inclusionary o 12 percent was Lo ineentivize the onesite.”

MOTES Loe told us, although he admitied that 3 had linited suceess so G

BATTLING FOR BMR

That's pot Lo say there wrent any BMR unils going up.

The Mavor's Office savs there are 6,168 housing unils now under construetion in the city,
and 1,182 of those are affordable housing, Most of thase are in projects that weve requived to
do so hecause they got a gift of public land, inchiding Lennar Urbar's housing developmentd
al Hunlers Point Shipyard wnd the housing developmen! that’s part of the Transbay
Terminal rebuild in SoMa, where the Block 6 project starting nest yewr that will have 70

BAMR units out of 479 total.

“I'he gity got that stale land and ag a requirement of L, it has a bigh alfordable bousing
requirement,” MOIEs Lee told us, "Transbay is a great example of how we're encouraging
the affordabie and markel rate to go hand-in-hand, because they reatly do go hand-in-hand.”

Other developers were encouraged by the change in Prop. C, including the massive, 754-unit
NEMA apartment comples on Market Streel next to the Twitter headquarters, which opted
to do the 12 percent BMR on-site rather than 17 pereent off-site or the pay of an in-icw fees
that rovghly cquivalent to 20 percent. Trinity Housings huge project af 1167 Markel will also

Bave 232 BMR unils oul of 1,000 units total,

“Gelting on-site inclusionary has lots of benefils,” Fee said. “One, we aren't doing it Two, it

seis done Taster. And Lhree, we get o bebler mix around the ciiy.”

While Wiener told us “we need all sorts of different housing,” he alse said that “we need to

do mere o bave on-sie aflfordable unils”

Buit Cohen said the oity st doing nearly enough to encourage affordable housing
construction, particularly giving how wuch market-rate housing iz heing built, which is
gentrifving the eity and haeting its diversity. He says MO shoukd fnerease the in-lieu fees,
which are hased on constrnetion costs aad nob what the red=hol market is actaally paying for
noils right now.

“The oppoviunity vost s Gy higher to do the unit oo site,” Cahen sald, “Phe foe s too choag "

So o nose, Colen works with neishbosboed associations md groups soch as the AT

fanee and the Milk Club (o pul peessure on developers o do onesite aitordabic

fosinyg -
Plousing .

"W
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Sentor Direelor of Dovelomuent: “We reeenthy met with Duboce Triangle Neighbors
Association and had a good diseussion, where we received alot of helpiul feedback ou the
BMR units and the overall project. We plan Lo incorporatoe Lheir feedbacic as se finalize our

plans with city staill”

Cohen said that's tepiead of developers these davs, 7 This s the cconomic reality, is it a place
o make alot ol meney ofl of real esiate,” Cohen said, “They ean very easily play the
conununily ke a fddle, so Doy hoping 1ean hely the Upper Market conmmunity beat

Groystar,”

Safier safd he doesn't think it's faiv or belptul Lo demonize developers, "l nol one of those
evil developers,” Satier said, whuo eriticizes the vich-vs-poor political dynamices in the ety 7
don’t think that tug and pull of this city is very productive.”

Bl Coben said activists need to be vigilant to protect the chavacter of the city in the face of
growing profit motives. *it's 24/7 and it just wears people down, and we bave to have wins
along the way,” Cohen said, noting the importanee of deleating the 8 Washinglon project in
the Tast eloetion. “We have (o be very loud about how difficult 3t is to maintain tis ciy’s

diversity.”
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FILE NO. 19XXXX ORDINANCE NO. XX-19

[Planning Code — Geary-Masonic Special Use District]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to modify the Geary-Masonic Special Use District in
the area generally bounded by Geary Boulevard to the south, Masonic Avenue to the east,
and Assessor's Parcel Block No. 1071, Lots 001 and 004 tothe north and west, respectively,
affirming the Planning Department's determination under the California Environmental Quality
Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of
Planning Code, Section 101.1; and adopting findings of public convenience, necessity, and

welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font.
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font,
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough-itali .
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font.

Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough-Arial-font.
Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

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

Section 1. Environmental and Planning Code Findings.

(@)  The Planning Department has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act (California Public Resources
Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in Fife No. and is incorporated herein by reference. The Board affirms
this determination.

(b) On , 2019, the Planning Commission, in Resolution No. ___ |

adopted findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are consistent, on balance,

Supervisor XXX
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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with the City's General Plan and eight priority policies of Planning Code Section 101.1. The
Board adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No. __and is incorporated herein by reference.

(c) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this ordinance will
serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth in Planning
Commission Resolution No.  and the Board incorporates such reasons herein by
reference. A copy of Planning Commission Resolution No. _is on file with the Clerk of
the Board of Supervisors in File No.

Section 2. The Planning Code is hereby amended by adding Section 249.20, to read as

follows:

SEC. 249.20. GEARY-MASONIC SPECIAL USE DISTRICT.

(a) General. A Special Use District entitled the Geary-Masonic Special Use District
("District"), the boundaries of which are shown on Sectional Map SUO3 of the Zoning Maps of
the City and County of San Francisco, is hereby established for the purpose set out below.

(b) Purpose. In order to provide for a mixed use development project with ground floor
retail, and a combination of very low income, low—income, moderate-income, middle-income,
and market rate residential units, at densities higher than what otherwise would be permitted
in the NC-3 zoning district and 80 foot height district, in an area well-served by transit, there
shall be a Geary-Masonic Special Use District consisting o(Assessor 's Block 1071, Lot 003
as designated on Sectional Map SUQ3 of the Zoning Maps of the City and County o(San
Francisco.

(c) Development Controls. Applicable provisions of the Planning Code for NCT-3
Districts as set forth in Section 752 shall apply within this Special Use District, except for the
following:

(1) Use Size. Non-residential uses 3000 square feet and above shall

Supervisor XXX
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2





(on RN (o BN o s B R © > N & ; TR - N 0% SR | R

[ T A T N T 1 T L £ T T . S N N S
G A W N e O O~ Ww NN

require a conditional use under Section 121.2. Uses more than 6000 square feet in size are
not permitted.

(2) Accessory Vehicle Parking. There are no minimum off-street parking

requirements for any use in this District. No parking shall be permitted above .5 cars for each

Dwelling Unit.

(3) Car-sharing. Notwithstanding the provisions of section 166, no less
than 25% of parking spaces provided shall be an off-street car-share parking space and shall
be provided on the building site. Except as expressly provided herein, all other provisions of
section 166 shall apply.

(4) Parking and Loading Access. Parking and Loading access from Masonic
Avenue is not permitted.

(5) Dwelling Unit Mix. The project shall provide a minimum dwelling unit mix of
(A) at least 40% two and three bedroom units, including at least 10% three bedroom units, or
{B) any unit mix which includes some three bedroom or larger units such that 50% of all
bedrooms within the project are provided in units with more than one bedroom.

(d) Inclusionary Housing. Compliance with the Inclusionary Housing Program can

oceur in one of the two following methods:

(1) Affordable Housing Fee. Payment of the Affordable Housing Fee pursuani to

Section 415, 5 and the following provisions:

(1) For g project providing Owned Units, the applicable percentage shall be 33%

of the residential gross floor area.

(2) For a project providing Rental Units, the applicable percentage shall be 30% of

the residential gross floor area.

Supervisor XXX
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(c) Use of Fees. MOHCD shall designate and separately account for all fees that it

receives under this Section. The funds shall be used exclusively to acquire and construct a 100%

affordable housing building on a site located within Supervisorial District 2, as it exists as of the date

of the effective date of this Ordinance XXX..

(2) On-site Inclusionary Units. On-site units pursuant to Section 415.6 in the following

amounts and income levels:

(a) In a rental project, at least 10% of units must be affordable to very low-
income households, at least 4% must be affordable to low-income households, at least 4%
must be affordable to moderate-income households and at least 5% must be affordable to
middle-income households. For purposes of this section, rental units for very low-income
households shall have an affordable rent set at 55% of Area Median Income or less, with
households earning up to 65% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for very low-income
units. For purposes of this section, rental units for low-income households shall have an
affordable rent set at 80% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning up from
65% to 90% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-income units. For purposes of
this section, rental units for moderate-income households shall have an affordable rent set at
110% of Area Median Income or less, with households earning from 90% to 120% of Area
Median Income eligible to apply for moderate-income units. For purposes of this section,
rental units for middle-income households shall have an affordable rent set at 120% of Area
Median Income or less, with households earning from 120% to 140% of Area Median Income
eligible to apply for middle-income units. For any affordable units with rental rates set at 110%
of Area Median Income or above, the units shall have a minimum occupancy of two persons.

£+ (b) In an ownership project, at least 11% of units must be affordable to very
low-income households, at least 5% must be affordable to low-income households, at least

5% must be affordable to moderate income households and at least 5% must be affordable

Supervisor XXX
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to middle-income households. For purposes of this section, ownership units for very low-
income households shall have an affordable sales price set at 80% of Area Median Income
or less, with households earning up to 100% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for very
low-income units. For purposes of this section, ownership units for low-income households
shall have an affordable sales price set at 105% of Area Median income or less with
households earning up from 95% to 120% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for low-
income units. For purposes of this section, ownership units for moderate-income households
shall have an affordable sales price set at 130% of Area Median Income or less, with
households earning from 120% to 140% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for
moderate-income units. For purposes of this section, ownership units for middle-income
households shall have an affordable sales price set at 150% of Area Median Income or less,
with households earning from 140% to 160% of Area Median Income eligible to apply for
middie-income units. For any affordable units with sales prices set at 130% of Area Median
Income or above, the units shall have a minimum occupancy of two persons.

(3) The grandfathering provisions in Section 415.3(b) shall not apply. Except as
expressly provided in this subsection (d), all other provisions of Section 415 shall apply.

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the
ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board
of Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.

Section 5. Scope of Ordinance. In enacting this ordinance, the Board of Supervisors
intends to amend only those words, phrases, paragraphs, subsections, sections, articles,
numbers, punctuation marks, charts, diagrams, or any other constituent parts of the Municipal
Code that are explicitly shown in this ordinance as additions, deletions, Board amendment

additions, and Board amendment deletions in accordance with the "Note" that appears under

Supervisor XXX
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the official title of the ordinance.

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney
By:
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To: Honorable San Francisco Board of Supervisors,
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Date: March 30, 2011
Re: 2009 Housing Element Update
~Commission Adopted CEQA Findings and draft Ordinance
Staff Contact: Kearstin Dischinger, Planner, (415) 558-6284
Kearstin@sfgov.org
Reviewed by: Sarah Dennis-Phillips, Senior Planner (415) 558-6314

On March 24, 2011, the San Francisco Planning Commission adopted the 2009 Update of the
Housing Element of the General Plan, and certified a full Environmental Impact Report on the
project. The 2009 update of the Housing Element includes Part 1: Data and Needs Analysis,
which contains a description and analysis of San Francisco’s population, household and
employment trends, existing housing characteristics, and housing needs; Part 2: Objectives &
Policies, which sets forth the policy framework to address the needs identified in Part 1; and a
series of Appendices including implementing programs as actionable steps towards addressing
housing issues,

This update, required by the State, has been the product of a comprehensive community-based
planning effort, led by the Planning Department, in cooperation with the Mayor's Office of
Housing and in consultation with a roundtable of other City agencies. Work began in September
2008 when staff convened a 15 member Community Advisory Body (CAB) made up of
representatives nominated by each Supervisor to assist staff on draft development. In the two
years that followed, the Department also hosted 14 stakeholder sessions focusing on the needs
and policy interests of special interest housing groups and organizations; facilitated over 30
public workshops and presentations throughout the City, with several in each supervisorial
district; invited community members to provide input at monthly office hours, through an online
and written survey, or through written comments; and hosted two “Director’s Forums” which
enabled the Planning Director to hear directly from the public.

The 2009 update of the Housing Element is required by State Law. Without full approval by our
local governing bodies, San Francisco is listed as “out of compliance” by the Department of
Housing and Community Development (HICD). This impacts the City’s eligibility for state
housing, community development and infrastructure funding programs, Full approval, including
adoption by the Board of Supervisors, will confirm our continued dedication towards meeting the
State of California‘s objectives towards housing and community development, arid will reinstate
our eligibility for these funds. '

As adopted by the Planning Commission, the 2009 Housing Element begins with four principles:

1. prioritization of permanently affordable housing;

2. recognition and preservation of neighborhood character;

3. integration of planning for housing with jobs, transportation and infrastructure; and
4. development of housing that fadilitates our City as a model of sustainability.

www.sfplanning.org

009360

1650 Mission St.
Suits 400

San Fancisco,
CA 94103-2479

Raception:
415.558.6378

Fasc:
415.558.6408
Planning
Infarmation;
415.558.6377
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2009 Housing Element Update March 30, 2011 . @

The majority of the policies represent these core values and were, in themselves, not the subject of
debate. However, the diversity of opinion in San Francisco means that not every policy represents
consensus. At the heart of the controversy that remained at the Planning Commission hearing on
March 24th were the seemingly opposite goals of enabling growth to address housing needs and
preserving established neighborhood character.

This dichotomy of viewpoints is not unique to San Frandsco - municipalities throughout the .
nation are plagued by this conflict: supporting growth in areas well-served by transit to promote
a more sustainable future; and the desire to minimize change in established neighborhoods. The
2009 Housing Element attempts to provide a path forward on both issues, by mandating a clear,
inclusive, community-driven process for any changes that will enable growth, and by providing
policy considerations that are intended to protect what is most valuable about each individual
neighborhood.

L

Supporting growth through community plans: The Planning Department has in recent years
planned for growth through community plans such as the Better Neighborhoods and Eastern
Neighborhoods Plans, These plans direct development to areas well-served by transit, to
ensure “complete neighborhoods” with supportive infrastructure and other improvements, and
to relieve pressure on neighborhoods less able to accommodate growth. This process has
provided a way for stakeholders to help direct the future of their area. Participants have been
vocal about their support of the practice.

To provide certainty to citizens who feared that the Housing Element would cause increases in
density to their neighborhoods without input, the document mandates that this process must
continue to be used in the event of proposed changes to land use controls, such as increased
housing density or height. It also dictates that any such chances must be generated through a
community based planning processes initiated in partnership with the neighborhood, initiated
by the Board of Supervisors. It states that any changes to land use policies and controls that
result from the community planning process may be proposed only after an open and publicly
noticed process, after review of a draft plan and environmental review, and with
comprehensive opportunity for community input.

Preserving neighborhood character: Protection of neighborhood character became a major issue
for neighborhoods in the wake of the 2004 Housing Element, which promoted a number of one-
size-fits-all strategies that might not be appropriate for some neighborhoods, such as
encouraging higher residential density in neighborhood commercial districts, allowing
flexibility in the number and size of units (density controls), and considering legalization of
secondary units.

The 2009 Housing Element removed these policies, directed that all such changes should only
be considered as a part of community planning processes as described above, and included
numerous new policies intended to further reinforce the City’s support of each neighborhood's
individual character. It clarifies support for individual community efforts that support good
planning principles, provides a process for Department adoption of neighborhood-specific
design standards, acknowledges neighborhood Covenants Conditions and Restrictions (while
clarifying that the Planning Department cannot legally enforce CC&Rs), and states that
densities in established residential areas should promote compatibility with prevailing

009361
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City and County of San Francisco March 2011

The Draft EIR indicates that any area-wide increases in allowable density would be considered in
a separate community planning process, and that such increases would not result from the
changes in the Housing Element. Policy 1.6 in the 2009 Housing Element states “consider
greater flexibility in number and size of units within established buildings envelopes m
community plan areas, especially if it can increase the number of affordable units in multi-family
structures.” The parameters of the community planning process are farther laid out in 2009
Housing Element Policy 1.4 and state that the process must look at each neighborhood
individually and occur with neighborhood support. The policies do not state that affordablc
housing makes increases in density or that impacts to scenic vistas and neighborhood character
would be more likely. The commenter is mistaken in concluding that the Housing Element

project allows for increased density beyond allowable zoning.

Comment C-5

Rose Hillson, Member, Jordan JPIA

Although on Page V.C-21 it states that the 2009 HE policies would not be anticipated to promote
development to the maximum building envelope, when compared with the 1990 Residence Element it
will because of the definition of “neighborhood” and the “community planning processes.” To which
specific processes are we referring?

Response to C-5

The intent of the 2009 Housing Element Policy 1.4, which discusses the community planning
process, is to ensure significant land use changes are done through a collaborative process with
the neighborhood and the City. This is discussed in detail in the 2009 Housing Element and
further discussed in the corresponding Implementation Measures, provided in Appendix C of the

2009 Housing Element.

As discussed in the 2009 Housing Element, this collaborative process is specifically referring to
community plans, neighborhood specific design guidelines, infrastructure plans, and historic
resources surveys, as appropriate. The 2009 Housing Element also details the outreach and
environmental review that must be conducted as part of any process. Finally, the discussion on
page V.C-21 (Aesthetics) of the Draft EIR concludes that the 1990 Residence Element supports
increased density more broadly throughout the City than would the 2009 Housing Element.

e
San Francisco 2004 and 2009 Housing Element C. Comments and Responses
Final EIR Page VIII-112






The City's housing policy is presented in two ways. In addition to the Citywide goals contained
in the Housing Element, the City’'s General Plan includes numerous smaller area plans or
specific plans. These area or specific plans are consistent with the overall General Plan’s goals
and objectives, but provide more detailed objectives and policies tailored to a specific area,
including objectives and policies related to housing. Consistent with this approach, the 2004 and
2009 Housing Elements include a framework for including more detailed housing policies and
objectives on a community or neighborhood level, where there is an opportunity for greater
community input and more detailed analysis of the neighborhood context. The 2004 and 2009
Housing Elements both support community driven policy changes that include neighborhood
input, and advise that proposed zoning changes refer to existing zoning regulations and built
form.

Numerous comments on the Revised EIR claimed that the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element
would eliminate RH-1 and RH-2 zoning. This is incorrect. If a community planning process is
proposed for a specific area, neither the 2004 or the 2009 Housing Element would require
changes to regulations for any residential districts, including RH-1 or RH-2 zoning districts. For
example, recent community plans (Market and Octavia and Eastern Neighborhoods) did not
make changes to parcels zoned RH-1 and RH-2 within the applicable study area. Those area
plans = and the policy determinations imbedded in them, including the determination to not
change RH-1 and RH-2 zoned parcels — were made through a multi-year collaborative planning
process, which included community stakeholders in the specific neighborhoods. However,
because RH-1 and RH-2 constitutes 72 percent of all parcels and 50 percent of developable
acreage in San Francisco, changes to RH-1 and RH-2 are not precluded by the Housing
Element.

Neither the 2004 or 2009 Housing Element, or any of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR
Revision, call for changes to the density of RH-1 and RH-2 districts, either on a neighborhood or
Citywide level. Instead, various policies in the Housing Elements discuss specific planning tools
that can be used in future community or area planning efforts to address residential regulations
such as those regarding secondary units, density limits, and parking maximums. However, all
versions of the Element call for changes only with neighborhood support or through a
community planning process, and advise that changes must be consistent with the existing
neighborhood character. The Department notes that Policy 11.4 of the 2009 Housing Element
requires the City to “continue to utilize zoning districts which conform to a generalized
residential land use and density plan and the General Plan” and that zoning amendments
should conform generally to the existing zoning districts as noted on Map 6 “Generalized
Permitted Housing Densities by Zoning District.” (See Part | Data and Needs Analysis). This
policy, table and map are substantially similar to those found in the 1990 Residence Element,
particularly with regard to RH-1 and RH-2 zoning.

The Department also notes that the 2004 Housing Element does not specifically reference RH-1
or RH-2 anywhere in the document. The 2009 Housing Element calls out RH-1 and RH-2
districts in the discussion of certain policies (e.g. Policy 1.6 and 11.5), but those discussions
relate to the need to respect and maintain existing elements of these districts, particularly the
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Balboa Park Area Plan 1,800
Market/Octavia Area Plan 6,000
Central Waterfront Area Plan 2.000
Mission Area Plan 1,700
East SOMA Area Plan 2,900
glr;c')_]wplace Square/Potrero Hill Area 3.200
Rincon Hill Area Plan 4,100
Visitacion Valley Redevelopment Plan 1,680
Transbay Redevelopment Plan 1,350
Mission Bay Redevelopment Plan 6,090
ggir:]tlers Paint Shipyard/ Candlestick 10.500
TotalﬂAdopted Plans & Projects: 41,320
Executive Park 1,600
Glen Park 100
Park Merced 5,600
Transit Center District 1,200
West SOMA 2,700
Treasure Island 8,000
Total Plans & Projects Underway: 28,844
TOTAL 70,164

* From indadual NOP and EIR, counded

POLICY 1.3

Work proactively to identify and secure opporiuniiy
sites for permanently affordable housing.

City should aggressively pursue opportunity sites for per-

manently affordable housing development.

Publicly-owned land offers unique opportunity for devel-
opment of affordable housing. The City should regularly
review its inventory of surplus, vacant or underused public
property, through an annual reporting process thac pro-
vides such information to che Mayor’s Office of Housing.
Public property no longer needed for current or foreseeable
future public operations, such as public offices. schools or
utilities should be considered for sale or lease for develop-
ment of permanencly affordable housing. The Cigy should

ensure that future land needs for transit, schools and other
services will be considered before public land is repurposed
to support affordable housing. Where sites are not appro-
priate for affordable housing, revenue generated from sale
of surplus lands should continue to be channeled into the
City’s Affordable Housing Fund under the San Francisco
Administrative Code Sections 23A.9 - 11.

‘The City’s land-holding agencies should also look for cre-
ative opportunities to partner with affordable housing de-
velopers. This may include identifying buildings where air
rights may be made available for housing without interfer-
ing with their current public use; sites where housing could
be located over public parking, transit facilities or water
storage facilities; or reconstruction opportunities where
public uses could be rebuilt as part of a joint-use affordable
housing project. Agencies should alsa look for opportuni-
ties where public facilities could be relocated to other, more
appropriate sites, thereby making such sites available for
housing development. For example, certain Muni fleet
storage sites located in dense mixed-use or residential areas
could be relocared, thereby allowing in-fill mixed use or
residential development. The City should proacrively seek
sites for affordable housing development by buying devel-
opmenss that are no longer moving towards completion.
This may include properties that have received some or
all City land use entitlements, properties that have begun
construction but cannot continue , or properties that have
completed construction, but whose owners must sell.

POLICY 1.4

Ensure community based planning processes are
used to generate changes to land use controls.

Community plans are an opportunity for neighborhoods
to work with the City to develop a strategic plan for their
future, including housing, services and amenities. Such
plans can be used to target growch strategically to increase
infill development in locations close to transit and other
needed services, as appropriate. Community plans also
develop or update neighborhood specific design guide-
lines, infrastructure plans, and historic resources surveys,
as appropriate. As nored above, in recent years the City has
undertaken significant communirty based planning efforts
to accommodate projected growth Zoning changes that
involve several parcels or blocks should always involve sig-
nificant comrmunicy outreach. Additionally zoning changes





San Francisco General Plan

that involve several blocks should always be made as part of
a community based planning process.

Any new community based planning processes should
be initiated in partnership with the neighborhood, and
involve the full range of City stakeholders. The process
should be initiated by the Board of Supervisors, with the
support of the District Supervisor, through their adoption
of the Planning Department’s or other overseeing agency’s
work program; and the scope of the process should be ap-
proved by the Planning Commission. To assure that the
Planning Department, and other agencies involved in land
use approvals conduct adequate community outreach, any
changes to land use policies and controls that result from the
community planning process may be proposed only after
an open and publicly noticed process, after review of a draft
plan and environmental review, and with comprehensive
opportunity for community input. Proposed changes must
be approved by the Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisors at a duly noticed public hearing. Additionally,
the Department’s Work Program allows citizens to know
what areas are proposed for community planning. The
Planning Department should use the Work Program as a
vehicle to inform the public about all of its activities, and
should publish and post the Work Program to its webpage,
and make it available for review at the Department.

POLICY 1.5

Consider secondary units in community planning
processes where there is neighborhood support and
when other neighborhood goals can be achieved,
especially if that housing is made permanently
affordable to lower-income households.

Secondary units (in-law” or “granny units”) are smaller
dwelling units within a structure containing another much
larger unit(s), frequently in basements, using space that is
surplus to the primary dwelling. Secondary units represent
a simple and cost-effective method of expanding the hous-
ing supply. Such units could be developed to meet the
needs of seniors, people with disabilities and others who,
because of modest incomes or lifestyles, prefer or need
small units at relatively low rents.

Within a community planning process, the City may ex-
plore where secondary units can occur wichout adversely
affecting the exterior appearance of the building, or in the

case of new construction, where they can be accommodated

within the permitred building envelope. The process may
also examine further enhancing the existing amnesty pro-
gram where existing secondary units can be legalized. for
example-through-anamnesty-program-that-requites-Such
enhancements would allow building owners to increase
theirsafety and habitability of their units. Secondary unics
should be limited in size to control their impact.

POLICY 1.6

Consider greater flexibility in number and size

of units within established building envelopes in
community based planning processes, especially
if it can increase the number of affordable units in
multi-family structures.

In San Francisco, housing density standards have tradi-
tionally been set in terms of numbers of dwelling units in
propottion to the size of the building lot. For example, in
an RM-1 district, one dwelling unit is permitted for each
800 square feet of lot area. This limitation generally applies
regardless of the size of the unit and the number of people
likely to occupy it. Thus a small studio and a large four-
bedroom apartment both count as a single unit. Setting
density standards encourages larger units and is particularly
tailored for lower density neighborhoods consisting pri-
marily of one- or two-family dwellings. However, in some
areas which consist mostly of taller apartments and which
are well served by transit, the volume of the building rather
than number of units might more appropriately control
the density.

Within 2 community based planning process, the City
may consider using the building envelope, as established
by height, bulk, set back, parking and other Code require-
mens, to regulate the maximum residential square footage,
rather than density controls that are not consistent with ex-
isting pacterns. In setting allowable residential densities in
established neighborhoods, consideration should be given
to the prevailing building type in the surrounding area
so that new development does not detract from existing
character. In some areas, such as RH-1 and RH-2, existing
height and bulk patterns should be maintained to protect
neighborhood character.
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SAN FRANCISCO
PRESERVATION BULLETIN NO. 21

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties, 1995

Rooted in over 120 years of preservation ethics in both Europe and America, The Secretary of
the Interior's Standards (Standards) for the Treatment of Historic Properties are common sense
principles in non-technical language. They were developed by the United States Department of
the Interior, National Park Service to help protect our nation's irreplaceable cultural resources by
promoting consistent preservation practices.

The Standards may be applied to all properties that have been designated as historical
resources: buildings, sites, structures, objects, and districts.

It should be understood that the Standards are a series of concepts about maintaining, repairing
and replacing historic materials, as well as designing new additions or making alterations; as
such, they cannot, in and of themselves, be used to make essential decisions about which
features of a historic property should be saved and which might be changed. But once an
appropriate treatment is selected, the Standards provide philosophical consistency to the work.

In 2000, the San Francisco’s Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (Landmarks Board)
adopted the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties when
reviewing alterations to designated historical resources through Article 10 of the Planning Code.
For the purposes of (California Environmental Quality Act) CEQA, if a building, structure or
object meets the Act’s definition of “historical resource,” the Standards are implemented to
insure that alterations are consistent with the objectives set forth in the Standards.

Administered by the San Francisco Planning Department Neighborhood Planning Team’s
Preservation Technical Specialists, use of the Standards has provided a consistent level of
evaluation and review of projects by both Planning Department staff and the Landmarks Board
on projects that may compromise the integrity and/or level of significance of designated (Article
10) or identified (CEQA) historical resources.

For both Article 10-designated historic resources and CEQA-identified historical resources, the
Standards will be applied to any work involving new construction, exterior alteration (including
removal or demolition of a structure), or any work involving a sign, awning, marquee, canopy or
other appendage for which a City permit is required.

Four Treatment Approaches

There are Standards for four distinct, but interrelated, approaches to the treatment of historic
properties -- preservation, rehabilitation, restoration and reconstruction. The Planning
Department’s Preservation Technical Specialists will use the appropriate treatment based on
the objectives of each project. The four approaches are:

C:\temp\PresBulletin21Standards.doc
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PREFACE

The year 2016 was significant as the Centennial of the National

Park Service, which was established as a new burecau within the
Department of the Interior by the Organic Act on August 25, 1916.

As directed in this legislation, the National Park Service has served
for one hundred years as steward of the “Federal areas known as
national parks, monuments and reservations...to conserve the scen-
ery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and
1o...leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.”

The year 2016 also marked the soth anniversary of the passage of
the National Historic Preservation Act on October 15, 1966, The

Act increased the scope and responsibilities of the National Park
Service with regard 1o the preservation of cultural resources. The
National Historic Preservation Act charges the National Park Service
{through authority delegated by the Secretary of the Interior} to
establish and administer a naticnal historic preservation program
and to develop and promulgate standards and guidetines for the
treatment of historic properties.

The Seevetary of the Interior’s Standards for Histovic Preservation
Projects were first issued in 1978. In 1979 they were published with
Guidelines for Applying the Standards and reprinted in 1985. The
Standards were revised in 1992, when they were retitled The Secre-
tary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties.

The Standards were codified in the Federal Register in 1995, the
same year that they were published with guidelines as The Secrefary
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilifating, Restoring and Reconsivucting
Historic Buildings. These Standards and Guidelines provide a critical
part of the framework of the national preservation program. They
are widely used at the federal, state, and local levels to guide work
on historic buildings, and they also have been adopted by Certified
Local Governments and historic preservation commissions across
the naticn.

in 2010 the National Park Service issued A Call to Action: Preparing
Jor a Second Century of Stewardship and Engagement, a plan to chart a
path for its next 100 years. This plan identified & number of actions
with the goal 1o “preserve America’s special places in the next
century,” which inchided updating National Park Service policies
and guidance. The project o update The Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines for
Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring and Reconstructing Historic Build-
ings was undertaken as part of this broader effort.

Since these Guidelines were first published in 1995, a greater number

of buildings and building types, telling a broader range of stories that
are part of the nation’s heritage, have been recognized as “historic”

VI
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1. STATE OF CALIFORNIA
' bepartment of Parks and Recreation
® National Historic Presarvation Act of 1966, as Amended
5. Certified Lotal Government Program
4 CERTIFICATION AGREEMENT
5. Participant: CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO
6 Recitals: |
a%@ 1) The Participant agrees to exscyte and administer a program for the‘
g ! 1denttfication and prctectioh of historic, architectural, and archeological

10- resources throughout tts jurisdiction according to the terms contatned in the
11 State of California's "Procedures for Certified tocal Government Histeric
12 hPreservation Program" (Procedures), incorporated herein as Exhibit A, as

1

bl

i apprbved by the National Park Service, Department of the Interior, acterding
14 to the provisions of the National Historic Praservation Act of 1966, as

15 amended in 1980 (16 USC 470; Public Laws B9-665 and 36-5157.

161
i?it 7} This agreement shall begin on the date it 1s signed by the State
18  Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and shall remain in effect unless the

1

m

*Part1c1pant requests decerfification as a Certified Local Government or 1s

20 ' decertified by the SHPO, pursuant to the Procedures.
21 f'!

i

i
22 ! 3)  The Participant shall meet the provisions of the vk hd Ve Expanded

23 i Leve] of Participation as delineated in the Procedures: enforce appropriate

24 | state and local legislation for the designation and protection of historle
25 . properties, establish an adequate and qualified historlc preservatﬁon review
26 lcommission (Review Commission) by local law; maintain a system for the survey

27 ;and inventery of historic properties; provide for adequate pub11c
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participation in the local historic preservation program, tncluding the
process of recommending properties for nomination to the Nationat Register of
Historic Places (Nat1on§l Register), and satisfactorily perférm the
responsibilit1es delegated to 1t by the gtate. participant shall also perform
additional responsibilities mutually agreed to by the State.

4) The SHPQ shal) submit all recommendations for nominations to the

National Register for properties In the participant's jurisdiction to the

. participant for review and coment by the Review Commission. The participant

agrees o ensure ‘that the professional technical expertise related fo the
sdbject of each recommendation for nomination 15 etther available on the

Review Commission or is obtained pursuant to the Procedures.
5)  The Participant shall enforce 1ts pistortc preservation ordinance, a
copy of which 1s incorporated herein as Exhibit B the Participant shall

ebtain the prior approval of the SHPO for any amendments te sajd ordinances.

€) The State shall monitor and evaluate the performance of CLGs in

! accordance with 36 CFR 61.5(e)(5). Therefore, the participant shall provide
" ¢he SHPO an annua) report consistent wIth established guidelines in Exhibtt c.

7)  The Participant and the SHPO ¢hall comply with all applicable jaws,
rules, and regulations pertaining to the executicn and administration of the
terms of the Procedures.
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California Office of Historic Preservation
Department of Parks & Recreation

Local Government Assistance

1725 23rg St,
Suite 100
Sacramento CA 95816

phone:
{916} 445-7000
fax:
{916} 445-7053

email;
calshpo@parks.ca.gov
website:
www.ohp.parks.ca.gov
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Enforce appropriate state and local legislation for the designation and protection
of historic properties.

CLGs must enact and enforce a local historic preservation ordinance. State enabling
legislation, found at California Government Code Sections 65850, 25373, and 37361,
provides for locatl jurisdictions to enact appropriate historic preservation legislation.
Additionally, the local legislation shall be consistent with the intent and purpose of the
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. 470).

Along with other local governments, CL.Gs must enforce the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) regulations in relation to historical resources, and participate, as
appropriate, in the environmental review of federally-sponsored projects under Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended.

Designation refers to the identification and registration of both historic and prehistoric
properties for purposes of protection using criteria established by the local government.
Designation requirements and procedures must be consistent with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Identification and Registration. Adoption of criteria that closely
follows the National Register of Historic Places and the California Register of Historical
Resources is encouraged.

Protection refers to the local review process under local law for proposed demolition of,
changes to, or other action that may affect properties that have been designated
pursuant to the local ordinance. This would not include properties listed on or
determined eligible for the national Register of Historic Places or California Register of
Historical Resources unless those properties were also designated under the local
designation process.

The CLG will prepare a comprehensive local historic preservation plan or preferably, a
historic preservation element in the community’s general plan. The plan or element will
identify preservation missions, goals, and priorities and will establish preservation
strategies, programs, and time schedules. 1t will also be used to support and justify CLG
grant applications.

The CLG is encouraged to adopt and implement the Secretary of the Inferior’s
Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation relevant to CLG
heed and activities (www.nps.gov/history/local-law/arch_stnds_0.htm).

Establish a qualified historic preservation review commission by local law.

A gualified historic preservation review commission means a board, council, committee,
commission or other similar body established by local legislation whose primary
purpose is historic preservation and whose membership includes a minimum of five (5)
individuals, all of who have a demonstrated interest in, competence or knowledge in
historic preservation.
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Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>

3
v

LHIA meeting tomorrow evening
4 messages
Dan Safier <dsafier@pradogroup.com> Wed, Oct 17, 2018 at 10:26 AM

To: John Rethmann <jochnrothmann2@yahoo.com>, Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>
Cc: Dan Kingsley <DKingsley@sksre.com>, Cynthia Hamilton <chamilton@pradogroup.com=>

Dear John and Kathy,

We hope this email finds you well.

We've heen made aware of the LHIA posters that have been posted around the neighborhood regarding an LHIA
meeting tomorrow evening to discuss the upcoming publication of our Draft EIR.

in the spirit of openness and collaboration, PSKS would like to attend the meeting - we are happy to attend in a
listening capacity and simply to provide factual information if any questions come up.

We felt that our last meeting with LHIA was collaborative and productive, and we would like to continue that
collaborative working relationship to ensure the best project for the City, LHIA and the other neighborhood groups.

Please let us know if you have any objection to our attendance.
Thank you,

Dan 8 and Dan K

Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 17, 2018 at 10:27 AM
To: Richard Frishbie <frfheagle@gmail.com>

fyi
{Quoted text hidden]

Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 17, 2018 at 6:39 PM
To: Dan Safier <dsafier@pradogroup.com>

Cc: Richard Frisbie <fribeagle@gmail.com>, "M.J. Thomas" <mjinsf@comcast.net>, Catherine Carr
<catherine.a.carr@gmail.com>, Linda Glick <lindaglick@hotmail.com=>, "John Rothmann
(johnrothmann2@yahoo.com}” <johnrothmann2@yahoo.com>

Dan,

Although we gave you the courtesy of notice that we were going to submit to the California Office of Historic
Preservation a nomination of the site as a histarical resource, you did not afford the same courtesy fo us when you
weni to the Architectural Review Committee of the SF Historic Preservation Commission. There, you presented
your consultant's proposed preservation alternatives, and the committee agreed that they were sufficient
preservation alternatives for discussion in the EIR. In thirly years of working with neighborhoods, | have never
before had anyone fail to inform me of a hearing.

Your alternatives were actually not sufficient, as those alternatives propose office use of the existing structure. We
all know that the City needs housing.

As we told you at our last meeting, we are preparing a preservation alternative that would use the main building
principally for housing and buitd other housing on the site. We request that you inform the Planning Department
that you agree that this community preservation alternative is to be included in the Draft EIR and that the release of





the Draft EIR shouid be delayed until January 2, 2019, so the community is not inconvenienced by a hearing the
week after Thanksgiving on the Draft EIR. We have been informed that these requests can be granted with the
developer's agreement,

Also, we previcusly attended a meeting that you held with the Laure!l Village merchants, and you told them that you
wanted to meet with them privately in the future. Many of the meetings you claim to have held were private
meetings.

In addition, after the Initial Study was released for your project without a greenhouse gas emissions study or a
traffic study, a couple months later you and the Planning Department sent a greenhouse gas emissions analysis
and a transportation analysis to the Governer's Office of Planning and Research without informing us that you had
applied for environmental review streamlining. Had you truly been interested in openness and collaboration you
would have released this information to the public or posted it on your website at the time you submitted it.

Although we met with you at each available opportunity, you took a Top-Down approach and would not plan the
development in collaboration with the community. At one of your poster-board sessions, your representatives told
people that rezoning was not necessary, and | immediately reported this to Dan Kingsley. He said, "you and | know
that rezoning is needed” but | did not see him make any effort to instruct his representative to tell the truth to the
community.

You only spoke to the community once about your proposal and would not allow members of the public to speak,
answering only a few questions written on cards.

At our last meeting, we told you that you had concealed the historical significance of the property from us and the
community and that you now need to redesign the project in accordance with the Secretary of Interior's standards
for reuse of historical resources. You said: "Forget the rules, do you like it?" | said that [ did and that | thought the
seamless connection between the indoor spaces and outdoor landscaping was a brilliant idea and that you could do
something really good with the views and landscaping. You replied: "You are not going to redesign this project.”
We think the rules apply to you and hope you will have a change of heart.

You have chosen to push along with an impactful proposal that is strongly opposed by the majority of the
community. Since you have preferred private meetings, | am sure you will understand that the community needs an
opportunity to meet without interference to discuss the upcoming schedule and hearings. Knowing the community
views as | do, | think they would regard your presence as unwelcome at this point, so we hope you will honor their
need to join together in protection of their neighborhood without your interference.

In order to keep communications open, we offer you a meeting with our Association's Executive Committee on
Friday October 19 between 11 am and 7 pm or at a mutually convenient time in the next two weeks. You could
arrange the location. We understand that you are going to submit revised plans to the Planning Department. You
should send them to us as soon as possible.

Also, our Assaociation has held election of officers. John Rothmann has retired and is no longer an officer, so further
communications to the Association should be sent to me.

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of SF, Inc.
By: Kathy Devincenzi, President
[Quoted text hidden]

Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com> Wed, Oct 17, 2018 at 6:42 PM
To: catherine. stefani@yahco.com

fyi

{Quoted text hidden]
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I. Introduction

WHY DO WE HAVE RESIDENTIAL DESIGN GUIDELINES?

San Francisco is known for its neighborhoods and the visual quality
of its buildings. I'rom the Victorians of the Western Addition

to the stucco-clad Mediterranean-style homes in the Sunset
neighborhood and contemporary infill homes found throughout

the City, the architecture is diverse, yet many neighborhoods are
made up of buildings with common rhythms and cohesive elements
of architectural expression. These neighborhoaods are in large part
what make San Francisco an attractive place to live, wortk, and

visit. In order to maintain the visual interest of a neighborhood,

it is important that the design of new buildings and renovations

to existing buildings be compatible with nearby buildings. A single
building out of context with its surroundings can be disruptive to the
neighborhood character and, if repeated often enough, to the image
of the City as a whole,

The Residential Design Guidelines (Guidelines) articulate
expectations regarding the character of the built environment and are
intended to promote design that will protect neighborhood character,
enhancing the attractiveness and quality of life in the City. The
Guidelines address basic principles of urban design that will result

in residential development that maintains cohesive neighborhood
identity, preserve historic resources, and enhances the unique setting
and character of the City and its residential neighborhoods. The
Guidelines also suggest opportunitics for residential designs to
further San Francisco’s goal of environmental sustainability.

LEGAIL. BASIS

Section 311(c)(1) of the Planning Code provides that Residential
Design Guidelines shall be used to review plans for all new
construction and alterations. Specifically, it states:

“The construction of new residential buildings and alteration of
existing resiclential buildings in R districts shall be consistenr with

the design polices and guidelines of the General Plan and with the
“Residential Design Guidelines” as adopted and periodically amended
for specific areas or conditions by the City Planning Commuissioq.
The Director of Planning may require modifications to the exterior
of a proposed new residential building or proposed alteration of

Introduction





an existing residential building in order w bring it in to conformity
with the “Residential Design Guidelines™ and with the General
Plan. These modifications may include, but are aot limited to,
changes in siting, building envelope, scale, texture and detailing, and
landscaping,”

The Planning Commission adopted the first Guidelines on
November 2, 1989, This version of the Guidelines was adopted by
the Planning Commission on December 4, 2003,

In developing these Residential Design Guidelines, the Depariment

referred to the General Plan, and to the Planning Code. ,
The new Housing Element

is being considered for

The General Plan s San Francisco’s adopted guide for coordinated adoption by the Planning
and harmonious development in accordance with its present and Commission. The Housing
future needs. The Residence and Urban Design Elements of the Element will replace

the current Residence

General Plan inchide objectives and policies that guide housing £l )
; ' ' ement.

supply and residential development, and encourage a quality living
environment, The Residential Design Guidelines support and
implement these objectives and policies.

The Planning Code establishes standards for the maximum and
minimum dimensional requirements for a building. The standards
include height, the size of rear and side yards, and front setbacks,
as well restrictions on the size and location of certain building
components.

Section 101.1 of the Planning Code establishes priority policies to
conserve and protect existing neighborhood character. This section
of the Code is the result of a November 1986 voter initiative (known
as “Prop. M”) that arose out of a concern for the visual quality of
the neighborhoods. The Residential Design Guidelines implement
these policies.

HOW ARE THE GUIDELINES USED?

Applicability Urban Design Guidelines
for Neighborhood

‘The Residential Design Guidclines apply o all residential projects in Commercial Districts can
RH (Residential House) and RM (Residential Mixed) zoning districts. be found in the Commerce
They do not apply to NC (Neighborhood Commercial) Districts or and industry Element of

. L . L . e the General Plan {Pages
to commercial or institutional buildings within residental districts. .2.34-1.2.36)
Application of the Guidelines is 2 mandatory step in the permit
review process and all residential permit applications must comply
with both the Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines.

4 Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003





Organization

The Residential Lesign Guidelines are organized in a hievarchy, from
large-scale neighborhood character issues to small-scale building
derails. Special guidelines that apply only to historie buildings are
also included. Fach wopic begins with a Design Principle, which is a
discussion of the ideas and goals regarding a specific subject, ris
followed by a “guideline”, which further explains the

design principle,

Because some of the guidelines may conflict, and certain guidelines
may not apply to a project, it is necessary to identify the particular
issues related to a project to use this document effectively.
Thoughtful application of the Guidelines and a sensitive design that
is well detailed, using quality materials, will assist in creating a project
that is compatible with neighborhood character and reduces the
potential for conflict and delay.

The illustrations typically show existing buildings on 25-foot wide
lots in low-density neighborhoods, However, the illustrations also
apply to alterations and new construction on wider lots and in higher
density settings, such as those found in RM (Residential Mixed)
Districts.

Design Principles

The Resideatial Design Guidelines focus on whether a building’s
design conuributes to the architectural and visual qualities of the
neighborhood. The Design Principles found in this document
indicate the aspects of a project that will be evaluated in making a
determination of compliance with the Guidelines.

Following is an overview of the Design Principles:

*  [nsure that the building’s scale is compatible with
surrounding buildings.

«  Ensure that the building respects the mid-block open space.

+  Maintain light 1o adjacent properties by providing
adequate setbacks.

*  Provide architecrural features thar enhance the
neighborhood’s character,

¢ Choose building materials that provide visual interest and
texture to a building,

* [Dnsure that the character-defining features of an historic
building are maintained,

Introduction





Immediate Context: When
considering the immediate context
of a project, the concern is how
the proposed project relates fo the
adjacent buildings.

Broader Neighborhiood Context:
When considering the broader
context of a project, the concern is
how the proposed profect relates
to the visual character and scale
created by other buildings in the
general vicinily.

8 Residential Design Guidelines: December 2003
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Misuse of Conditional Use Procedure -Commission Cannot Permit
Increase Because Height Limit is Not More Than 50 Feet in RM-1
District

SEC. 253. REVIEW OF PROPOSED BUILDINGS AND
STRUCTURES EXCEEDING A HEIGHT OF 40 FEET IN RH
DISTRICTS, OR MORE THAN 50 FEET IN RM AND RC
DISTRICTS.

(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Code to the contrary, in any RH, RM, or RC
District, established by the use district provisions of Article 2 of this Code, wherever a height
limit of more than 40 feet in a RH District, or more than 50 feet in a RM or RC District, is
prescribed by the height and bulk district in which the property is located, any building or
structure exceeding 40 feet in height in a RH District, or 50 feet in height in a RM or RC District,
shall be permitted only upon approval by the Planning Commission according to the procedures
for conditional use approval in Section 303 of this Code; provided, however, that a building over
40 feet in height in a RM or RC District with more than 50 feet of street frontage on the front
fagade is subject to the conditional use requirement.

(b) Commission Review of Proposals.

(1) Inreviewing any such proposal for a building or structure exceeding 40 feet in height in
a RH District, 50 feet in height in a RM or RC District, or 40 feet in a RM or RC District where
the street frontage of the building is more than 50 feet the Planning Commission shall consider
the expressed purposes of this Code, of the RH, RM, or RC Districts, and of the height and bulk
districts, set forth in Sections 101, 209.1, 209.2, 209.3, and 251 hereof, as well as the criteria
stated in Section 303(c) of this Code and the objectives, policies and principles of the General
Plan, and may permit a height of such building or structure up to but not exceeding the height
limit prescribed by the height and bulk district in which the property is located.

(2) Inreviewing a proposal for a building exceeding 50 feet in RM and RC districts, the
Planning Commission may require that the permitted bulk and required setbacks of a building be
arranged to maintain appropriate scale on and maximize sunlight to narrow streets (rights-of-way

40 feet in width or narrower) and alleys.
(Added by Ord. 443-78, App. 10/6/78; Ord. 72-08, File No. 071157, App. 4/3/2008; amended by Ord. 63-11, File No. 101053,
App. 4/7/2011, Eff. 5/7/2011; Ord. 22-185, File No. 141253, App. 2/20/2015, Eff. 3/22/2015)

AMENDMENT HISTORY
Section header and section amended; Ord. 63-11, Eff. 5/7/2011. Former divisions (b) and (b)(1) reorganized as current divisions
(b), (b)(1). and (b)(2) and amended; Ord. 22-15, Eff. 3/22/2015.






Misuse of Conditional Use Procedure to Permit Waiver of
Applicable Restrictions Set Forth in Planning Code Resolution 4109
and related recorded Stipulation as to Character of Improvements

SEC. 174. COMPLIANCE WITH CONDITIONS,
STIPULATIONS AND SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS REQUIRED.

Every condition, stipulation, special restriction and other limitation imposed by administrative
actions pursuant to this Code, whether such actions are discretionary or ministerial, shall be
complied with in the development and use of land and structures. All such conditions,
stipulations, special restrictions and other limitations shall become requirements of this Code,
and failure to comply with any such condition, stipulation, special restriction or other limitation
shall constitute a violation of the provisions of this Code. Such conditions, stipulations, special
restrictions and other limitations shall include but not be limited to the following:

(a) Conditions prescribed by the Zoning Administrator and the City Planning Commission,
and by the Board of Permit Appeals and the Board of Supervisors on appeal, in actions on
permits, licenses, conditional uses and variances, and in other actions pursuant to their authority
under this Code;

(b) Stipulations upon which any reclassification of property prior to May 2, 1960, was made
contingent by action of the City Planning Commission, where the property was developed as
stipulated and the stipulations as to the character of improvements are more restrictive than the
requirements of this Code that are otherwise applicable. Any such stipulations shall remain in
full force and effect under this Code;

(c) Special restrictions prescribed by the Zoning Administrator in actions on permits pursuant
to the authority prescribed by this Code, and in the performance of other powers and duties to

secure compliance with this Code.
(Added by Ord. 443-78, App. 10/6/78)

As explained at page 14 of the City’s Preliminary Project Assessment:

“However, the stipulations of future development as outlined in Resolution 4109 continue
to apply, absent modification by the Board of Supervisors per Planning Code Section 174...As
indicated in the Preliminary Project Assessment application, the project may result in the
rezoning of the property which required review and approval by the Board of Supervisors.
Amending Resolution 4109 would also require review and approval by the Board of
Supervisors.”





Misuse of Planned Unit Development Procedure Because: (1) Under
No Circumstances May Project Be Excepted From 40-Foot Height
Limit, (2) Project Includes Commercial Uses that are not Necessary
To Serve Residents of the Immediate Vicinity, Subject to the
Limitations for NC-1 Districts and (

SEC. 304. PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENTS.

W In districts other than C-3, the Eastern Neighborhoods Mixed Use Districts, or the DTR
Districts, the North Beach Special Use District, the Planning Commission may authorize as
Conditional Uses, in accordance with the provisions of Section 303, Planned Unit Developments
subject to the further requirements and procedures of this Section 304. After review of any
proposed development, the Planning Commission may authorize such development as submitted
or may modify, alter, adjust or amend the plan before authorization, and in authorizing it may
prescribe other conditions as provided in Section 303(d). The development as authorized shall be
subject to all conditions so imposed and shall be excepted from other provisions of this Code
only to the extent specified in the authorization.

(a) Objectives. The procedures for Planned Unit Developments are intended for projects on
sites of considerable size, developed as integrated units and designed to produce an environment
of stable and desirable character which will benefit the occupants, the neighborhood and the City
as a whole. In cases of outstanding overall design, complementary to the design and values of the
surrounding area, such a project may merit a well reasoned modification of certain of the
provisions contained elsewhere in this Code.

(b) Nature of Site. The tract or parcel of land involved must be either in one ownership, or
the subject of an application filed jointly by the owners of all the property included or by the
Redevelopment Agency of the City. It must constitute all or part of a Redevelopment Project
Area, or if not must include an area of not less than % acre, exclusive of streets, alleys and other
public property that will remain undeveloped.

(c) Application and Plans. The application must describe the proposed development in
detail, and must be accompanied by an overall development plan showing, among other things,
the use or uses, dimensions and locations of structures, parking spaces, and areas, if any, to be
reserved for streets, open spaces and other public purposes. The application must include such
pertinent information as may be necessary to a determination that the objectives of this Section
are met, and that the proposed development warrants the modification of provisions otherwise
applicable under this Code.

(d) Criteria and Limitations. The proposed development must meet the criteria applicable to
conditional uses as stated in Section 303(c) and elsewhere in this Code. In addition, it shall:

(1) Affirmatively promote applicable objectives and policies of the General Plan;

(2) Provide off-street parking appropriate to the occupancy proposed and not exceeding
principally-permitted maximum amounts;

(3) Provide open space usable by the occupants and, where appropriate, by the general
public, at least equal to the open spaces required by this Code;

(4) Be limited in dwelling unit density to less than the density that would be allowed
by Article 2 of this Code for a district permitting a greater density, so that the Planned Unit
Development will not be substantially equivalent to a reclassification of property;





(5) In R Districts, include Commercial Uses only to the extent that such uses are necessary
to serve residents of the immediate vicinity, subject to the imitations for NC-1 Districts under
this Code, and in RTO Districts include Commercial Uses only according to the provisions of
Section 231 of this Code;

(6) Under no circumstances be excepted from any height limit established by Article 2.5 of
this Code, unless such exception is explicitly authorized by the terms of this Code. In the absence
of such an explicit authorization, exceptions from the provisions of this Code with respect to
height shall be confined to minor deviations from the provisions for measurement of height in
Sections 260 and 261 of this Code, and no such deviation shall depart from the purposes or intent
of those sections;

(7) In NC Districts, be limited in gross floor area {o that aliowed under the floor area ratio
limit permitted for the district in Section 124 and Article 7 of this Code;

(8) In NC Districts, not violate the use limitations by story set forth in Article 7 of this
Code; and

(9) In RTO and NCT Districts, include the extension of adjacent alleys or streets onto or
through the site, and/or the creation of new publicly-accessible styeets or alleys through the site
as appropriate, in order to break down the scale of the site, continue the surrounding existing
pattern of block size, streets and alleys, and foster beneficial pedestrian and vehicular circulation.

(10) Provide street trees as per the requirements of Section 138.1 of the Code.

(11} Provide landscaping and permeable surfaces in any required setbacks in accordance
with Section 132 (g) and (h).

(Amended by Ord. 414-83, App. 9/17/85: Ord. 69-87, App. 3/13/87; Ord. 115-90, App. 4/6/90; Ord, 72-08, File No. 071157,
App. 4/3/2008; Ord. 298-08, File No. 081153, App. 12/19/2008; Ord. 84-10, File No. 091433, App. 4/22/2010; Ord. 36-13 , File
No. 130062, App. 3/28/2013, BT, 4/27/2013; Ord. 188-15. File No, 150871, App. 11/4/2015, BT, 12/4/2015; Ord. [29-17. File

No. 170203, App. 6/30/2017, AT, 7/30/20%7; Ord. 296-18. File No. 180184, App. 12/12/2018, EAT. 1/12/2019; Ord. 311-18, File
No. 181028, App. 12/21/2018, EfY. 1/21/2019)

ARMENDRENT HISTORY
Division (d)(1} amended; Ord. 56-13 . Eff. 4/27/2013. Division {d){5) amended: Ord. 18815 . BT, 12/4/20135. Undesignated
introductory paragraph amended; Ord. 129-17, Eff. 7/30/2017. Undesignated introductory paragraph amended; Ord. 296-18, EiY.
1712/2019. Undesignated introductory paragraph and division (d)(2) amended; Ord. 311-18, EiT. 1/21/2019.
CODIFICATION NOTE

1. Soin Ord. 296-18.

Project combines PUD authorization with height limit increases from 40-feet to 45, 67, 80 and
92 feet.

Project attempts 1o incorporate NC-S uses and fails to use NC-1 zoning for retail uses. As
explained in page 13 of the Preliminary Project Assessment:

“In NC-1 Districts, such uses are also subject to the more restrictive controls of any other
(named) NC District or Restricted Use Subdistrict within a Y-mile.”

As explained in Planning Code Section 713 for Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center
Districts:





SEC. 713. NC-S - NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL
SHOPPING CENTER DISTRICT.

NC-S Districts are intended to serve as small shopping centers or supermarket sites which
provide retail goods and services for primarily car-oriented shoppers. They commonly contain at
least one anchor store or supermarket, and some districts also have small medical office
buildings. The range of services offered at their retail outlets usually is intended to serve the
immediate and nearby neighborhoods. These districts encompass some of the most recent (post-
1945) retail development in San Francisco's neighborhoods and serve as an alternative to the
linear shopping street.

Shopping centers and supermarket sites contain mostly one-story buildings which are removed
from the street edge and set in a parking lot. Outdoor pedestrian activity consists primarily of
trips between the parking lot and the stores on-site. Ground and second stories are devoted to
retail sales and some personal services and offices.

Planning Code section 713 specifies that Uses Not Permitted in NC-S Districts include
Entertainment, Arts and Recreation Uses, Arts Activities, Philanthropic Administrative Services,
Flexible Retail, Motel and Hospital.

However, the proposed Special Use District conflicts with these limitations on NC-S Districts by
attempting to add Entertainment, Arts and Recreation Uses, Philanthropic Administrative
Services and Flexible Retail Uses, which are not permitted in NC-S Districts.

Also, the NC-S objective of providing retail goods and services for primarily car-oriented
shoppers conflicts with the PUD requirement stated on Planning Code section 304 that
Commercial Uses be included “only to the extent that such uses are necessary to serve residents
of the immediate vicinity, subject to the limitations for NC-1 Districts under this Code.”





SEC. 131. LEGISLATED SETBACK LINES.

(a) The legislated setback lines along specific street and alley frontages established by
ordinance and resolution pursuant to former Article 4 of the City Planning Code and carlier
provisions of law are hereby continued in effect as regulations of the City Planning Code,
regardless of the regulations for the use districts in which such street and alley frontages are
located, and said ordinances and resolutions are expressly incorporated herein by reference as
though fully set forth.

(b) The obstructions permitted within such legislated setback lines shall be as described in
Sections 132 and 136 of this Code. No other obstruction shall be constructed, placed or
maintained within a legislated setback line.

(¢) The procedures for establishment, abolition or modification of a legistated setback line
shall be as specified in Sections 302 and 306 through 306.5 for amendments to this Code.

(d) In case of any conflict between the requirements of a legislated setback line and a front
setback area established by Section 132 of this Code, the more restrictive requirements shatl
prevail.

(Added by Ord. 443-78, App. 10/6/78)





Subject: Triangular lot defined
Effective Date: 2/91
Interpretation:

See Appendix

Code Section: 130(e)
Subject: Averaging of a required side yard
Effective Date: 1/86
interpretation:

See Interpretation 133 Side yard measurement

Code Section: 130(e)
Subject: Rear yard averaging
Effective Date: 9/87
Inferpretation:

Pursuant to long-standing policy, where a site has two depths, a rear yard must be provided for each of these
segments at the rear of these segments. This Section states that, "Where the building wall is not paragllel io a
side or a rear lot line [emphasis added] the required least dimension of the side yard or the rear yard along
such line may be applied to the average, provided that no such side yard shall be less than three feet in width
at any point, and no such rear yard shall be less than five feet in depth at any point." This provision cannot
apply to situations where a lot has two rectilinear segments of different depth because the lot lines are
still paraltel and perpendicular to each other allowing a rectilinear building. The section is intended to allow
flexibility in design only to an extent which would allow full development of the buildable area with a
rectilinear building.

Code Section: 131
Subject: Legislated setback lines, waiver by PUD or ZA
Effective Date: 1994
[aterpretation:

This Section continues in effect, the legislated setback lines established by separate ordinances and
specifically states that the procedures for establishing, abolishing or modifying them shall be as specified in
Sections 302 and 306 through 306.5. These Sections provide for text and map amendments. The provisions
governing variances and planned unit development are in Sections 304 and 305. Therefore, legislated
sethacks cannot be modified by the PUD or variance process. Nor can the Zoning Administrator adjust
a legislated setback by averaging it along a series of buildings. [n most cases, a variance would also be
needed for the setback required by Section 132.

Code Section: 132
Subject: Front setback
Effective Date: 5/87

Interpretation:
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Planning Home > General Plan

Introduction

San Francisco is a special place. Foremost is its dramatic physical beauty, created
by bay and ocean surrounding a cluster of hills that are often illuminated by brilliant
sun or shrouded in silvery fog. The views from these hilltops were given to us
inadvertently. The early settlers, in their scramble to forge a new life, imposed a
simple grid system on the land. So instead of streets winding themselves around the
hills we have streets that can scale the hilliops to reveal extraordinary vistas. These
vistas give us a city that appeals from any perspective and sparks our imagination.

Secondly, San Francisco is compact. Its density creates a rich variety of
experiences and encounters on every street. The city is cosmopolitan and affable,
easily traversed by foot or by bus, and offers an intriguing balance of urban
architecture.

Thirdly, San Francisco is the center, the soul of the region and cooperative efforts to
maintain the area's quality of life are imperative. The City has long been a magnet
for business, culture, retailing, tourism and education. Its rich 150 year history
reflects the cultures of the world and gives energetic diversity to its neighborhoods.
The residents strive to maintain this tradition, welcoming people from around the
world to participate in the promise of a healthy city.

There are many issues we must face as we look to the future of our economy, work
force, housing stock, transportation systems, open spaces, and vacant lands. San
Francisco is a dynamic entity within which there are constant pressures for change
and renewal. It remains the finance capital for the West and is an emerging gateway
to the Pacific Rim. However as we enter the 21st century, new technologies, medical
research and design are providing additional economic opportunity.





The City's General Plan serves to guide these changes to ensure that the qualities
that make San Francisco unique are preserved and enhanced. The General Plan is
based on a creative consensus concerning social, economic, and environmental
issues. Adopted by the Planning Commission and approved by the Board of
Supervisors, the General Plan serves as a basis for decisions that affect all aspects
of our everyday lives from where we live and work to how we move about. It is both
a strategic and long term document, broad in scope and specific in nature. it is
implemented by decisions that direct the allocation of public resources and that
shape private development. In short, the General Plan is the embodiment of the
community's vision for the future of San Francisco.

State law requires that the General Plan address seven issues: land use, circulation,
housing, conservation, open space, noise and safety.

The Charter approved by the voters in November 1995 requires that the Planning
Commission recommend amendments to the General Plan to the Board of
Supervisors for approval. This approval changes the Plan's status from an advisory
to @ mandatory document and underscores the importance of Referrals establishing
consistency with the General Plan prior to actions by the Board of Supervisors on a
variety of actions.

The San Francisco General Plan is designed as a guide to the attainment of the
following general goals:

= Protection, preservation, and enhancement of the economic, social, cultural,
and esthetic values that establish the desirable quality and unique character of
the city.

» Improvement of the city as a place for living, by aiding in making it more
healthful, safe, pleasant, and satisfying, with housing representing good
standards for all residents and by providing adequate open spaces and
appropriate community facilities.

o Improvement of the city as a place for commerce and industry by making it
more efficient, orderly, and satisfactory for the production, exchange and
distribution of goods and services, with adequate space for each type of
economic activity and improved facilities for the loading and movement of
goods.





» Coordination of the varied pattern of land use with public and semi-public
service facilities required for efficient functioning of the city, and for the
convenience and well-being of its residents, workers, and visitors.

o Coordination of the varied pattern of land use with circulation routes and
facilities required for the efficient movement of people and goods within the
city, and to and from the city.

» Coordination of the growth and development of the city with the growth and
development of adjoining cities and counties and of the San Francisco Bay
Region.

The Plan is intended to be an integrated, internally consistent and compatible
statement of objectives and policies and its objectives, and policies are to be
construed in a manner which achieves that intent. Sec. 101.1(b) of the Planning
Code, which was added by Proposition M, November 4, 1986, provides as follows:

The following Priority Policies are hereby established. They shall be included in the
preamble to the General Plan and shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in
the General Plan are resolved:

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced
and future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such
businesses enhanced,

2. That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and
protected in order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our
neighborhoods;

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

4. That commuter traffic not impede Muni fransit services or overburden our
streets or neighborhcod parking;

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and
service sectors from displacement due to cormnmercial office development, and
that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these
seclors be enhanced,





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

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and

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

The manner in which the general goals are to be attained is set forth through a
statement of objectives and policies in a series of elements, each one dealing with a
particular topic, which applies citywide. The General Plan currently contains the
following elements: Residence, Commerce and Industry, Recreation and Open
Space, Community Facilities, Transportation, Community Safety, Environmental
Protection, Urban Design and Arts. In addition, a Land Use Index cross-references
the policies related to land use located throughout the General Plan. Additional
elements may be added from time to time.

The Plan also contains several area plans which cover their respective geographic
areas of the city. Here the more general policies in the General Plan elements are
made more precise as they relate to specific parts of the city.

In addition to the elements, area plans and the land use index comprising the
complete General Plan, there are several documents which support the plan. These
include background papers, technical reports, proposals for citizen review,
environmental impact reports or negative declarations, program documents, and
design guidelines. Program documents provide schedules and programs for the
short range implementation of the General Plan.

(Amended by Resolution No.14149 adopted on 6-27-06)
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State of California
AIR RESQOURCES BOARD

EXECUTIVE ORDER G-18-101

Relating to Determination of No Net Additional Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Under Public Resources Code section 21183, subdivision {c)
for
3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project

WHEREAS, in September 2011, Governor Edmund G. Brown Jr. signed the "Jobs and
Economic Improvement through Environmental Leadership Act,” Assembly Bill 900
{AB 900);

WHEREAS, under AB 900, the Governor of California may certify certain projects for
judicial streamlining under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) if certain

conditions are met;

WHEREAS, under California Public Resources Code section 21183, subdivision (c},
one condition for the Governor's certification is that the project does not result in any net
additional emission of greenhouse gases (GHG), as determined by the California Air
Resources Board (CARB),

WHEREAS, the Governor's Guidelines for Streamlining Judiciali Review under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) require for purposes of CARB's
determination on GHG emissions that an applicant submit electronically to CARB a
proposed methodology for quantifying the project's net additional GHG emissions, and
documentation that the project does not result in any net additional GHG emissions;

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Governor's Guidelines, Laurel Heights Partners, |LC (the
Applicant) submitted its initial proposed GHG quantification methodologies and
documentation to CARB on the proposed 3333 California Street Project (proposed
project) on August 23, 2018, and ciarifying documentation was submitted on

October 22, 2018 and December 5, 2018,

WHEREAS, the application submitted for the proposed project estimates the project's
net additional GHG emissions as follows:

1. Construction GHG Emissions: Additional 4,273 metric tons carbon dioxide
equivalent (COze) emissions from project construction and demalition
activities. Construction-generated GHG emissions were estimated from
equipment used for construction activities and from both on-site and off-site
vehicles and equipment,





Executive Order G-18-101 -2-

2. Operation-Related GHG Emissions: Net additional 1,439 metric tons CO2e
emissions during the first full year of project operation (2026), or net
additional 1,627 CQOze from the project variant, and declining operational
emissions in future years over the lifetime of the project through 2057.

WHEREAS, the applicant has committed to secure carbon offsets issued by an
accredited carbon registry in an amount sufficient to offset emissions generated during
construction prior to issuance of grading permits for construction of each phase of the
project;

WHEREAS, the applicant has committed to explore feasible GHG emissions reduction
measures according to the following prioritization: (1) project design feature/on-site
reduction measures; (2) off-site local reductions; (3) off-site regional reductions, and (4)
purchase voluntary carbon offsets issued by an accredited carbon registry in an amount
sufficient fo offset the net increase in operation-related GHG emissions. The Applicant
has committed to execute contracts to offset the net increase in GHG emissions
generated during project operation for any phase of the project prior to issuance of the
final Certificate of Occupancy for the first building constructed during that project phase;

WHEREAS, enforcement of compliance for GHG emissions reduction measures and
procurement of offsets will be outlined in the terms of the Development Agreement
between the lead agency and the Applicant, and those conditions will be fully monitored
and enforced by the lead agency for the life of the obligation, pursuant to Public
Resources Code section 21183, subdivision (e);

WHEREAS, CARB staff reviewed and evaluated the application in consultation with the
lead agency, the City and County of San Francisco;

WHEREAS, CARB staff conducted an evaluation of the GHG emission estimates and
voluntary mitigation included in the application submitted by the applicant and confirmed
that the documentation provides an adequate technical basis for estimating total GHG
emissions and voluntary mitigation for the proposed project;

WHEREAS, CARB's review and determination on the proposed project's GHG
emissions is for the limited purpose of the Governor's findings and certification under
AB 900 and should not be construed as meeting any other requirement under State or
federal law, including CEQA; the lead agency remains responsible for full CEQA
compliance for this project;

NOW, THEREFORE, based on CARB Staff's Evaluation {(Attachment 1) of the
documentation submitted by the Applicant (Attachment 2), | determine that the 3333
California Street Project will not result in any net additional GHG emissions pursuant to
Public Resources Code section 21183, subdivision (¢) for purposes of certification
under AB 900.





Executive Order G-18-101 -3

Executed this SO}L‘day of January 2019, at Sacramento, California.
e ST

P -
s
Richard W. Corey
Executive Officer

Attachments:

1. CARB Staff Evaluation of AB 900 Application for 3333 California Street
Mixed-Use Project

2. 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project Greenhouse Gas Emissions Analysis
for AB 900 Application





ATTACHMENT 1 to CARB Executive Qrder G-18-101

CARB Staff Evaluation of AB 900 Application for
3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project





CARB Staff Evaluation of AB 800 Application for
3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project

January 30, 2019

l. Introduction

Laurel Heights Partners, LLC (the Applicant) proposes to redevelop the 10.25 acre
property located at 3333 California Street in the Laurel Heights/Jordan Park
neighborhood in the City and County of San Francisco. The proposed project would
redevelop existing office and parking uses and shift the uses to primarily residential,
with a mix of office, retail, and childcare.

The proposed project would include development of 558 residential units, approximately
54,000 square feet of retail, 50,000 square feet of office, 14,700 square feet of childcare
uses, 895 parking spaces, and 5.42 acres of open space. The applicant is also
considering a project variant that would include more residential units (744 units total) in
lieu of any office space, and a reduced retail foofprint.

The proposed project would result in the demolition and adaptive reuse of the existing
364,500 square-foot office building, 11,500 square foot childcare center, and surface
and subsurface parking. The Applicant is seeking certification for the project under
Assembly Bill 200 (AB 900), the Jobs and Economic Improvement through
Environmental Leadership Act.

AB 900 provides for streamlined judicial review under the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) if certain conditions are met. One condition is that the proposed
project does not result in any net additional greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as
determined by the California Air Resources Board (CARB). This is the only condition -
that involves a determination by CARB. CARB staff prepared this technical evaluation
of the GHG emissions from the proposed project as part of its determination.

This evaluation includes an executive summary, an overview of the AB 800 zero net
additional GHG emissions requirement, a brief description of the proposed project, a
technical review and assessment of GHG emissions information provided by the
Applicant in its AB 900 application, and CARB staff's recommendation on the AB 900
GHG emissions determination for the proposed project.





Il. Executive Summary

CARB staff reviewed the projected GHG emissions provided by the Applicant and
confirmed that the GHG emission factors used to estimate construction and operational
emissions are reasonable. Staff concurs with the GHG emissions quantification in the
Applicant’'s proposal (Attachment 2).

Based on an evaluation of the documentation provided by the Applicant, CARB staff
concludes that, with commitments to implement feasible GHG emissions reduction
measures and/or purchase voluntary carbon credits documented in Attachment 2, the
proposed project would not result in any net additional GHG emissions relative to the
baseline as summarized in Tables 1 and 2 below. CARB staff confirms that the
proposed project would meet the GHG emissions requirements of the Jobs and
Economic improvement through Environmental Leadership Act. (Pub. Resources Code,
§21178 et seq.) A detailed description of emissions by source is reviewed in
subsequent sections.

Table 1 shows project GHG emissions generated by construction activities from the
proposed project, which would be similar to the project variant because either would be
constructed in four overlapping phases. Project construction is expected to be
completed in as little as seven years, but could take up to 15 years, with demolition
activities beginning in 2020. Table 1 reflects a seven-year construction period, which
represents a more intensive, and thereby conservative, emissions profile than a longer
construction period, which would include periods of dormancy.

The Applicant has committed to offset the GHG emissions generated during project
construction prior to issuance of grading permits for construction of each phase of the
project by purchasing carbon offsets issued by an accredited carbon registry in an
amount sufficient to offset the net increase in construction-related GHG emissions
attributable to that phase.

Table 1: Project Construction-Generated GHG Emissions’

Construction Year GHG Emissions (MT COqelyear)
2020 541
2021 733
2022 732
2023 752
2024 564
2025 664






2026 277

2027 8

Total 4273
GHG Offsets Required? 4,273

Notes:

GHG = greenhouse gas; MT CO2e = Metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent;

! Source: as documented in Attachment 2, and confirmed by CARB staff.

2 Prior to issuance of grading permits for construction of each phase of the project, the Applicant or its successor
shall enter into one of more contracts {o purchase carbon offsets issued by an accredited carbon registry in an
amount sufficient fo offset the net increase in consfruction-related GHG emissions attributable to that phase.

Table 2 summarizes the net increase in project operation-related GHG emissions
through the lifetime of the proposed project (defined as 30 years). The continued
operation of the existing land uses that would be demolished under the proposed
project serves as the reference point for defining a baseline, and excludes the mobile-
source GHG emissions from existing University of California-San Francisco (UCSF)
Laurel Heights campus-related activities, which would be relocated to other existing

"~ UCSF campuses as a result of the project.

The Applicant has committed to explore feasible GHG emissions reduction measures
according to the following prioritization: (1) project design feature/on-site reduction
measures; (2) off-site local reductions; (3) off-site regional reductions, and (4) purchase
of voluntary carbon offsets issued by an accredited carbon registry in an amount
sufficient to offset the net increase in operation-related GHG emissions. The Applicant
has committed to execute contracts to offset the net increase in GHG emissions
generated during project operation for any phase of the project prior to issuance of the
final Certificate of Occupancy for the first building constructed during that project phase.
Enforcement of compliance will be outlined in the terms of the Development Agreement
between the lead agency and the Applicant.

Table 2: Comparison of Baseline and Project Operation-Refated GHG Emissions’

GHG Emissions (MT COqelyear)

2 Difference : Difference

Year Baseline? PIoposed | (GHG Offsets orojact (GHG Offsets
rojec Required)* anan Reguired)*

2022 2,946 340 - 331 -
2023 2,872 1,235 - 1,201 -
2024 2,006 1,733 - 1,678 -
2025 3,021 1,858 - 1,832 -
2026 3,042 4,481 1,439 4,669 1,627
2027 3,062 4,496 1,434 4,674 1,612
2028 3,080 4,410 1,330 4,585 1,505
2029 3,097 4,326 1,229 4,498 1,401
2030 3,111 4,251 1,140 4,421 1,310
2031 3,123 4,184 1,061 4,352 1,229
2032 3,134 4,123 989 4,290 1,156






2033 3,144 4,068 925 4,235 1,081
2034 3,162 4,021 869 4,184 1,032
2035 3,159 3,977 818 4139 980
2036 3,165 3,937 772 4,098 933
2037 3,170 3,901 731 4,060 890
2038 3,175 3,868 693 4,026 851
2039 3,178 3,838 661 3,998 817
2040 3,182 3,812 630 3,967 785
2041 3,184 3,787 603 3,941 757
2042 3,186 3,764 578 3,917 731
2043 3,188 3,742 554 3,804 706
2044 3,180 3,722 532 3,872 882
2045 3,191 3,702 511 3,862 661
20486 3,192 3,683 491 3,832 640
2047 3,193 3,677 4384 3,824 631
2048 3,194 3,658 464 3,805 611
2049 3,195 3,641 446 3,786 591
2050 3,196 3,625 429 3,769 573
2051 3,196 3,625 429 3,769 573
2052 3,196 3,628 429 3,769 573
2053 3,196 3,625 429 3,769 573
2054 3,196 3,825 429 3,769 573
2055 3,196 3,625 429 3,765 573
2056 3,196 3,625 429 3,769 573
2057 3,196 3,625 429 3,769 573
Total I e T T 22,816 S 27,813

Notes: GHG = greenhouse gas; MT COze = Metric tons carbon dioxide equivalent.

! Source: as documented in Attachment 2, and corfirmed by CARB staff.

2 Applicant estimates a useful life of project of 30 years with first year of occupancy for initial project phases as
early as 2022, The first year of full project operation would be as early as 2028.

3 Baseline emissicns represent the continued operation of the existing land uses on the project site that would be
demolished as part of the project, less the mobile-source GHG emissions associated with the existing UCSF
Laurel Heights campus-related activities that would be relocated to other existing UCSF campuses as a resul{ of
the project.

1 Applicant commits to expiore feasible GHG emissions reduction measures according to the following
prioritization: (1) project design feature/on-site reduction measures; (2) off-site iocal reductions; (3) off-site
regional reductions, and {4} purchase carbon offsets issued by an accredited carbon registry in an amount
sufficient to offset net increase in operation-related GHG emissions.

. Overview of AB 9060

AB 900, as amended by Senate Bill (SB) 743 (2013), SB 734 (2016), and AB 246
(2017) provides streamlined judicial review for development projects if, among other
conditions, the "project does not result in any net additional emissions of greenhouse
gases, including greenhouse gas emissions from employee transportation, as
determined by the State Air Resources Board pursuant to Division 25.5 (commencing
with Section 38500) of the Health and Safety Code.” (Pub. Resources Code, §21183,

subd. {c}.)






The Governor's Guidelines for AB 900 applications require applicants to submit a
proposed methodology for quantifying the project’'s GHG emissions and documentation
that the project will not result in any net additional GHG emissions. The documentation
must quantify direct and indirect GHG emissions associated with the project’s
construction and operation, including GHG emissions from employee transportation,
and the net emissions of the project after accounting for any mitigation measures. The
project's net emissions, after mitigation, must be monitored and enforced consistent
with Public Resources Code section 21183, subdivision (e).

The role of CARB in reviewing AB 900 applications for purposes of the Governor's
certification is limited to an evaluation of the quantification methods and documentation
submitted by the Applicant to determine whether the project would result in no net
additional emissions of GHG emissions. CARB staff evaluated the technical elements
of the project application, including existing emissions in the absence of the project (i.e.,
baseline), input data and assumptions used for emissions and mitigation calculations,
quantification methods, and an estimate of the project’s net GHG emissions after any
mitigation.

IV. Existing Conditions

The proposed project site is focated at 3333 California Street, also bounded by Masonic
Avenue, Presidio Avenue, Euclid Avenue, and Laurel Street/Mayfair Drive, in the City
and County of San Francisco. The site is currently occupied by a four-story office
building, an annex building, and surface and subsurface parking, which houses the
UCSF Laurel Heights Campus, including an existing daycare center. The site currently
includes one diesel-powered emergency generator permitted to operate up to 20 hours
per year.

V. Proposed Project Description

The proposed project would involve relocation of the existing UCSF campus uses and
daycare center to other existing UCSF locations, and the demolition and adaptive reuse
of the existing structures and parking on the site. The proposed project would include
development of 558 residential units, approximately 54,000 square feet of retail, 50,000
square feet of office, 14,700 square feet of childcare uses, 895 parking spaces, and
5.42 acres of open space. The Applicant is also considering a project variant that would
include more residential units (744 units total} in lieu of any office space, and a reduced
retail footprint. The proposed project and project variant would include 693 and 890
bicycle parking spaces, respectively.





The baseline and proposed land uses are summarized in Table 3.

Table 3: Baseline and Proposed i.and Uses

Land Use Type Baseline Proposed Project Project Variant
Office 364,500 sf 49,999 sf

Childcare Center 11,500 sf 14,690 sf 14,650 sf
Residential (Apartments) - 558 du 744 du
Retail - 54 117 sf 48 593 sf
Parking Garage 212 spaces 895 spaces 971 spaces
Parking Lot 331 spaces - -
Open Space 3.79 acres 5.42 acres 542 acres
Bicycle Parking 15 spaces 693 spaces 890 spaces
Notes:

du = dwelling units, sf = square feet

Source: as documented in Aftachment 2.

One diesel-powered emergency generator would be installed as part of the project.

The proposed project would be required to comply with San Francisco Planning Code
Section 169, Transportation Demand Management Program (added by Ordinance 34-
17, approved February 2017), and would seek Leadership in Energy and Environmental
Design (LEED) Gold certification or better, which includes measures applicable to both
construction and operation phases.

VI. Technical Review and Assessment

Ramboll, on behalf of the Applicant, prepared a GHG emissions assessment for the
proposed project to demonstrate that the requirements of AB 900 can be met. A full
copy of this proposal can be found in Attachment 2.

The Applicant relied upon a variety of sources for activity data and emission factors to
quantify GHG emissions. This CARB staff evaluation is focused on reviewing the data
sources, emission factors, emissions calculations, and assumptions used for the

application, and determining whether these sources and assumptions are reasonable.

The Applicant relied upon Version 2016.3.2 of the California Emissions Estimator Model
(CalEEMod), a widely-used emissions quantification tool developed in coordination with
local air districts to quantify criteria pollutant and GHG emissions from land use
development projects in California. CalEEMod uses widely-accepted sources for
emissions estimates combined with appropriate default data that can be used if site-
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specific information is not available. CalEEMod is populated with data from the United
States Environmental Protection Agency AP-42 emission factors, CARB's on-road and
off-road equipment emissions models such as the Emission Factor 2014 model
(EMFAC2014), and the Off-road Emissions Inventory Program model (OFFROAD). The
Applicant used the latest CalEEMod version, in combination with project-specific data,
correction factors to reflect future renewable electricity standards, and CARB's EMFAC
2017 mobile-source emission factors, to calculate GHG emissions from project
construction and operation.

ViIl.  Project Construction Emissions

Construction-related GHG emissions are one-time, direct emissions and would occur
over an approximately seven-year construction period. The Applicant estimated GHG
emissions associated with project construction by using the CalEEMod tool. With some
exceptions, the Applicant used CalEEMod default settings to generate construction-
related GHG emissions. The Applicant estimates a total of 4,273 metric tons carbon
dioxide equivalent (MT COze) over the project construction period, as shown in Table 1.
Construction-related GHG emissions reflect the types of equipment expected and the
number of hours of operation anticipated over the construction schedule. This includes
heavy-duty equipment, such as refuse hauling trucks, excavators, cranes, and
conventional work vehicles.

CARB staff concluded that the methodology and estimated GHG emissions provided by
the Applicant for construction are appropriate.

VIil. Baseline Operational Emissions

Operational emissions from land uses at the existing project site that would be
demolished and removed as part of the project, minus mobile-source-related GHG
emissions associated with existing UCSF Laurel Heights campus operations that would
be relocated to other existing UCSF campuses as a result of the project, represent
baseline conditions. Operational emissions in year 2020 serve as the baseline for
purposes of this analysis, which represent existing conditions at the time project
construction would begin. GHG emissions were quantified for mobile, electricity, natural
gas, area, stationary, solid waste, water, and wastewater-related sources. Ongoing
mobile-source GHG emissions associated with the relocated vehicle trips from
UCSF-related land uses were quantified separately in Attachment 2. As summarized in
Attachment 2, the GHG emissions associated with existing land uses in 2020 are
estimated as 3,873 MT COze. The relocated mobile-source emissions were subtracted
from the emissions from existing land uses to calculate the baseline emissions, and are
summarized in Table 2 above.





CARB staff evaluated the Applicant’s GHG emission estimations, demand factors, and

assumptions used in the Applicant’s baseline calculations. CARB staff concluded that

the methodology and estimated baseline GHG emissions provided by the Applicant are
appropriate.

IX. Proposed Project Operational Emissions

Operational GHG emissions sources from the proposed project and project variant
would include mobile, electricity, natural gas, area, stationary, solid waste, water,
wastewater, and vegetation sources. Operational GHG emissions from the proposed
project and project variant were assumed to begin in 2022.

The proposed project or variant is seeking LEED Gold certification or better. At the time
of this analysis, the exact LEED credits and project features that would be selected to
achieve LEED Gold Certification have not yet been determined. The Applicant is
proposing to include elements of low-impact development, transportation demand
management, energy efficiency, water conservation, and other green building practices
that would contribute to achieving the LEED Gold Certification.

The Applicant used GHG emission factors for electricity from Pacific Gas and Electric
(PG&E). Mobile-source emission factors from CARB’s EMFAC 2017 model were used
and assume declining GHG emissions from vehicles over the project's lifetime, which
reflect additional improvements in fleet fuel economy due to CARB’s Advanced Clean
Cars regulations. CalEEMod default emission factors and calculation methods were
also used to estimate GHG emissions from natural gas, solid waste disposal, water
consumption, and area sources. The Applicant conservatively assumed up to 50 hours
per year for operations and testing of the emergency generator.

The Applicant’s assumptions and inputs are reasonably conservative, and represent an
upper-bound for the net increase in GHG emissions that could occur. CARB staff
evaluated the proposed project’'s emissions calculations, demand factors, and
assumptions used to estimate operational GHG emissions and concluded that the
methodology and estimated operationai GHG emissions provided by the Applicant are
appropriate.

Based on the Applicant’s proposal, annual project operational emissions would exceed
baseline throughout the lifetime of the project, as summarized in Table 2.





X. Method to Offset Emissions

Under the GHG quantification methodology used by the Applicant, the proposed project
would result in a one-time net GHG emissions increase of 4,273 MT COze during
project construction, and an estimated net increase of 1,439 MT COze during the first
year of full project operation (2026) for the proposed project, or 1,627 MT COze for the
project variant.

Operational emissions would be ongoing for the project analysis horizon (defined as

30 years), and would be expected to decline over the life of the project as emission
factors decline associated with adoption of lower-GHG-emitting vehicle technologies
and renewable sources of electricity. The Applicant has agreed to meet the
requirement set forth in California Public Resources Code section 21183, subdivision {c)
to demonstrate that the proposed project or project variant, whichever is adopted, would
result in no net additional GHG emissions through adoption of feasible GHG emissions
reduction measures according to the following prioritization: (1) project design
feature/on-site reduction measures; (2) off-site local reductions; (3) off-site regional
reductions, and (4) offset credits issued by a recognized and reputable carbon registry,
consistent with policy recommendations included in CARB’s 2017 Climate Change
Scoping Plan Update.! To the extent carbon offsets are used to mitigate GHG
emissions from the project, the Applicant will purchase voluntary carbon credits issued
by an accredited carbon registry for the net increase in operational emissions prior to
issuance of the final Certificate of Occupancy for the first building constructed in each
phase of the project.

Prior to issuance of grading permits for construction of each phase of the project, the
project sponsor or its successor shall enter into one or more contracts to purchase
carbon credits issued by an accredited carbon registry for the construction emissions
attributable to that phase.

Any identified project design features/on-site reduction measures, off-site local or
regional GHG emissions reduction measures used to mitigate GHG emissions and any
commitments to enter into coniracts to offset net additional GHG emissions will be
incorporated as conditions of project approval under Public Resources Code Section
21183(e), which shall be binding and enforceable by the lead agency. Prior to building
occupancy, documentation shall be submitted and approved by the City and County of
San Francisco that corroborates any equivalent reductions achieved through project
design features, such as solar photovoltaic output, that was not available at the time the

' https:/iwww.arb.ca.govicc/scopingplan/scoping_plan_2017.pdf
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AB 900 application was submitted. Enforcement of compliance will be outlined in the
terms of the Development Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco
and the Applicant.

Xl.  Conclusions and Recommendations

Based on an evaluation of the documentation provided by the Applicant and its
commitment to explore additional direct GHG emissions reduction measures and/or
purchase voluntary carbon credits issued by an accredited carbon registry, CARB staff
concludes that the proposed project will not result in any net additional GHG emissions
relative to the baseline.
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EXHIBIT DD





durations are consistent with and defined in the phasing schedule under review in our environmental application. While
the phasing could be accelerated, we have assumed a relatively conservative approach to the construction phasing.

Q: What is the period of time that you anticipate that construction will occur?

A: We anticipate that construction will occur in the spring of 2020.

Q: What is the reason for constructing the project in phases?

A: By allowing for potential phased construction, we would have the ability to complete and occupy portions of the project
as each phase is completed. If conditions do not exist to build out the entire project, we can phase construction in order
to align with market conditions and financing availability.

Q: How many extensions do you anticipate requesting for the entitlements?

A: None. Any extension of the DA's term would be a material amendment that would require Board of Supervisor's
approval.

Q: During those extended periods, would it be possible for Prado to request changes in the project as related
specifically to increased height, increased bulk, increased numbers of residential units, increased amounts of
retail or office space? What about the possibility of design changes or other changes? Could Prado apply to
change any part of the construction to provide the opportunity to have high rise construction?

A: Once the EIR is certified and the project is approved, any material changes to the project would be subject to new
environmental review, would require Planning Commission and Board of Supervisor approvais and also an amendment to
the DA. Any increase in height over what is entitled in our project would require a revision to the Planning Code and
Zoning Maps that would entail Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors approval.

Q: There are genuine concerns about reducing open spaces and reduced on-site parking places.

A: Open space will be part of the entitlements and will likely be considered by the City as one of the public benefits
supporting the DA -- for that reason alone, reducing the amount of it would be very difficult if not impossible. The open
space requirermnents will be carefully described in the project's approvals and will also be recorded against the property.
So, as with any material changes to the approved project, any material change to the open space would be very difficult
and would involve a public process and City approval. As to parking spaces, as you know, the City would like to see the
number of spaces reduced. We plan to continue advocating for the proposed number of project parking spaces in our
application.

Q: During the phased construction could Prado transfer shares in the project to provide for new or additional
investors?

A: We have no plan to transfer any shares in the project and construction lenders generally prohibit any changes of
ownership by the project developer during construction and stabilization of a project. PSKS, along with our equity
partners and lenders, intend to provide all of the capital necessary to construct, own and operate the project. We plan to





retain day-to-day control of the project during development, construction, stabilization and ongoing operations. We
design and build our projects to hold for the long-term owner.

We look forward to reconnecting and thank you again for making the time to meet with us.

Sincerely, Dan

Dan Safier | President & CEO
Prado Group, Inc.

150 Post Street, Suite 320

San Francisco, CA 94108
dsafier@pradogroup.com

T: 415.395.0880 | D: 415.857.9306

From: John Rothmann [mailto:johnrothmann2@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, September 25, 2017 8:20 PM

To: Dan Safier <dsafier@pradogroup.com>; Dan Kingsley <dkingsley@sksre.com>

Cc: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.coms>; Catherine Carr <catherine.a.carr@gmail.com>; M.J. Thomas
<mjinsf@comcast.net>; Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>

Subject: Specific gwuetions about thre proposed project

Dear Dan and Dan,

[Quoted text hidden]

John Rothmann <johnrothmann2@yahoo.com> Mon, Oct 30, 2017 at 7:21 PM
To: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com=>

----- Forwarded Message ~----
From: Dan Safier <dsafier@g
To: John Rothmann <jchnre
Cc: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gm:
<pijinsf@comcast.net>; Richard Frisbie <irfc
[Quioted text hidden)]

:"7;_.2:_';.:7.'7*:’; M.J. Thornas

om>
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City and County of San Francisco
Department of City Planning

ADMINISTRATION
(4151 558 - S111/ 558 . 4858

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

450 McAllister Street
San Francisco, CA 94102

June 25, 1986

(41%) 558 - 4558
PLANS AND PROGRAMS
(415 558 - 4541 MEMDO
IMPLEMENTATION / ZONING '
{415) 558 - 3053

TO: Supervisor John Molinari

FROM: Dean L. Macris

RE: UCSF~Laurel Heights
3333 California Street (at Presidio)
(formerly Fireman's Fund office building)

As a result of recent inquiries about the proposed UCSF-Laurel Heights campus,
we have compiled the following background information about the property.
Because the University of California is not subject to local zoning
regulations, no permits have been filed with the City for the proposed use.
Nevertheless, the University has prepared a draft EIR, which we have

reviewed, A copy of our comments on the EIR is attached for your information,

Project Description

Two buildings were constructed in three phases (1955-1966) on the 10-acre site
as corporate headquarters of Fireman's Fund Insurance Company, which occupied
the building through 1982. The building was purchased in 1982 by Presidio
Corporate Center and renovation was begun for use as an office building. It
was subsequently purchased by the Regents of University of California in
February 1985. Current development on the site is as follows:

354,000 square feet of gross building area in main building
13,000 square feet of gross building area in annex building
97,500 square feet of parking area (549 spaces)

Building Use

Exsiting use in 1982 Fireman's Fund 1260 employees
UCSF School of Pharmacy 400 persons
CalTrans, approximately 840 persons

Private lessees 20 persons

Proposed use in 1988

1260 persons

tICSF School of Pharmacy 860 persons
(CalTrans will vacate when

lease expires)

Proposed use in 1995





Zoning History

1921

1952

1960

1978

Original zoning was "First Residential®. Site was formerly a
portion of the lLaurel Hill Cemetary.

Zoning changed to "Commercial® in order to permit development of
Fireman's Fund Corporate Headquarters., CPC Resolution 4109 approves
zoning change and establishes conditions for use of property {copy
attached). Conditions include:

1. Use limited to professional, institutional, or office
buildings.

2. Aggregate gross floor area limited to total area of
property (approximately 435,600 square feet).

3. Parking to be 1 space for each 500 square feet of gross
floor area.

4. No buildings within 100 feet of Euclid Avenue or Laurel
Street and Mayfair Drive.

5. Conditions for residential development if such should occur
in future,

6. Landscaping requirements.

Zoning changed to "R-4" (as part of citywide rezoning program),
which permits office/insitutional use as “"transitionai". Prior
stipulations of Resolution 4109 continue to apply.

Zoning changed to "RM-1" (as part of citywide'rezoning program),
which does not permit office/instituional uses,

However, because use was established in conformity with zoning at
time of development, status becomes Non-Conforming Use (NCU) with a
50 year termination date (Section 185(b}). Use also qualifies as a
Limited Commercial Use (LCU) (Section 186{a)2) which allows
continuation without termination date. Prior stipulations of
Resolution 4109 continue to apply.

Compliance provisions permit continuation as office use or conversion
to institutional or hospital use without termination date.

Extent of Local Control

The University of California is not subject to local ioning review.

If local zoning did apply, building permit applications for remodeling or
conversions to institutional use would not require conditonal use or other
special use review by Department of City Planning. However, City Planning
Commission could elect to review building permit applications and establish
conditions for approval under powers of Discretionary Review.

Attachments

0010






Exhibits BB-EE

Kindly confirm that the paper copies submitted on August 28, 2019 have been delivered to the
Planning Commissioners.

Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. of SF, Inc.
By: Kathryn Devincenzi, President
(415) 221-4700



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Letter # 1 to SF Planning Commissioners Part 1
Date: Thursday, August 29, 2019 10:49:33 AM

Attachments: 20190828184651.pdf

20190828185312.pdf
20190828190030.pdf
20190828191742.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 5:45 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore
<mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis
<richhillissf@gmail.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Zushi, Kei (CPC) <kei.zushi@sfgov.org>
Subject: 3333 California Letter # 1 to SF Planning Commissioners Part 1

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

To: Commissions Secretary and SF Planning Commissioners

Re: 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA
Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DUA
Certification of Final EIR
Planning Commission Hearing: September 5, 2019

Attached in parts is a pdf copy of my August 28, 2019 Letter #1 to Planning Commissioners with the
attachments:

Letter

Exhibits A-B

Exhibit C

Exhibits D- H


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

Lawrel Heights huprovement Assoctation of S francisco. buc

~

BY HAND August 28,2019

C emeECEIVED
President Myrna Melgar and Commissioners = L‘::ﬁ.,,a EiVELS
San Francisco Planning Commission it
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 AUG 2 82U

San Francisco, CA 94103 CITY & COUNT ,[)\Lmﬂ
PLANNING DEPARTME

Re: 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA RECEPTION DESK

Record Number: 2015-014028 CUA/PCA/MAP/DUA

Certification of Final EIR

Planning Commission Hearing: September 5, 2019

1: The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant is Feasible as Mitigation and
Would Achieve 744 Housing Units, Including Senior Affordable Housing, While
Mitigating Significant Adverse Impacts on the Historically Significant Main
Building and Integrated Landscaping, and Other Alternatives Are Feasible.

Although we object to the developer’s plan, if the Commission is inclined to consider it,
we request that the Commission order that it be modified as follows in order to mitigate the
project/variant’s significant adverse impact upon the historically significant resource. The
Community Preservation Lookalike Variant (Ex. A hereto) basically uses the developer’s site
plan with the following modifications:

Removes approximately 30 feet from the south side of the Euclid building to preserve
green space

Removes 2 Laurel townhomes toward the top of Laurel Street to preserve the green space

Reduces the height of the five remaining Laurel townhomes from 40 to 30 feet with a 15-
foot set back on the third level, to conform with the scale of the homes across the street
on Laurel (Ex. B, photo of 20-foot tall homes on Laurel)

Constructs a ground-level passageway through the main building (aligned with Walnut
Street) under a Light Court to avoid cutting a 40-foot pathway all the way through the
main building

Constructs a set-back, one-level addition to the top of the main building, to conform with
the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties





San Francisco Planning Commission
August 28, 2019
Page 2

Enlarges the Walnut building so that the project has the same amount of residential
square footage as the developer’s variant

Uses all space in the new buildings for housing; does not include new retail uses
Moves the childcare center from the west of the Eckbo Terrace toward the east of it.

Retains the existing 1,183 asf café, 11,500 gsf childcare center and 5,000 gsf of office
space in the main building

Would be built in approximately 4 years, instead of 7-15 years requested by the developer

Since the project site is adjacent to the Laurel Village Shopping Center (anchored by Cal-Mart
and Bryan’s grocery stores) and near Sacramento Street shops, Trader Joe’s, Target and Geary
and Presidio Street retail stores, retail is not needed on site, and the Planning Commission
should recommend the design and duration modifications stated above, if it considers the
developer’s proposal.

We respectfully urge the Planning Commission to strike the appropriate balance, because
the developer has stated “this is not a negotiation” and declined to make appropriate revisions in
response to community input. Also, the developer paid only approximately $192.35 per square
foot for the property ($88,600,000.00 for 99-year lease plus $1,612,000 for the fee interest =
$90,212,000/469,000 = $192.35) so can well afford to make some modifications to avoid
significant adverse impact on this listed historical resource. (Ex. D, deeds)

Public Resources Code section 21002 states:

The Legislature finds and declares that it is the policy of the state that public agencies
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible
mitigation measures available which would substantially lessen the significant
environmental effects of such projects..... The Legislature further finds and declares that
in the event specific economic, social, or other conditions make infeasible such project
alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in spite of
one or more significant effects thereof.

The Community Full Preservation alternatives are also feasible and could be adopted, including:

Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2 - Matches developer’s residential
square footage plus 744 housing units, including senior housing. (Ex. C)

Community Full Preservation Alternative Varjant - 744 housing units submitted as





San Francisco Planning Commission
August 28, 2019

Page 3

comment on DEIR (Ex. E, see accompanying letter re modifications in connection with
developer’s July 2019 revised plan submittal and proposed Development Agreement
relating to affordable senior housing; please also note that architect Goldenberg has
verified that the 744 units fit in the spaces and provided unit counts -Ex. F)

Community Full Preservation Alternative - 558 housing units submitted as comment on
DEIR (Ex. C, see accompanying letter re modifications in connection with developer’s
July 2019 revised plan ubmittals and proposed Development Agreement; please note that
architect Goldenberg has verified that the 558 units fit in the spaces and provided
unit counts -Ex. F )

EIR Alternative C: Full Preservation-Residential Alternative- Residential - 534
residential units (EIR 6.75)

Since all the above alternatives are feasible, and ample retail is provided in the immediate
vicinity of the project, this Commission may not approve the developer’s proposed project,
which would have a significant adverse impact on a listed historical resource. False or
inadequate findings are subject to contest under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA).

Public Resources Code section § 21081 provides that:

Pursuant to the policy stated in Sections 21002 and 21002.1, no public agency shall
approve or carry out a project for which an environmental impact report has been certified
which identifies one or more significant effects on the environment that would occur if
the project is approved or carried out unless both of the following occur:

(a) The public agency makes one or more of the following findings with respect to each
significant effect:

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project which
mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment.

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of another
public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that other agency.

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including
considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measures or alternatives identified in the environmental
impact report.

(b) With respect to significant effects which were subject to a finding under paragraph (3)
of subdivision (a), the public agency finds that specific overriding economic, legal, social,
technological, or other benefits of the project outweigh the significant effects on the
environment. (Emphasis added; see also 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15091)
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This is a stand-down mandate. The developer’s project is unnecessarily destructive and
prolonged, and the Commission should order it redesigned to preserve the historically significant
natural green spaces and landscaping and its integrated Mid-Century modern main building. This
resource is also significant for its association with the Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company, a
company established in San Francisco that grew due to its reputation for integrity and played an
important role in the development of San Francisco, paying fire claims after the 1906 earthquake
and other significant conflagrations. (Ex. G, listing and excerpts from approved nomination)

The EIR’s claim that this alternative would not have enough commercial uses to
constitute mixed use is inaccurate, unsupported by fact, and reflective of the overly narrow
description of project objectives. There are several types of mixed-use developments including
Mixed-Use Walkable Areas, which combine both vertical and horizontal mix of uses in an area,
within an approximately 10-minute walking distance to core activities. ( Ex. H- Planning for
Complete Communities in Delaware) Taking this realistic view, the on-site commercial uses in
the Community Preservation alternatives must be considered together with the retail uses in the
adjacent Laurel Village Shopping Center and the nearby Sacramento Street neighborhood
commercial uses, Trader Joe’s, Target and Presidio Avenue and Geary Boulevard commercial
uses.

2. The EIR is Inadequate Because it Considered only the Impacts of Single-Use Retail
Activities on Traffic, Noise and Air Quality, but the Special Use District Released on
August 1, 2019 Included Multiple Retail and Other Uses that the EIR Did Not
Analyze,

After being kept secret until August 1, 2019, the proposed zoning changes in the Special Use
District (SUD) for 3333 California Street were posted on the Board of Supervisors® website in
File No. 190844.

While we object to retail uses and other uses proposed in the SUD other than RM-1 uses,
the Commission should recommend the following modifications in the proposed Special Use
District if it considers retail uses and other uses proposed in the SUD:

A. Limit Hours of Operation to 6 am to 11 pm, rather than 6 am to 2 am.

B. Prohibit Nighttime Entertainment - not evaluated in EIR

C. Prohibit Flexible Retail, which allows multiple uses to share a space without notice to
the public as to the new uses going in and out- (not permitted in NC-S or in Sacramento
Street and Fillmore Street NCDs and not evaluated in EIR

D. Use NC-1 controls (PC 710 for neighborhood-serving retail) rather than NC-5
controls (PC 713 for primarily car-oriented and intended to serve nearby neighborhoods)
E. Prohibit Entertainment, Arts and Recreation (not permitted in NC-S)

F. Prohibit Adult Business (not permitted in NC-S)
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G. Prohibit Massage Establishment
H. Prohibit Amusement Game Arcade
1. Prohibit Restaurant, Fast Food
J. Prohibit Philanthropic administrative services (not permitted in NC-S)
K. Prohibit Social Service or Philanthropic Facilities (not permitted in NC-S)
L.. Prohibit Public Uses which are included in Social Service and Philanthropic Facilities
(not evaluated in EIR)
M. Prohibit Arts Activities (not permitted in NC-S)
N. Prohibit Industrial Uses (not permitted in NC-S)
. Prohibit Kennel
Prohibit Services, Fringe Financial
. Prohibit Services, Limited Financial
. Prohibit Storage, Self
Prohibit Bar
Prohibit Student housing
. Prohibit Drive-up Facility
. Prohibit Motel (not permitted in NC-S)
W. Prohibit Short-term residential occupancy of 60 days or less, suchas AirB & B
X. Prohibit Shared working spaces such as WeWork
Y. Prohibit storage of delivered goods for persons not residing in the property

< ORI LOTO

Operations Until 2 am

In addition to any uses allowed in an RM-1 district, in the ground and second floors of ali
buildings fronting on California Street, the new SUD zoning would also permit all uses allowed
in an NC-S district (Planning Code section 713), which allows hours of operation from 6éam to 2
am. Although an NC-S District normally does not allow Flexible Retail and Social Service or
Philanthropic Facilities (including public uses), the SUD adds them back in.

Flexible Retail is not otherwise permitted in an NC-S District (Planning Code section
713, District 2, or in the Sacramento Street Neighborhood Commercial District ((Planning Code
Article 7, Table 724) or Fillmore Street Neighborhood Commercial Transit District (Planning
Code Article 7, Table 760). (Ex. I)

NC-S also prohibits Entertaimment, Arts and Recreation Uses, but I'lexible Retail allows
them.

Flexible Retail would not require neighborhood notification under Planning Code section
311; However, a conditional use authorization is still required in neighborhoods where the

zoning requires a CUA. (Ex. [, excerpts, SF Planning packet; Board of Supervisors File 180806)

Flexible Retail would require multiple uses in the same space: at least 2 types of the
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following uses must share a single retail space and up to 5 types can share a space: (arts
activities; restaurant, limited; retail sales and services, general; service, personal; service, retail
professional; and trade shop. (Planning Code sections 102, 179.2)

NC-1 (Planning Code section 710) would be consistent with the SUD’s description of “34,396
square feet of neighborhood-serving retail,” because NC-1 Districts are intended to serve as
local neighborhood shopping districts, providing convenience retail goods and services for the
immediately surrounding neighborhoods primarily during daytime hours. (Ex. J; excerpt from
DA, Ex. B)

Under Planning Code section 713, NC-S - Neighborhood Commercial Shopping Center District
is primarily car-oriented and intended to serve nearby neighborhoods. Permitted Hours of
Operation 6 am to 2 am. “NC-S Districts are intended to serve as small shopping centers or
supermarket sites which provide retail goods and services for primarily car-oriented shoppers....
Outdoor pedestrian activity consists primarily of trips between the parking Jot and the stores on-
site.” The proposed project’s public pathways are not consistent with this type of NC district.
(Planning Code section 713)

The incorporated NC-S controls would allow General Entertainment, Nighttime Entertainment,
Bar, Health Services, Personal Services, Trade Office, Auto Service Station. The Planning
Commission can grant Conditional Use for Amusement Game Arcade, Open Recreation Area,
Public Facilities and Massage Establishment. (Planning Code section 713)

The SUD Would Include Social Service or Philanthropic Facilities which are not permitted in
NC-8 Districts. Under Planning Code 102 this would include public service uses, which were
not evaluated in the EIR. Under the Development Agreement, if the developer does not construct
the affordable senior housing, the City shall have the right to acquire the Walnut land (portion of
the site along California Street east of Walnut Street). (Ex. J) Also, the project did not identify
an objective to accommodate JCC expansion, and the developer entered into a secret
memorandum of understanding with the JCC. (Ex. K) These likely uses were not evaluated in
the EIR, and the developer failed to respond to a request that he describe the uses. (Ex. L)

The EIR projected that 34,480 sf of General Retail would generate 3,306 auto trips per
day, 9,826 sf of Composite Restaurant would generate 3,769 auto trips per day; and 4,287 sf of
Quality Sit-Down Restaurant would generate 548 auto trips per day. (Ex. M, EIR Appendix D,
Transportation and Circulation Calculation Details and Supporting Information, excerpts) In
addition, the EIR projected that 49,999 sf of General Office would generate 489 auto trips per
day, and 558 residential units would generate 2,730 auto trips per day, 186 units of senlor
housing would generate 681 auto trips per day, and 744 units of multi-family housing would
generate 3,640 auto trips per day. 1bid.
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The EIR analyzed only auto trips generated by single-use retail, but the newly revealed
Special Use District would allow multiple uses of retail to share the same space. Given the likely
increase in retail trips caused by multiple uses by customers and employees of the retail spaces,
the EIR is inadequate because it omitted analysis of the potentially significant impact on vehicle
miles traveled caused by the component of multiple retail uses added to the retail uses analyzed
in the EIR. The proposed NC-S classification in the SUD would allow activities to be conducted
from 6 am to 2 am.

The proposed NC-S classification would also allow Social Service or Philanthropic
Facilities. The EIR did not describe an objective of the project as providing social or
philanthropic use, which may include public uses or expansion space for the JCC, and could also
potentially cause an increase in vehicle miles traveled as a result of the project.

The EIR understated the non-residential uses of the proposed project/variant and failed to
take into account the impact of these non-residential uses proposed in the SUD on vehicle miles
traveled as a result of the proposed project/variant, especially in view of the proposal that five
loading zones be installed around the perimeter of the site that would accommodate auto trips by
Uber and Lyft. Thus, the EIR mislead the public and decisionmakers as to the amount of daily
auto trips that the project/variant could cause and the resulting impact on vehicle miles traveled,
and the corresponding impacts on noise and air pollutants emitted from vehicles.

According to an MTA staff member, in order to evaluate vehicle miles generated by
Flexible Retail uses, the EIR would have to add the estimated number of vehicles generated by
each additional land use to the analysis of auto trips caused by the other project uses.
(Conversation with MTA. staff member and Kathryn Devincenzi in August 14, 2019, Thus, the
EIR is inaccurate, incomplete and inadequate in that its analysis of auto trips and vehicles miles
traveled as a result of the proposed project/variant omitted auto trips resulting from Flexible
Retail and Social Service or Philanthropic Facilities and the corresponding noise and air pollutant
impacts from vehicles.

Previous comments submitted on the DEIR stated, among other things, that: (1) the DEIR
lacked substantial evidence to support its conclusion that reducing the project’s retail parking
supply would mitigate the project’s significant impact on vehicle miles traveled to a less than
significant level; (2) the DEIR is inadequate because it lacks an estimate and discussion of total
net new travel demand (Net New person Trips) and understates the project impacts by providing
estimates and discussion of Net New Person Trips during A.M. and P.M. Peak Hours; (3) the
DEIR lacked substantiation or explanation of the alleged neighborhood parking rate and
substantial evidence does not support its conclusions as to the accuracy of the alleged rate and
TAZ 709 data; (4) the DEIR used inaccurate models to forecast vehicle-trips and its traffic
demand analysis omitted the substantial traffic that would be attracted to five new loading zones
proposed to be installed on the streets surrounding the property, including VMT from
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transportation network companies such as Uber and Lyft, based on current usage levels; (5) the
DEIR was inadequate because it lacked the analysis of square footage for each land use; (6) the
DEIR failed to adequately analyze vehicle miles traveled generated by customers of the proposed
new retail uses; (7) the DEIR inadequately analyzed whether the proposed project/variant would
cause major traffic hazards, including a potentially significant hazard to pedestrians caused by
transporting delivered goods across a sidewalk.

Substantial evidence does not support the EIR’s rejection of the mitigation measure of not
allowing residential parking permits for residents of, or persons working at, the project, with the
project sponsor paying the cost of MTA adapting it program to identify such persons. Since there
was no substantial evidence that reducing retail parking would reduce the significant vehicles
miles traveled to a less than significant level, the City was required to evaluate the feasibility of
other mitigation measures, but failed to do so. (Response to Comments 5.E.55)

The EIR identified the project’s impact on vehicle miles traveled as a significant impact,
but concluded that reducing the retail parking spaces would mitigate the impact to a less than
significant level. Substantial evidence does not support this conclusion. fbid.

3. The EIR is Inadequate as It Used an Overly Narrow Project Description and Lacks
a 744-Residential Unit Alternative Other than the Community Fuli Preservation
Alternative Variant, Which the EIR Failed to Evaluate as an EIR Alternative,

On July 3, 2019, the developer submitted a Planning Application Re-Submittal 2
containing an EIR Variant which proposed approximately 185 one-bedroom residential units and
1 two-bedroom (mmanager’s) unit in the Walnut building and a project total of 744 residential
units, with 21,498 gsf of general retail and 12,998 gsf of retail, food and beverage. (VAR.Ola
and VAR.01b) The residential units would substitute for the 49,999 gsf of office uses previously
proposed to be located in the Walnut building in the project. G3.01a.

On July 30, 2019, a proposed Special Use District and Development Agreement were
introduced at the Board of Supervisors. The Development Agreement stated that:

There is no requirement under this Agreement that Developer initiate or complete
development of the Project, or any portion thercof. There is also no requirement
that development be initiated or completed within any period of time or in any
particular order, subject to the requirement to complete Associated Community
Benefits for each Building (or for any market rate residential unit in excess of
three hundred eighty-six (386), as applicable) commenced by Developer as set
forth in Section 4.1. (Ex. J, DA, section 6. at p. 28)

Developer shall, upon thirty (30) days prior notice to the City, have the right in its
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sole and absolute discretion, to terminate this Agreement in its entirety at any time
if Developer does not Commence construction on any part of the Project Site by
the date which is five (5) vears following the Effective Date as such five (5) year
date may be extended by any Litigation Extension. Thereafter, the City shall,
upon sixty (60) days prior notice to Developer, have the right, in its sole and
absolute discretion, to terminate this Agreement if the Developer has not
Commenced Construction...(Ex. J, DA, section 11.2, at p. 39)

Exhibit D 1o the Development Agreement is a Affordable Housing Program that states that the
developer has agreed to construct 185 studio and one-bedroom affordable residential units for

senior households in addition to the 558 residential units initially proposed. (Ex.J, DA p. D-1)
The 185 senior affordable units will all be located in a single residential building known as the
Walnut Affordable Housing Building. (Ex. I, DA p. D-4)

After providing that the Housing Entity formed by the developer will seek Low Income Housing
Tax Credits and City-issued tax-exempt bond financing for construction, and may apply for the
state Multifamily Housing Program and the Infill Infrastructure Grant Program, the Development
Agreement provides for Transfer of Walnut Land to City in the event the developer fails to
construct the affordable housing:

If the Tax Credit closing does not occur by the Outside Date, subject to extension for any
applicable Excusable Delay, and construction of any Building occurs during the Term,
then City shall have the right to acquire, and Developer agrees to transfer to the City, fee
ownership of the Walnut Land Pursuant to the form of grant deed (the “Grant Deed”™)
attached as Attachment D-2). with the Approved Legal Description attached 1o it as
Exhibit A. (Ex.J, p. D-7)

Exhibits D-1 Walnut Parcel Title Condition and Exhibit D-2 Baseball Arbitration Appraisal
Process were not provided on the Board of Supervisors’ website as of August 26, 2019,

Based on the proposed Development Agreement, it is likely that the project is proposed to
have 744 residential units, including 185 units of affordable senior housing.

However, the EIR failed to analyze the 744-unit Community Full Preservation Alternative
Variant as an alternative in the EIR, erroneously claiming that the range of alternatives described
in the Draft EIR was adeguate, and also by relying upon misstatements made by the developer
and SF Public Works as to the nature of the Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant.
The EIR is clearly inadequate because it does not contain a single 744 unit alternative that the
City analyzed as an alternative in the EIR. This inadequacy is in part due to the shifting nature of
the proposed project, as evidenced by the late release of the proposed SUD and information about
the affordable housing obligation of the project contained in the proposed Development
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Agreement.

Binding legal authority has held that “architectural drawings™ or “design plans™ are not
required for EIR project alternatives. Los Angeles Conservancy v. City of West Hollywood
(2017) 18 Cal.App.5th 1031, 1038. (Iix. N) Thus, Public Works erred in criticizing the
community alternatives for lacking architectural plans.

SF Public Works claims that the Community alternatives do not have a sufficient level of
architectural information (e.g., a scaled site plan showing the dimensions of the subject lot and
buildings, landscaped areas, and setbacks, floor plans, roof plans, sections and elevations) 10
convey size, area, arrangement of uses or to demonstrate compliance with Planning Code
requirements and basic life-safety requirements. In addition to being wrong on the law, Public
Works fails to note that the conceptual site plans provided by the City for the alternatives
analyzed in the Draft EIR had the same or a lesser level of architectural information as the
Community alternatives. (See, for example, Figures 6.5 and 6.7 Alternative C: Full Preservation
Residential Alternative Site Plan and Site Access at pp. 6.67, 6.72.) Public Works also
contradicts itself at page 5 of its statement, claiming that conceptual site plans are sufficient at
the early stage when alternatives are considered, stating:

For projects at an early conceptual level where only block diagrams are used, such as the
Community alternative, estimates of the overall footprint of the building is the only
measurable area. Without additional floor plans that show and dimension units,
corridors, structure, mechanical shafts, etc., efficiency percentages are the only means
available to calculate the approximate amount of residential area.

With respect to the California Front and Back townhomes, which are the only buildings that
would not be multi-unit buildings, dimensions of the building footprints and heights were
provided at pages 6-7 of the Community alternatives.

Public Works also failed to take into account the flexibility built into the Community alternatives
at page 9, which states:

The Community Alternative/Variant would comply with all applicable laws and
regulations, including by making any modifications in the design needed to achieve such
compliance or to provide additional space for necessary functions.

Public Works erroneously assumed twice as many elevator shafts in the California Front and
Back buildings as the Community alternatives intended to claim that parking would be
compromised. (Sece Ex. O, statement of engineer as to aliernatives) Public Works’ claim that
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the Community alternatives could fit 323 parking spaces was also unsubstantiated opinion based
upon misunderstanding. (Ex. P, statement of engineer as to parking)

Data taken from the developer’s site survey and architectural plans was used by the
engineer who performed the initial calculations of the dimensions of the subject lot and
buildings. (Ex. O - Statement of Richard Frisbie August 27, 2019) In this statement, Mr. Frisbie
details inaccuracies in the Public Works’ analysis , such as using larger unit sizes for the
community alternative than for the project and failing to adjust amounts of space needed for
circulation based on the type of building. (Ex. O) For example, flats do not have internal
corridors like multi-unit buildings.

4. The Commission Should Recommend Against the Proposed Development
Agreement, as it Does Not Contain Adequate Safeguards Against Failure to
Construct the On-Site Affordable Housing and Fails to Require that the Project Be
Constructed As Soon As Feasible.

The newly proposed Development Agreement that would allow the developer not to build
the project, to cancel the agreement if he does not commence construction in 5 years, and llow
him to transfer the Walnut Building to the City if he does not build the senior affordable units in
the Walnut Building. Instead, the Agreement should require the developer to pay the in lieu fee
if he does not build the senior affordable housing on site, in order to deter him from defaulting in
his obligations. This is important because Dan Safier previously promised on-site affordable
housing in the 38 Dolores Street project but later changed to pay the fee. (Ex. Q) Similarly, a fee
modification is being sought to the Lucky Penny Special Use District, which was granted a year
ago for 23% on-site affordable housing, and is now proposed in Supervisor Stefani’s District to
change the SUD terms to paying an in lieu fee to the City. (Ex. R)

The Development Agreement gives the developer 15 years 1o complete the project even
though the DEIR states that it could be constructed in approximately 7 years. The developer’s
reason for the extended period is to adjust to “Market conditions.” (Ex. DD) the Commission
should reject the extended period and recommend that the duration of the Development
Agreement be only as long as is reasonably necessary to construct the project.

5. The EIR Failed to Describe the Project’s Inconsistency With San Francisco’s
General Plan as to Preservation of Historical Resources and Neighborhood
Character.
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An EIR must discuss any inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable
general plans. 14 Cal.Code Regs section 15125(d). By doing so, a lead agency may be able to
modify a project to avoid any inconsistency. Orinda Association v. Board of Supervisors (1986)
182 Cal.App.3d 1145, 1169. However, the EIR failed to discuss inconsistencies of the project
with General Plan policies relating to protection of historical resources and neighborhood
character.

San Francisco’s General Plan is intended to be an integrated, internally consistent and
compatible statement of objectives and policies and its objectives, and policies are to be
construed in a manner which achieves that intent. Sec. 101.1{b) of the Planning Code, which was
added by Proposition M, November 4, 1986, provides as follows:

The following Priority Policies are hereby established. They shall be included in the
preamble to the General Plan and shall be the basis upon which inconsistencies in the

General Plan are resolved:

That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses enhanced;

That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods;

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

That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit services or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking;

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;

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

That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved; and
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That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected from
development. (Ex. BB, San Francisco General Plan, excerpts)

While the EIR acknowledges that the project would have a significant adverse impact on a
historical resource under CEQA, it failed to describe the project’s inconsistency with the General
Plan policies that state that historic buildings be preserved and that existing neighborhood
character be preserved and protected. The EIR is inadequate because it merely noted that this
policy to preserve historic resources exists, but failed to describe the inconsistency between the
proposed project and this policy. DEIR 4.B.34. Moreover, it used an erroneous legal standard,
indicating that Planning Code section 101.1 merely allowed the City to balance the eight master
plan priority policies, whereas CEQA requires that an EIR describe any inconsistency with a
general plan policy. Ihid.

Similarly, the EIR failed to describe the project’s inconsistency with the General Plan
policy that existing neighborhood character be preserved and protected. The EIR avoided the
issue and brushed off the issue of “loss of neighborhood character” as a “controversial issue.”
DEIR 5.7.

In addition, the EIR failed to discuss the inconsistency of the proposed rezoning and the
mandate of Housing Element Policy 1.4: to “Ensure that community based planning processes
are used to generate changes to land use controls.” Explanatory material provided by the
Planning Department states:

The Planning Department has in recent years planned for growth through community
plans...This process has provided a way for stakeholders to help direct the future of their
area... To provide certainty to ¢itizens who feared that the Housing Element would cause
increases in density to their neighborhoods without input, the document mandates that
this process must continue to be used in the event of proposed changes to land use
controls, such as increased housing density or height. It also dictates that any such
chances must be generated through a community based planning process initiated in
partnership with the neighborhood, initiated by the Board of Supervisors. It states that
any changes to land use policies and controfs that result from the community planning
process may be proposed only after an open and publicly noticed process, after review of
a draft plan and environmental review, and with comprehensive opportunity for
community input. (Ex. S, emphasis added)
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2014 Housing Element Policy 1.4, and its predecessor in the 2009 Housing Element state:

Ensure that community based planning processes are used to generate changes to land use
controls.” (Ex. S)

Its interpretative text states:

Community plans are an opportunity for neighborhoods to work with the City to develop
a strategic plan for their future, including housing, services and amenities...Zoning
changes that involve several parcels or blocks should always involve significant
community outreach. Additionally, zoning changes that involve several blocks should
always be made as part of a community based planning process...

Any new community based planning processes should be initiated in partnership with the
neighborhood, and be initiated in partnership with the neighborhood, and involve the full
range of City stakeholders. The process should be initiated by the Board of Supervisors,
with the support of the District Supervisor, through their adoption of the Planning
Department’s or other overseeing agency’s work program; and the scope of the process
should be approved by the Planning Commission. To assure that the Planning
Department, and other agencies involved in land use approvals conduct adequate
community outreach, any changes to land use policies and controls that result from the
community planning process may be proposed only after an open and publicly noticed
process, afler review of a draft plan and environmental review, and with comprehensive
opportunity for community input. (Ex. S)

The developer’s subdivision plan would divide the 10-acre site into approximately 12 lots. (Ex.
T)

The City failed to conduct a City-run planning process as to the proposed zoning changes.
Developer Dan Safier described his proposed project to the community in a meeting in which
members of the public were not allowed to speak. At the end of his powerpoint presentation,
Dan Safier took approximately 3 written questions and ended the meeting. There was no
opportunity afforded for public discussion of potential zoning changes. The day before, in the
office of Supervisor Farrell, the President of Laurel Heights Improvement Association stated to
Dan Safier “I would like to know what the project is before you go public with it.” Dan Safier
declined to provide any information and stated “This is not a negotiation.” I was present at this
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meeting in my capacity of Vice-President of LHIA.

Thereafter, the developer conducted poster-board sessions in which exhibits were placed
around the room, but no opportunity was provided for an open discussion by members of the
public in attendance. At one of these sessions, I heard a representative of the developer tell a
member of the public that the project did not involve zoning changes. I approached developer
Dan Kingsley and told him what I had heard, and Dan Kingsley stated “Kathy, you and I know
that the project involves zoning changes.” 1 watched, and Dan Kingsley did not approach his
representative to correct the error.

The EIR does not describe the project’s inconsistency with Housing Element Policy 1.4. The
failure to provide a City-run planning process resulted in a developer-driven process that silenced
public discourse.

6. The City Failed to Apply the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards to the Exterior
Alteration and Demolition Proposed in the Project.

San Francisco Preservation Bulletin No. 21 states that:

For both Article 10-designated historic resources and CEQA-identified historical
resources, the Standards will be applied to any work involving new construction, exterior
alteration (including removal or demolition of a structure), or any work involving a sign,
awning, marquee, canopy or other appendage for which a City permit is required. (Ex. U,
excerpt)

San Francisco failed to apply these standards during project design. It appears that San Francisco
merely applied urban design guidelines to the project, contrary to its Preservation Bulletin 21,

The EIR states that “Section 4.8, Historical Architectural Resources, assesses project
impacts on ‘historical resources,’ as defined by CEQA Guidelines section 15064.5....A lead
agency must consider a resource to be historically significant if it finds that the resource meets
the criteria for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources (California Register)”
EIR p. 4.B.1.

The EIR inaccurately characterizes the Secrefary of the Interior’s Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properiies with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and
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Reconstructing Historic Buildings (the Secretary’s Standards) as neither technical nor
prescriptive:

Neither technical nor prescriptive, these standards are intended to promote responsible
preservation practices that help protect irreplaceable cultural resources. The Secretary’s
Standards consist of ten basic principles created to help preserve the distinctive character
of an historic building and its site while allowing for reasonable changes to meet new
needs. The preamble to the Secretary’s Standards states that they “are to be applied to
specific rehabilitation projects in a reasonable manner, taking into consideration
economic and technical feasibility.” DEIR p. 4.B.32.

The EIR therefore admits that the Secretary’s Standards are to be applied to this project in a
reasonable manner, while inconsistently characterizing the Secretary’s Standards as not
“prescriptive” to give conflicting signals to the public and decisionmaker.

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properiies states
at p. VII that the Secretary’s Standards “also have been adopted by Certified
Local Governments and historic preservation commissions across the nation.” The Secretary’s
website show that San Francisco became a Certified Local Government on August 18, 1995.
(Ex.V) In its Certification Agreement, San Francisco agreed to “enforce appropriate state and
local legistation for the designation and protection of historic properties... and satisfactorily
perform the responsibilities designated to it by the State.” (Ex. W)} The CLG procedures also
mandate that the “CLG will prepare a comprehensive local historic preservation plan or
preferable, a historic preservation element in the community’s general plan. The plan or element
will identify preservation missions, goals, and priorities and will establish preservation strategies,
programs, and time schedules.” Ex. X, pP. 9. San Francisco has failed to prepare a
comprehensive local historic preservation plan or a historic preservation element in the
community’s general plan.

Therefore, San Francisco should have applied the Secretary’s Standards in designing this
project, as acknowledged in Preservation Bulletin 21 and its obligations as a CLG, but failed to
do so. San Francisco’s failure to apply the Secretary’s Standards to the design of the project was
prejudicial, as application of the standards should have resulted in a project that did not cause a
significant adverse impact on a historical resource. The project sponsor was warned that the
project had not been designed according to the historic preservation standards, but the project
sponsor expressed disregard for the “rules.” (Ex. Y)
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7. The City Failed to Apply the Residential Design Guidelines to the Proposed Project

San Francisco also failed to apply the Residential Design Guidelines to this project.
Those Guidelines apply to the project because the site is zoned RM-1, and the proposed SUD
would continue the RM-1 classification.

San Francisco’s Residential Design Guidelines state that:

The Guidelines address basic principles of urban design that will result in residential
development that maintains cohesive neighborhood identity, preserve historic resoutces,
and enhances the unique setting and character of the City and its residential
neighborhoods....

Section 311( ¢)(1) of the Planning Code provides that Residential Design Guidelines shall
be used to review plans for all new construction and alterations. Specifically, it states:

The construction of new residential buildings and alteration of existing residential
buildings in R districts shall be consistent with the design policies and guidelines
of the General Plan and with the “Residential Design Guidelines’ as adopted and
periodically amended for specific areas or conditions by the City Planning
Commission...

The Residential Design Guidelines apply to all residential projets in RH (Residential
House) and RM (Residential Mixed) zoning districts...application of the Guidelines is a
mandatory step in the permit review process and all residential permit applications must
comply with both the Planning Code and the Residential Design Guidelines. (Ex. Z, pp.
3-4)

The project’s proposed 40-foot tall Laurel townhomes are not compatible with the scale of the
single-family homes across Laurel Street on the same block and violate the design principle
“Ensure that the building’s scale is compatible with surrounding buildings.” (Ex. Z. p. 5) The
Residential Design Guidelines consider “the broader neighborhood context of how the proposed
project relates to the visual character and scale created by other buildings in the general vicinity.
(Ex. Z, p. 8) As stated above, the height of the Laure]l townhomes should be reduced to 30 feet,
with a 15-foot set back on the third story.

58
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8. The Planning Commission Does Not Have Authority to Grant Conditional Use or
PUD Authorization for Heights in Excess of 40 Feet or to Abrogate Legislated Set
Back Lines.

Unless the base height limit is 50 feet or more in an RM District, a building in excess of 40 feet
may not be permitted by Conditional Use Authorization of the Planning Commission. (Ex. AA,
excerpts of Planning Code section 253). Since the base height limit of 3333 California Street is
40 feet, only the Board of Supervisors can authorize heights in excess of 40 feet.

Under Planning Code section 174, stipulations upon which any reclassification of property prior
to May 2, 1960 was made contingent by action of the City Planning Commission, where the
property was developed as stipulated, remain in full force and effect under this Code. (Ex. AA,
section 174) As explained at page 14 of the City’s Preliminary Project Assessment, the
stipulations of future development as outlined in Resolution 4109 continue to apply, absent
modification by the Board of Supervisors per Planning Code section 174.

Planning Code section 304(d}6) provides as to Planned Unit Developments, that “under no
circumstances” may a proposed development be excepted from any height limit established by
Article 2.5 of this Code. (Ex. AA) Thus, the Planning Commission cannot authorize any height
limit in excess of 40 feet on the 3333 California Street property.

9. The EIR Failed to Adequately Analyze the Significant Project and Cumulative
Impacts on Greenhouse Gas Emissions that the Project/Variant Could Generate.

The State Air Resources Board confirmed that the proposed project/variant will result in
additional greenhouse gas emissions (GHG) from construction activities, but stated that the
applicant has committed to secure carbon offsets issued by a accredited carbon registry in an
amount sufficient to offset construction emissions. (Ex. CC) In addition, the applicant
commifted “to explore” feasible GHG emissions reduction measures for net additional operation-
related GHG emissions, including by purchasing voluntary carbon offsets issued by an accredited
carbon registry in an amount sufficient to offset the net increase in operation-related GHG
emissions. (Ex. CC) While these commitments may have been sufficient to qualify as a
leadership project under AB 900, the GHG analysis constitutes substantial evidence of a fair
argument that the project /variant could have a potentially significant project or cumulative
impact on production of GHG under CEQA that should have been evaluated in the EIR.
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The Initial Study claims that projects that are consistent with the City’s GHG reduction
strategy would be consistent with Bay Area and State GHG reduction goals. IS. p. 147.
However, the IS does not provide any specific information on how the proposed project/variant
would implement measures that would be consistent with the City’s GHG reduction strategy
other than by making the general claim that the proposed project/variant “would be required to
comply” with various City codes and programs, which were generally identified by name. (IS p.
148-149) No information was provided as to the specific measures or design features that would
be taken to comply with the various local programs. There is no substantial evidence that the
City’s codes and programs that address GHG emissions contain the type of performance-based
standards that may be relied upon in mitigating impacts in CEQA proceedings. Consistency with
various City codes and programs is an inadequate factor upon which the City could base a
determination of significance as to the increase in GHG emissions resulting from the
project/variant, because the City codes and programs lack specific requirements that result in
reductions of GHG emissions 1o a less than significant level. The EIR is inadequate because 1t
has not shown that the local codes and programs actually address the emissions that would result
{rom the project/variant. For example, there is no evidence that street tree programs address
emissions resulting from a typical housing project.

Further, there is no substantial evidence that the project will comply with the
requirements in City codes and programs, and the specific requirements of those codes and
programs are not described. The developer’s AB 900 application relies upon purchase of carbon
credits to offset the increase in GHG emissions from project construction activities, and
exploration of other options to reduce the net increase in GHG emisstons from project
operations. Thus, the threshold of significance for project GHG emissions used in the EIR is not
supported by substantial evidence. In view of the evidence of a net increase in GHG emissions
resulting from construction activities and operations of the project/variant, the EIR should have
discussed measures which could mitigate or reduce GHG emissions

Also, as previously stated, the AB 900 proceeding did not evaluate all GHG emissions
that would indirectly result from the proposed project/variant. The proceeding omitted GHG
emissions from the substantial amounts of concrete and steel that would be manufactured to
construct the underground garages in the project/variant and the other indirect sources
documented in the prior statement of Richard Frisbie submitted in this proceeding, such as GHG
that would result from transportation and reprocessing of construction debris that would result
from the demolition activities of the project/variant.
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The EIR failed to adequately determine whether the project/variant would have
potentially significant effects on cumulative GHG emissions, because it did not first determine
the extent of the cumulative problem by examining the effects of past projects, the effects of
other cuirent projects, and the effects of probable future projects. As the second required step,
the City failed to determine whether the project/variant’s incremental contribution to that
problem is cumulatively considerable.

The EIR failed to comply with CEQA because it failed to determine the extent to which
the proposed project either increases or decreases GHG emissions, by comparing the project’s
emissions to the current environment and whether the anticipated GHG emissions associated
with the project exceed a threshold of significance set by the lead agency or another agency with
jurisdiction over resources affected by the project/variant.

The EIR is also deficient under CEQA because it failed to provide substantial evidence
that the proposed project’s percentage reduction in GHGs from business a usual would correlate
with achieving AB 32's statewide goal of reducing emissions by approximately 30 percent below
BAU by 2020, or other applicable goals of the City or other agencies. Similarly, the EIR failed
to provide substantial evidence demonstrating that project/variant GHG emissions would be
consistent with SB 32's goal of reducing GHG emissions by 40% below 1990 levels by 2030, of
the goals of Executive Order S-3-05 to reduce emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, and to reduce
emissions to 80% below 1990 levels by 2050,0r the targets of Executive Order B-30-15 of
reducing GHG emissions to 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. Also, the Initial Study
inadequately relied on the claim that San Francisco has met the State and regional 2020 GHG
reduction targets citywide, but this proposed project would have a net increase in GHG emissions
{rom 7-15 years of construction activities commencing in approximately 2020 or 2021, so the
GHG analysis should have been performed for a longer time-range.

The Initial Study lacked substantial evidence that a requirement to comply with local
regulations has proven effective with respect to large projects, such as 3333 California. Given the
specific evidence generated in the leadership project proceedings that the project/variant would
have a net increase in GHG emissions from construction activities, as to which the applicant did
not rely upon compliance with local law or design guidelines as mitigation for GHG emissions,
the evidence in the record demonstrates a potentially significant increase in project and
cumulative GHG emissions from construction activities. The same it the case for GHG
emissions from operations of the project/variant. The EIR is inadequate because it failed to
analyze this potentially significant project or cumulative impact and to adopt feasible mitigation
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measures that would reduce the significant cumulative impact of the project/variant.

Similarly, with respect to emission of GHG from project/variant operations, the applicant
committed only “to explore” project design features/on-site reduction measures and other
possible reductions, but did not commit to implement them. Given the evidence that the
project/variant would result in a net increase in operational GHG emissions, there is a fair
argument that a potentially significant project and cumulative impact on GHG emissions could
result, which the EIR failed to analyze, since the project/variant did not commit to comply with
local regulations in the CARB proceeding. The Initial Study failed to render a proper
determination of whether the activities undertaken by the project/variant to reduce GHG would
be consistent with local GHG reduction plans. The Initial Study simply glossed over the subject
with conclusory statements unsupported by factual analysis.

The developer had pertinent information available which quantified GHG emissions from
the proposed project/variant, and the EIR’s failure to disclose this information in the DEIR
violated the principle stated in CEQA Guidelines section 15064(b) that lead agencies should
quantify GHG emissions where quantification is possible and will assist in the determination of
significance. In view of the requirements imposed in the AB900 proceedings that the developer
purchase carbon credits or explore other mitigation for the projected net increase in GHG
emissions from construction and operation of the proposed project/variant is substantial evidence
that quantification of the GHG emissions in this proceeding would have assisted in determining
the significance of the impact and in analyzing the project’s impacts.

10. The EIR Inaccurately Analyzed the Project’s Inconsistency With Current Zoning
Controls.

The EIR failed to acknowledge that current zoning controls limit the aggregate gross floor
area to the total arca of the property (approximately 435,600 square feet) and that the proposed
project/variant would substantially exceed the permitted gross floor area. (Ex. EE. Dean Macris
Memo dated June 25, 1986.) According to the EIR, the proposed project variant would have a
total of 1,476,987 gross square feet of floor area. (DEIR p. 2.100) Therefore the project variant
would add 1,041,387 gross square feet of permitted gross floor area to the site. The EIR failed as
an informational document because this information on the massive increase in permitted floor
area is important information that should have been taken into account in formulating
alternatives to the proposed project and feasible mitigation measures. The EIR’s discussion of
the terms of Planning Commission 4109, which currently applies to the site, omitted this
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important information from its discussion of the conditions currently applicable to development
of the site. (DEIR pp. 3.10, 3.6)

CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, LHIA objects to the approval of the project/CU/PUD and to
the City’s failure to comply with the requirements of CEQA and to apply the City’s design
standards that require the City 1o apply the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and the Residential
Design Guidelines to the design of this project. The project’s significant adverse impact on the
historic resource should be mitigated by adopting the design changes described in the alternatives
proposed by the community. Those changes are feasible and should be adopted to comply with
CEQA requirements.

Very truly yours,

Lauret Heights Improvement Association of SF, Inc

ZZX%&A Errece cary.
By: Kathryn Devincenzi, President
KRDevincenzii@gmail.com

Attachments: A through EE
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COMMUNITY PRESERVATION LOOKALIKE VARIANT

OVERVIEW
The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant,CPLV, would construct the same number of new

housing units as the developer's proposed variant (744 units) and would be completed in less
than four years rather than the 7-15 years requested by the developer to complete his proposals.
In addition the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant would increase the residential gsf by
approx. 20,000gsf more than the developer’s proposal.

The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant would preserve the key character-defining
features of the main building and its integrated landscaping, which are listed in the California
Register of Historical Resources pursuant to Section 4851(a)(2) of the California Code of
Regulations.

The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant utilizes approximately 90 percent of the

developers’ proposed buildings, designs and locations as can be seen below.

Figure 4: Community Preservation Lookalike Variant

COMMUNITY
DEVELOPER PRESERVATION
VARIANT 7/3/2019 VARIANT
“Developer Lookalike®
Residential GSF Residential GSF
BUILDING
Masaonic 83,505 N/A
Euclid 184,170 144,870
Laurel Townhomes 55,300 34,935
Mayfair 46,680 46,680
Plaza A 66,755 81,571
Plaza g 72,035 83,215
Walnut 147,590 336,350
Main Building-Note 1 N/A 268,365
Center A 89,735 N/A
Center B 231,667 N/A
TOTAL Residential GSF 977,437 965,986






The major differences are that the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant:

1. Would preserve the key Historic defining characteristics of the site as noted above.

2. Would create an All-Residential developmentwith the retention of the existing café, childcare
facility and office space in the Main Building noted below.

3. Would excavate only for a single, approximately two underground parking garage whereas
the developer proposes to excavate for four new under-ground parking garages spread
across the site, some consisting of three levels.

4. Would eliminate the Masonic Building to preserve the Historic Eckbo Terrace and also to
provide a location for the childcare play area in sunlight as opposed to being placed in the
heavily shadowed area alongside the Credit Union, as proposed in the developer’s plan.

5. Would make modifications to the Euclid Building by removing approximately 30 ft. from the
southside of the proposed building to move it off the historically significant green space.

6. Would eliminate two Laurel St. Townhomes from Euclid Green in order to fully preserve the
historically significant green space at the top of Laurel Hill.

For a summary of changes that the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant would

implement see “Summary of Building Changes” at the end of the document.

Furthermore, the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant would:
{1) convert the interior of the main building to residential use while retaining the existing
1,500 gs cafe, 11,500 gsf childcare center, and 5,000 gsf of the existing office space (at the
developer's option, this existing office space could be converted to residential use),

(2) construct three new residential buildings (the Plaza A, Plaza B and Walnut) along





California Street where parking lots are now located; the new Mayfair Building near the
intersection of Mayfair Drive and Laurel; five new townhomes along Laurel St; and the new
Euclid Building along Euclid Avenue;

(3) provide housing units affordable to and sized for middle-income families, with
additional on-site affordable housing as determined by the Board of Supervisors,

{4} require all freight loading and unloading to be conducted in the underground freight

loading areas accessed from Presidio Ave. and Mayfair Ave.

{5} require all passenger loading and unloading to be conducted inside the site in turnarounds or in

the underground parking garage,

{(6) retain the historically significant landscaping designed by the renowned landscape architects of
Eckbo, Royston & Williams which is integrated with the window-walled main buitding, including the Eckbo
Terrace, Laurel Hill greenspace and existing landscaped green spaces along Presidio Avenue, all of which

would be designated as community benefits in the development agreement,

{7) maintain public vistas of the downtown and Golden Gate Bridge and the historically significant
main building and integrated landscaping.

(9) provide units in the Walnut Building for senior housing.

{9) the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant would use all the space for residential use and

would not rezone the site for approximately 34,496 gsf of retail uses as the developer proposes.

THE COMMUNITY PRESERVATION LOOKALIKE VARIANT WOULD PROVIDE THE SAME AMOUNT OF
NEW HOUSING UNITS IN LESS THAN FOUR YEARS WITHOUT ADVERSELY IMPACTING A HISTORICALLY

SIGNIFICANT RESOURCE.

(OS]





The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant would preserve all the key character-defining features
of the main building and integrated landscaping, which are listed in the California Register of Historical
Resources pursuant to Section 4851(a)(2) of the California Code of Regulations. (Ex. A, confirmation of

listing). The window-walled main building would be converted to primarily residential use.

The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant would have the same number of residential units as
the developer's proposed variant (744 units) and would be constructed inless than four years because
the existing main building would be converted to residential use at the same time as the new residential
buildings are constructed, to the greatest extent feasible pursuant to staging.

The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant would entail far less excavation, as it would
have approximately two levels of parking in a single new underground garage. In contrast, the
developer’s variant proposes to construct four new underground parking garages, to provide a total of
873 parking spaces. The CFPAV 2 would excavate only under the existing parking lots along California
St.- the easiest, least disruptive, quickest most efficient excavation- whereas the developer would
carry out major excavation in all quadrants of the site including major excavations on Masonic, on

Euclid including the excavation of major portions of Laurel Hill as well as under the parking lots along

California St.

The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant would preserve the existing Eckbo Terrace and the green
landscaped areas along Euclid and Presidio Avenues as well as partly along Laurel Street. The existing
Eckbo Terrace would be designated as Privately-Owned, Publicly-Accessible Open Space in recorded

deed restrictions and would be open to the public. The new ground level Walnut Passage will run





through the first floor of the main building, opening up into a larger landscaped Center Court mid-
building, and iead onto the Walnut Walk alongside EckboTerrace and thence onto Masonic Avenue and

would be open to the public and marked with signage identifying it as a public throughway.

The character-defining features of the existing main building that the Community Preservation
Lookalike Variant would retain include all of the foliowing:
Plan of the building open along Eckbo Terrace and to views of the distant city.
Horizontality of massing.
Horizontal lines of projecting edges of concrete floors.
Horizontal bands of nearly identical compatible window units.
Uninterrupted glass walls.
Brick accents and trim
Wrought iron deck railings that match gates in landscaping.
The character-defining features of the existing landscape that the Community Preservation Lookalike
Variant would preserve include all of the following:
In the Eckbo Terrace, which was designed to integrate the architecture of the building with
the site and with the broader setting (through views of San Francisco), key character-
defining features include its biomorphic-shaped lawn surrounded by a paved terrace and
patio (paved with exposed aggregate concrete divided into panels by rows of brick), brick
retaining wall and large planting bed around the east and north sides of the paved patio,
custom-designed wood benches, and the three circular tree beds constructed of modular

sections of concrete.





All passenger loading, pick-ups and drop-offs are proposed to be internal to the site, and turnarounds
will be provided in front of the main building. All freight loading and unloading is proposed to be

conducted in the underground freight loading areas accessed from Presidio Avenue and Mayfair,

In the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant, the Masonic Building and two Laurel Townhomes are
eliminated and the Walnut building re-designed. The Euclid building, reduced in size to preserve the
Euclid Green area, the remaining five Laurel Townhomes, the Mayfair building, Plaza A and Plaza B utilize
the developer’s footprint and architectural design throughout. The Main Building utilizes Levels 1-4 of the
developer’s architectural design and adds one sethack story at Level 5 consistent with the Secretary of the
Interior Standards for the treatment of historic properties, thereby retaining the historic characteristics of
the main building and integrated landscaping. Contrary to the developer, the Community Preservation
Lookalike Variant does not sever the Main Building with a full height 40 ft gap, thereby creating two
separate structures.

As noted previously, the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant creates a ground-level Walnut Passage

while fully retaining the historic characteristics of the building.

The Main building, Walnut, Plaza A and Plaza B will have direct access to the underground parking
garage. The Laurel Townhomes have their own organic parking. For the Mayfair and Euclid Buildings,
parking will be provided in the new underground parking garage constructed under the California Street
Front and Back Buildings.

Truck loading and unloading for the buildings along California St. as well as the Main and Mayfair

buildings would occur in the underground garage accessed from Presidio Avenue and Mayfair Avenue.





SUMMARY OF BUILDING CHANGES
The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant generally utilizes the developer’s footprint and
architectural design, unit configuration layouts, sizes, efc. except for the Masonic Building (which is not
constructed) and the expanded Walnut Building.
The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant preserves both the historic Eckbo Terrace and the
existing green spaces along Euclid and Masonic Avenues {by eliminating the Masonic Building) and partly
along Laurel Street.
To this day, these green spaces are used by families, friends, children, moon-watchers, etc. The
historically green space is preserved by modifying the south side of the Euclid Building {removing 30 ft.}

and eliminating two Laurel St. townhomes at the top of Laurel St. as noted above.





Analysis of Buildings:

Developers Variant Community Preservation Lookalike
7/3/2019 Variant

B e———

Figure 3

As can be seen from the layout above the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant generally mirrors
the developers proposed building plans. The primary differences are the elimination of the Masonic
Building, modifications to the Euclid Building and redesign of the Walnut Building.

All retail has been converted into residential gsf and affected building heights reduced appropriately.
As shown above, the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant produces an additional 20,000

residential gsf over and above that produced by the developers.

Masonic Building: Eliminated.

Euclid Building: Identical to developers’ submission of 07.03.2019 with the following modification to

preserve Laurel Hill greenspace. The south side of the building is cut back approximately 30 ft. (loss of





approximately 35,000gsf). Additionally, the remaining top floor units on the south side are set back 15
ft. to moderate the bulk and intensity of the Euclid Avenue appearance (loss of approximately
4,000gsf). It should be noted that the Euclid Building can be expanded on the east side by
approximately 25 ft. along the entire 256 ft (ref. Dwg.A8.01 from submission) by aligning Walnut Walk
with Eckbo Terrace which would more than offset the space eliminated by the modification to the south
side noted above.

This potential expansion has not been accounted for in the Community’s plan.

No underground parking garage.

References: A8.01(modified as noted above}, .02(same comment), A8.03(same comment), A8.04(same

comment), A8.05(same comment), A8.06{same comment), A8.11{same comment), A8.12, A8.21{same

comment), A8.22, A8.23(same comment), A8.24(same comment), A8.25{same comment), A8.30, A8.41.

Laurel Townhomes: Generally identical to developer’s submission of 07.03.2019 modified to reduce
height to 30 ft. and set top floor back 15 ft.

Reference A10.01(two southernmost duplexes eliminated to preserve Historic green space),
A10.02(same comment), A10.03, A10.11(modified for height, setback and elimination of Duple 01 &
02), A10.12(same comment), A10.13(same comment), A10.21{same comment), A10.23(same
comment), A10.24(same comment), A10.25{same comment).

As noted previously the two townhomes at the top of Laurel St. have been eliminated to preserve the
green space. The height of the five remaining townhomes is lowered from 40 ft. to 30 ft. to be

compatible with the 20 ft. homes on the west side of the Laurel St. block. Additionaily, the third floor is

set back 15 ft.





Mayfair Building: Generally identical to developer’s 07/03/2019 submission: predominant references
AS.01, A9.02, A9.03, AS.04, A9.11, A9.12, A9.21, A9.22, A9.30, A9.60 .

No underground parking garage.

Plaza A: Generally dentical to developer’s submission of 07.03.2019: references A2.00, A2.01, A2.02,
A2.21{modified for the parking design), A2.22(same note on parking), A2.30, A2.41.
All retail gsf is converted to residential. As a result, the height of the building is lowered from 45 ft. to 40

ft., which allows it to comply with the existing height limit.

Plaza B: Same comments as to Plaza A above. Developer’s submission of 07.03.2019: references
A3.00(retail converted to residential), A3.01, A3.02, A3.03, A3.21{modified for the parking design),

A3.22(same comment on parking), A3.24(retail converted to residential; building height adjusted

accordingly), A3.25, A3.41, A3.42.

Walnut Building: The enhanced Walnut Building is re-designed to provide a 7-story residential building.
As this building is flanked by the Main Building and the Credit Union and is opposite the approximately
65 ft. tall JCC, it is compatible with the character of its surroundings. The 48,050 square foot net
footprint was determined from dimensions in Submittals of 03.06.2017 & 07.03.2019: references VAR
13, 14, 19.

General dimensions: Southside east-west 305ft; Northside east-west 240ft; North-south : 175ft,;

Triangle at Credit Union: 155ff. base, 175ft. height. Adjusted for light-courts and setbacks.
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Main Building/Center A&B: Use the developer’s unit configurations and sizes from 03/03/2019:
predominant references A6.02, A6.03, A6.04, A6.05, A6.06, A6.07, A6.08, A6.09, A6.19(modified for
Walnut Passage; no Levels 6 and7), A6.21{modified for Walnut Passage; no levels 6 and 7}, A6.22(no
Levels band 7), A6.30, A6.46(no Levels 6and 7).

The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant, unlike the developer’s, preserves the historic
characteristics of the building and fully complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the
treatment of historic properties.

The Draft £IR acknowledges that the developer’s design would have a substantial adverse effect on the
historic characteristics of the listed building and landscaping.

The developer proposes to cut a 40 ft. gap through all levels of the main building, thereby creating two
separate structures and adding 2 and 3 new levels on top, thereby impairing the horizontality of the
building.

The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant, in accordance with the SOISs, adds one set back level,

Level 5, to the main building. As noted above, the developer would add Level 5, Level 6 and Level 7.

Walnut Passage: In order for the developer to create the 40 ft. wide Walnut Walk which would connect
the north and south sides of the property in alignment with Walnut $t., the developer proposes to
bifurcate the building with a 40 ft cut through all existing levels of the building.

There is a better solution.

The Community Preservation Lookalike Variant design calls for a ground level 15 ft high {Level 1} by 20
ft. wide entry/exit on the north and south sides of the building. This entry/exit would extend 35 ft. into
the building where it would open up into a 35 ft. wide by 75 ft. long landscaped Center Court which also

serves as a Light Court in the building. This design fully maintains the historic characteristics of the Main
11





building while at the same time meeting the developer’s desire in alignment with Walnut Street for

connectivity.

A case of form follows function.

Summary: Same number of units{744) in less than 4 years, more residential gsf than the developer’s

proposal, compliant with RM-1 zoning, historically compatible, neighborhood responsive.

12
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August 28, 2019 Letter of Laurel Heights Improvement Association
to San Francisco Planning Commission

Re: 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA
Record Number: 2015-014028 CUA/PCA/MAP/DUA
Certification of Final EIR
Planning Commission Hearing: September 5, 2019

EXHIBITS C-M





EXHIBIT C





COMMUNITY FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE VARIANT 2

OVERVIEW

The Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2 - CFPAV2 -would

construct the same number of new housing units as the developer's proposed

project variant (744 units) and would be completed in approximately four years rather than the 7-13
years requested by the developer to complete his proposals. The CFPAV2 would

preserve virtually all of the character-defining features of the main building and its integrated
landscaping, which are listed in the California Register of Historical Resources pursuant to Section
4851(a)2) of the California Code of Regulations.

The CFPAYV 2 would excavate for a single approximately two level underground parking garage.
In contrast, the developer proposes to excavate for four new underground garages, some consisting

of three levels.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2 would:

(1) convert the interior of the main building to residential uses while retaining
the existing 1,500 gsf cafe, 11,500 gsf childcare center, and 5,000 gsf of the existing
office space (at the developer's option, this existing office space could be converted to
residential use),

(2) construct three new residential buildings (California Front, California
Back, Walnut) along California Street where parking lots are now located, construct
the Mayfair new residential building near the intersection of Mayfair Drive and L.aurel
Street, and construct five Laurel St. townhomes north of the Euclid Green

(3) provide at least 64 flat-type family-sized units in the California Front
Building, with affordable senior housing in the enhanced Walnut Building.

(4) Construct 5 Laurel St. Duplexes using the Developers® design and layouts,





except that the fourth story would be removed and the third story set back 15 feet at its
front. See section “Summary of Building Calculations” in the last section.

(5) excavate for approximately two levels of underground parking.

(6) propose all freight loading and unloading to be conducted in the
underground freight loading arcas accessed from Presidio Avenue and all passenger
loading and unloading to be conducted inside the site in turnarounds or in the underground
parking garage.

(7) retain the historically significant landscaping designed by the renowned
landscape architects of Eckbo, Royston & Williams which is integrated with the window-
walled main building, including without limitation the Eckbo Terrace and the existing
landscaped green spaces along Euclid Avenue, Presidio Avenue and some of Laurel St.
(see layout) which would be designated as community benefits in the development
agreement,

(8) preserve the majority of the 195 mature trees on the site which are comprised
of 48 different tree species (Initial Study p. 16), and

(9) maintain public vistas of the downtown and Golden Gate Bridge and the

historically significant main building and integrated landscaping.





Figure 2: Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2

Developers
Proposed Varlant
7/3/2019

Residential GSF

BUILDING

Masonic 83,505
Euclid 184,170
Laurel Townhomes 55,300
Mayfair 46,680
Plaza A/California Front 66,755
Plaza B/California Back 72,035
Walnut 147,590
Main Building N/A
Center A 89,735
Center B 231,667

TOTAL Residential GSF 977437

The CFPA Variant 2 would add units to the Walnut Building which could be used for
senior housing and additional units within the other buildings. The CFPAV 2 would use
all the new construction for residential use and would not rezone the site to permit the
approximately 34,500 gsf of retail uses, as the developer proposes.

THE COMMUNITY FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE VARIANT 2 WOULD PROVIDE THE

SAME AMOUNT OF NEW HOUSING UNITS IN APPROXIMATELY FOUR YEARS WITHOUT

ADVERSELY IMPACTING A HISTORICALLY SIGNIFICANT RESOURCE.

The CFPAV 2 would preserve the character-defining features of the main building
and integrated landscaping, which are listed in the California Register of Historical
Resources pursuant to Section 4851(a)(2) of the California Code of Regulations. (Ex. A,
confirmation of listing) The window-walled main building would be converted to primarily
residential use. This CFPAV 2 would have the same number of residential units as the

developer's proposed project Variant (744) and would be constructed in approximately four

3

Community Full
Preservation
Alternative
Variant 2

Residential GSF

N/A
N/A
34,935
46,680
120,000
76,952
336,350
371,734
N/A
N/A

986,651





years because the existing main building would be converted to residential use at the same time
as the new residential buildings are constructed, to the greatest extent feasible pursuant to
staging. The CFPAV 2 would entail far less excavation, as it would have only one new,
approximately two level, underground parking garage along California Street and a total of
approximately 558 on-site parking spaces. In contrast, the developers® variant proposes to
construct four new underground parking garages, to provide a total of 873 parking spaces.
The CFPAYV 2 would excavate only under the existing parking lots along California St.- the
easiest, least disruptive, quickest xﬁost efficient excavation- whereas the developer would
carry out major excavation on all quadranta of the site including major excavations on Masonic,
onEuclid (which entails a substantial portions of Laurel Hill}), as well as under the existing parking lots
along California St.

This CFPAYV 2 would retain the existing lickbo Terrace, the existing landscaped green
spaces along Euclid Avenue, Presidio Avenue and some of Laurel St. (see layout). The existing
Terrace would be designated as Privately-Owned, Publicly-Accessible Open Space in
recorded deed restrictions and would be open to the public. A new ground level Walnut
Passage would be constructed to connect Walnut and Masonic Avenue and be opened to the
public.

The character-defining features of the existing main building that this CFPAV 2
would retain include all of the following:

Plan of the building with wings open along the sides to the immediate landscape and
to views of the distant city.

Horizontality of massing.
Horizontallines of projectingedgesof

concretefloors.





Horizontal bands of nearlyidentical
window units.
Uninterrupted glass walls.

Brick accents and trim.

Wrought iron deck railings that match gates in the landscape.

The character-defining features of the existing landscape that this CFPAV 2 would
retain include all of the following:
The Eckbo Terrace, which was designed to integrate the architecture of the
building with the site and with the broader setting {through views of San
Francisco), key character-defining features include its biomorphic-shaped
{amoeba-shaped) lawn surrounded by a paved terrace and patio (paved with
exposed aggregate concrete divided into panels by rows of brick), brick retaining
walland large planting bed aroundtheeast and north sides ofthe paved patio,
custom-designed wood benches, andthree circulartree beds constructed of

modular sections of concrete.

In the two outdoor sitting areas on the east and west sides of the
area now used as an auditorium, key character-defining features
for the area on the west side include the pavement (exposed
aggregate divided into panels by rows of bricks), circutar tree bed
constructed of modular sections of concrete, and metal benches;
key character-defining features for the area on the east side include

the pavement (concrete divided into panels by wood inserted into

expansion joints).

All passenger loading, pick-ups and drop-offs are proposed to be internal to the site,





and turnarounds will be provided in front of the main building on California/Walnut. All
freight loading and unloading is proposed to be conducted in the underground freight loading
areas accessed from Presidio Avenue.
Vegetation features that help to integrate the character of the Fireman's Fund site with
that of the surrounding residential neighborhoods that will be retained include (1) the large
Cypress trees in the existing west parking lot area, (2) the lawns on the south and east sides of the

property and portions of the west side, and (3) the planted banks along Masonic street.

in this CFPAV 2 the existing 1,500 gsf cafe and 11,500 gsf childcare center would
remain in their present locations in the main building. Approximately 5,000 square feet of the
existing nonconforming office space in the main building would remain, which the developer
could continue to use for offices. At the developer's option, this existing office space could be
converted to residential use.

In the CFPAV?2, new residential buildings (California Front & Back and Walnut)
would be constructed along California Street where parking fots are currently located, and a
Mayfair building generally identical to the Developers’ plan would also be constructed.

The new California Front building units would be designed for families, averaging
1,875gsf. This building would be designed to be compatible with both the main building and
the existing buildings along the north side of California Street and would maintain the rhythm
and scale of the townhouses across California Street. Each California Front building would be
40 feet tall, approximately 25 feet wide and 100 feet in length with 25% of that length
consisting of a private rear yard. Approximately 16 new buildings containing 64 units would be
built in the California Front building between Laurel Street and Walnut Street. Two adjacent

residential units would share one elevator, a common stairway and one mechanical shaft. The





elevator would provide access to the underground garage constructed under these buildings.

The new California Street Back building would face inward toward the existing main
building and be constructed with window walls designed to be compatible with the character-
defining features of the windows in the existing main building. They would not have private rear
yards. They would be sculpted to be a minimum of 42 ft, from the large Monterey Cypress trees
that remain from the Laurel Hill Cemetery, so the lengths of the buildings would vary from
approximately 35 to 72 feet long, and each unit would be approximately 25 feet wide. They
would have 60 units, with the average unit size 1,283 gsf depending on location, and the
buildings would be 40 feet tall and be constructed between Laurel Street and Walnut Street. Two
adjacent residential units would share one elevator, a common stairway and one mechanical

shaft.

In this CFPAV2, approximately 270 residential units would be provided in the existing
main building, averaging 1,377gsf. The developer can configure the size of the units and/or
eliminate the office use. Internal Light Courts similar to those described on Developer's August
17, 2017 plan sheets A6. 15 and A6. 16 will be located where feasible.

For these units, parking with direct access would be provided in the existing underground
garage in the main building.

A new 70-foot tall Walnut Building would be built along California Street between
Walnut Street and Presidio Avenue. This building would contain approximately 310 residential

units with an average 1,085 gsf. The developer can configure the size of the units. For these units,
parking with direct access would be provided in the new underground garage constructed

under this building.





Inthe CFPAV2, anew 40-foot tall Mayfair Building, based on the Developers’ design
and layout, would be constructed approximately east of Mayfair Drive at Laurel Street. The
Mayfair Building would have 30 residential units with an average size of 1,556 gsf. The
Mayfair Building would not contain an underground parking garage. IFor these units, parking
would be provided in the new underground garages constructed under the California Street
Front and Back Buildings. The Mayfair Building would be constructed of window walls
designed to be compatible with the character-defining features of the windows in the existing
main building.

Under the CFPV2, all Truck Loading or Unloading is proposed to occur in the
underground garage accessed on Presidio Avenue, and trucks and automobiles will have

ingress and egress to these areas for loading, unloading, pick- ups, drop-offs and parking.

Passenger vehicles and automobiles will also have ingress and egress to the site through the

S

Walnut Gate at Walnut and California Streets and through the Mayfair Gate at Mayfair and
Laurel streets. Passenger vehicles and automobiles will also have access to a turnaround for

passenger loading and unloading through the Laurel Street gate and through the Walnut gate.

UMMARY OF BUILDING CALCULATIONS

The Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2 re-purposes the historic main

building and utilizes a combination of new designs and the developers design, unit

configuration layouts, sizes, etc.

8

The Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2 preserves both the historic Eckbo

Terrace and the existing landscaped green spaces along Euclid Avenue and Presidio





Avenue and some of Laurel Street.

To this day the green spaces are used by families, friends, children, moon-watchers, etc..

The Community Full Preservation Variant 2 uses much of the DEIR Community Full
Preservation Alternative Variant submitted in response to the Draft EIR with the following
major changes: Developer’s Laurel Hill Duplexes added{5); Developer’'s Mayfair Building
adopted; Wainut Building enhanced; one level, Level 5, added to the core of the main
building; ground level Walnut Passage created. California St. Front and Back Buildings
remain unchanged.

There is no retail.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2 is shown on pg. 3 above.

Masonic Building: Eliminated to preserve the historic green-space encompassing Eckbo
Terrace. Retaining this historic green space will provide a place for the public to host
resident events such as July 4 barbecues, etc. with views of the City.

No underground parking garage in this area.

Euclid Building: Eliminated to preserve the historic parklike greenspace and the historic
main building that occupies Laurel Hill. It allows the childcare center and play area to
remain in its present location in the sun as opposed to the developer’s proposed heavily

shadowed area alongside the Credit Union.





No underground parking garage in this area.

Laurel Duplexes: Similar to developer’s submission of 07.03.2019 modified to reduce
height to 30 ft. and top floor set back 15 ft. References: A10.01(two southernmost
duplexes eliminated to preserve Historic Laurel Hill), A10.02(same comment), A10.03,
A10.11{modified for height, setback and elimination of Duplex 01 & 02), A10.12(same
comment), A10.13{same comment), A10.21{same comment}, A10.23{same comment),
Al0.24(same comment), A10.25(same comment).

As noted previously the two townhomes at the top of Laurel St. have been eliminated to
preserve this historic green space. The five remaining townhomes are lowered from 40 ft.

to 30 ft. to better reflect the 20 fi. homes on the west side of Laurel St. Additionally the

third floor is set back 15 ft.

Mayfair Building: Generally identical to developers’ 07/03/2019 submission:

predominant reference AS.01, AS.02, A9.03, A9.04, AS.11, A9.12, A8.21, A9.22, A9.30,

A9.60.

No underground parking garage.

California St. Front: The 4-story townhome buildings occupy an approximately 400 ft.
long by 75ft. deep {plus 25 ft backyard) section along California St. between Laure! St. and

Walnut St. presently occupied by surface parking lots. Reference: Site Survey R0.00

10





PPA/EEA 03.23.2016; Draft EIR Fig. 2.23; DEIR Fig. 2.24. Building footprint 30,000gsf.

California St. Back: The 4-story townhome buildings occupy approximately 375 ft. of the
rear portion of this section along California St. between Laurel St. and Walnut St. In order
to preserve the historic Monterey Cypress trees the units vary in depth from 35 ft. to 72 ft.

The footprint of these building is approximately 19,238gsf.

Walnut Building: The enhanced Walnut Building is re-designed to provide a 7-story
residential building. As this building is flanked by the Main Building and the Credit Union
and is opposite the 65 ft. tall JCC, it is compatible with the character of its surroundings.
The 48,050 square foot net footprint was determined from dimensions in developer’s
Submittals of 03.06.2017 & 07.03.2019: reference VAR 13, 14, 19.
General dimensions: Southside east-west 305ft; Northside east-west 240ft; North-south :
175ft.; Triangle near Credit Union: 155ft. base, 175ft. height. Adjusted for light-courts and

setbacks.

Main Building: The Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2, unlike the
developer’s Variant, does not destroy the historic characteristics of the building and fully
complies with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the treatment of historic
properties. The Draft EIR acknowledges that the developer’s design would have a

substantial adverse effect on the historic characteristics of the listed building and

11





landscaping.
The developer proposes to cut a 40 ft. gap through all levels of the main building thereby
creating two separate structures, and adding two and three levels on top, thereby
impairing the horizontality of the building.
The Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2, in accordance with the SOISs,

adds one level, Level 5, to the main building. The developer would add add Level 5, Level

6 and Level 7.

Walnut Passage: In order to construct the developer’s 40 ft. wide Walnut Walk which
would connect the north and south sides of the property in alignment with Walnut St. the
developer proposes to bifurcate the building with a 40 ft cut through all existing levels of
the building.

There is a better solution.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2 design calls for a ground level 15 ft
high (Level 1) by 20 ft. wide entry/exit on the north and south sides of the building. This
entry/exit would extend 35 ft. into the building where it would open up into a 35 ft. wide
by 75 fi. long landscaped Center Court which also serves as a Light Court in the building.
This design fully maintains the historic characteristics of the Main building while at the
same time meeting the developer’s desire for connectivity in alignment with Walnut St.

A case of form follows function.

Summary: Same number of units (744) in less than 4 years, mare residential gsf than the

12





developer’s proposal, compliant with RM-1 zoning, historically compatible, neighborhood

responsive,

13
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COMMUNITY FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE VARIANT 2
and
COMMUNITY PRESERVATION LOOKALIKE VARIANT

PARKING NARRATIVE

Find attached the drawings of the layout, with dimensions, of the new California St. underground garage.
In addition, a Summary of the Developers and FPCA Parking details is also attached.

There is 93,000gsf of parking under the main building, shown in pink, which provides 212 parking spaces
as well as spaces for truck loading/unloading. This will be connected to the new parking garage. Cars will
be able to enter and leave the garage complex via Presidio, California (at Walnut) and Laurel.

This portion of the garage is connected internally to the main building via elevators and stairways.

The new one and a half level underground garage will consist of approximately 174,000 gsf of parking
providing 346 spaces for cars, 6 freight lcading docks and 600 bicycle spaces.,

Total parking gsfis approximately 267,000 gsf for a total of 558 car parking spaces.

The Walnut Building as well as the California Building, Front and Back will have elevator and stairway
access to the new parking garage. There will be additional entryways to/from the garage for residents of
the Mayfair Building.

The Laurel townhomes have their own organic parking and are not shown in the totals.
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EXHIBIT D





PR

GROUND LEASE

THE REGENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
a California public corporation on behalf of the San Francisco campus

(“University”)

LAUREL HEIGHTS PARTNERS L1.C,
a Delaware limited liability company

(“Lessee™)

March 13 , 2015

OHEUSA:758103188.9





Section 4.4 . Utilities and Other Facilities. Commencing from and after the
University Sublease Expiration and continuing thereafter during the Term, all costs associated
with bringing required utilities (both temporary and permanent) from the boundary of the Leased
Land (or, with respect to tempotary utilities only, from the point of origin) to the point of
connection to any Improvements and/or Alterations thereto, including, without limitation, related
professional, engineering and consultant fees, service charges, meters, and the costs of
connections, including, without limitation, any hook-up fees assessed by any utility company,
water district and/or government agency, shall be paid by Lessee.

Section 4.5  Nonresponsibility. Lessee will at all times permit the University to post
appropriate notices to avoid any liability to contractors or material suppliers for payment for
Alterations and allow such notices to remain posted until the completion of the applicable Work.
University shall not be deemed to have incurred or assumed any obligation or responsibility in
connection with any Alterations or Work performed on the Leased Land. Nothing in this Lease
nor any act or failure to act on the part of University shall be construed as a warranty or
representation as to the adequacy or fitness of the Improvements or as a waiver of a claim by
University for any defect or deficiency with respect to any Alterations or Work with respect
thereto.

Section 4.6 Maintenance of Leased Land and Improvements. During the Term of
this Lease, subject to the provisions of Section 4.1, ARTICLE VIII, ARTICLE IX and Section
17.21 and taking into consideration construction activities with respect to Restoration,
Demolition or Alterations, Lessee shall, at Lessee’s sole cost and expense, maintain the Leased
Land in a good, clean, attractive and sanitary and safe order, condition, habitability and repair.
Lessee’s maintenance obligations shall include (i) the obligation to maintain the Improvements
within the Leased Land in good condition and repair, and (ii) the obligation to maintain all
unimproved areas within the Leased Land in good condition and perform erosion and dust/dirt
control measures with respect to any such unimproved areas (including, without limitation,
preparing and complying with any applicable storm water prevention plans),

ARTICLEV

LEASE CONSIDERATION

Section 5.1  Ground Lease Consideration. On the Effective Date, Lessee shall pay to
University, in cash or other immediately available funds, the amount of Eighty Eight Million Six
Hundred Thousand Dollars ($88,600,000.00) (the “Lease Consideration™”). The Lease
Consideration shall be considered fully earned by University as consideration for entering into
this Lease and granting Lessee the rights with respect to the Improvements and the Leased Land
set forth in this Lease and, without limiting any of Lessee’s rights in the event of a default by the
University under this Lease, shall be non-refundable under any circumstances.

Section 5.2 Net Lease; No Rent Abatement or Reduction. The parties hereto have
assumed that University will not have to pay any expense or incur any liabilities of any kind in
any way relating to, or in connection with, the Leased Land or the Improvements during the
Term. In connection with the foregoing, Lessee hereby assumes the obligation to make all
payments of fees, costs and expenses in connection with the ownership, operation and

-20-
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, University and Lessee have executed this Memorandum
of Ground Lease effective as of the Memorandum Date.

LEssge: Laurel Heights Partners LLC
a Delaware limited liability company

By: 3333 California LP,
a Delaware limited partnership,
its managing member

By: PSKSLHLLC,
a Delaware limited liability company,
its general partner

By: PradoLHLLC,
a California limited liability company,
its managing member

By:
Daniel J. Safier, its manager
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
) §s.
COUNTY OF )
On , 2014, before me, , a Notary Public, personally
appeared , who proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence

to be the person(s) whose name(s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged
to me that he/she/they executed the same in his/her/their authorized capacity(ies), and that by
his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

1 certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the
foregoing paragraph is true and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

Signature of Notary Public

OHSUSA:758103188.9 Exhibit B — Page 3





RECORDING REQUESTED BY
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

First Republic Bank

111 Pine Street

San Francisco, CA 94111
Attn: Loan Review

Loan Number: 27-541759-7

3395 Californma Thrad Space Above this Line for Recorder’s Use
APN: Block 1032, Lot 003
Ve B BISH04450-Th
MODIFICATION AGREEMENT

This Modification Agreement (this “Agreement™), dated as of March 27, 2018 for
reference purposes only, is made between Laure] Heights Partners LLC (“Borrower”) and First
Republic Bank (the “Lender”), with reference to the following facts:

A. The Lender has previously made to Borrower a term commitment loan in the
original maximum principal amount of $60,000,000 (the “Loan™). $54,000,000 of the principal
amount of the Loan has been disbursed, and the current outstanding principal balance of the
Loan is $54,000,000. Borrower has made installment payments of interest on the Loan.

B. The Loan is evidenced by that certain Promissory Note Secured By Deed of Trust
dated March 11, 2015 (as amended, the “Note”).

C. The Loan is secured, inter alia, by that certain Deed of Trust, Fixture Filing,
Assignment of Rents, and Security Agreement dated March 11, 2015 executed by Borrower in
favor of Lender and recorded on March 11, 2015 in the Official Records of San Francisco
County as Instrument No. 2015-K032896 (the “Leasehold Deed of Trust”, and all capitalized
terms not defined herein shall have the meanings given to them in the Leaschold Deed of Trust).
The collateral under the Deed of Trust is, inter alia, the Ground Iease (under which Borrower is
the tenant) of the that certain real property located in the City and County of San Francisco, as
more particularly described in Exhibit A attached hereto (the “Land™).

D. Pursuant to that certain Future Disbursements Agreement dated March 11, 2015
between Borrower and Lender (as amended, the “FDA”), Lender has agreed to advance up 1o
$6,000,000 to Borrower to pay or reimburse Borrower for the Entitlements (as defined in the
FDA).

E. The Regents of the University of California (“UC”), which is the lessor under the
Ground Lease, has agreed to transfer the fee simple interest in the Land to 2130 Post Street, LLC
(“2130PS™). Borrower has agreed to acquire ownership of the fee simple interest in the Land
from 2130PS in consideration of the payment of $1,612,000 (the “Price™).

Loan No.: 27-541759-7
Obligor No.: 0210449505
31316\6495662.3





RBCORDING REQUESTED BY AND
WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:

Mortison & Foearster, LLE
755 Page Mill Road

Palo Alio, CA 94304
A Philip T, Levineg, Bag,

MAIL TAX STATEMENTS TO:

Langel Heights Partoers LLC
o/o The Prado Group, Inc.
150 Post Btreet, Suite 320
San Francisoo, CA 54108
Attn: Daniel ¥, Safier

ADPN: Lot 003, Block 1032

Addvess: 3333 California Sivest, San Francisoo, CA

O B B18E04 43 - T/ pn

The Documentary Transfer Tex is: $12,090.00 -

City of San Francisco
Unincorporated

OR 08

GRANT DEED

Computed on full value of property conveyed.
Computed cn full value less liens and ¢ncunabrances agsumed,

(Space above this line for Recorder's use) B

FOR VALUABLE CONSIDERATION, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby
acknowledged, 2130 POST STREET, LLE, a Califoria limited tability company (“Grantor™) does hereby
GRANT, CONVEY, TRANSFER, and ASSIGN to LAUREL HEIGHTS PARTNERS LLC, a Delaware
limited liability company ("Grantee™) that certain real property in the City of San Franciseo, County of San
Yirancisco, State of Californie, as legally deseribed on Exhibit A sttached hereto and made a part hereof (the

“Property”).

This grant is made subject to all matiers of record existing as of the date hereof.

[Remalnder of Page Infentionally Lefi Blank; Signature Page Fellows]

pa-1838076
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IN WETNEES WHERROF, the Grantor huy sxeouted this Grant Desd thiﬁiﬂg__day of harch,

2014,
G GR:
2130 Post Sirest, LLC,

& Cailfornig lmited Labillty company
By, (. Bakar Properties, Inc,
a Catiforaie corporatioty, its Manager

By A A
StEphen ¥, LoPrestl, Secretary

{

A nohry public or other offieer completing ﬁﬁ;&ﬂiﬂchtb vorifiea only'tiae identity of the
Individual who signed the document to which this cetificate is mitachod, sad not the
trthfulness, aseuracy, or validity of that docament,

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

COUNTY OF ii Fropm et } 88

On {/u(wt:([\ %;«Z{’ﬂ& before me, @eﬁ @HO{*@LMWI , Notary Publie, personally
P

appeared  SYLEt i T o PtV _who proved to me on the besis of
satisfactory evidence to be the porson(s) whose name{s) is/are subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowiedged to me that he/she/they exeouted the same in his/hor/their avtharized capacity(les), and that
by hisfhot/taeir signature(s) on the Instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s} acted, exeouted the instrument.

{ certify under PRNALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the Stabe of California thet the foregning
patagraph is true and correct.

WI'I'NES}SL?y heand snd officlal sgal,
hd NQZW‘”“—M.—

Signaﬁm J

e e BBl g

LEYLA KRAFELMAN
Comrieston & 2117870
Netary Public - Caiflorie ¥
Bz Frenclacs Gounty

Jun 28,2018

33}

1a-1838076
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EXHIBIT F





TREANORHL

August 20, 2019

3333 California Street
San Francisco, California

Preservation Alternative — Feasibility Evaluations

The Laurel Heights Improvement Association asked TreanorHL to assist in further developing
their Preservation Alternative and Community Variant for 3333 California Street in San
Francisco. Additionally, the organization wished us to verify that the Preservation Alternative

and Community Variant are feasible by confirming the possible number of units per building
and the approximate size of the various units.

EXISTING PLAN REVIEW
1. TreanorHL reviewed the existing building drawings on file for 3333 California Street at
the Records Department of the San Francisco Building Department.
= The review of the plans indicated the light courts in the Preservation Alternative and

Community Variant should be relocated to facilitate the retention of the existing
stairwells and elevator banks.

: -
- et AN Lt Ly, O UREL_HEIGHTS BUILDING / 2450 !‘i“
T s Lo gt & SECOND FLOOR FLAN / 2430_02 ¢
o 5 <
\ \‘ iy sy

- S
Figure 1. The red dashed boxes identify proposed location of light courts in the Preservation Alternative
and Community Variant.

treanorhl.com "





3333 California Street
Preservation Alternative Feasibility Evaluation

Reviewing the existing drawings confirmed that the structural columns are fairly
reguiar throughout the main building and wing. Adapting the spaces for residential
use can easily be done without impacting the existing colurnn grid.

The existing column grid in the main part of the building has a 30-foot spacing. The
proposed project calis for creating a 40-foot passthrough all the way up the existing
building in the north south direction. This proposed 40-foot wide passthrough in the
existing building would be expensive as it does not align with the existing grid.
Maintaining the 30-foot grid in the proposed passthrough would require less
structural modification to the existing building.

The building was likely designed to accommodate the current structure, not
additional stories. So, increasing the height of the building by adding additional
floors will require significant effort to upgrade the existing structure.’

2. The Preservation Alternative and Community Variant retain the southern wing of the
existing structure. The existing wing has a more irregular structural column grid than the
main part of the building. However, adapting the wing space for residential use will not
e any more challenging than in any other part of the structure.

Exiting was not reviewed, but if additional exiting is needed there are ample
opportunities for an additional stair in the wing.

Accessibility would be provided, as in the rest of the building, by means of elevators
and other features that meet the California Accessibility code.

if water damage is present in the wing it can be remediated and corrected.

FEASIBILITY EVALUATIONS

1. The attached analysis shows that the Preservation Alternative scheme and the
Community Variant are feasible in terms of providing eguivalent residential units to that
of the proposed project. To do this, TreanorHL compared the gross square footage
with a reasonable net square footage for the proposed building type, and then
calculated how many units of various sizes (studio, one and two bedrooms, etc.) could
reasonably fit into the net sguare footage.

The California Street buildings (both front and back) were calculated using the high
end and low end of the efficiency factor for residential construction. This did not
change the number of units per building, but it did affect the size of the units within
the structures.

Both the Preservation Alternative scheme and the Community Variant provide units
that are comparable in size and type to those identified in the proposed project.

t Merrill, Fred H. “Fireman’s Fund insurance Company - 3333 California Street.” Received by Mr, D, L. Devincenzi, 7

Feb. 1964,
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FIREMAN'S FUND INSURANCE COMPANY

3333 CALIFORNIA STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

FRED H. MERRILL " February 7, 1964
PRESICENRT

Mr. D. L. Devincenzi
~ President
Laurel Helghts Improvement Association
of San Francisco
San Francisco, California

Dear Mr. Devincenzi:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with a convenient means

of conveying to members of the Laurel Heights Improvement Association

an account of the substance of my comments to you and Dr. Greenspan

at our meeting held here on Tuesday, February 4, concerning the pre=

~ sently proposed Fireman's Fund building addition and our thinking
with respect to possible future expansion of our building.

w./

1 believe the following adequately summarizes our discussion:

There was general agreement among the three of us that 'the presently
proposed addition to our building was in compliance with all of the
stipulations in effect with respect to the Fireman's Fund property.

You indicated that, despite the fact that there are no height
limitations for commercial development in effect with respect to
the property, the association membership was extremely interested
in learning whether our future plans encompassed the addition of
another floor to the present building, and would appreciate advice
from us in this connection. '

I assured you that we do not have plans for an additional floor om
the building and that the proposed addition will have a permanent
roof rather than a slab suitable as flooring for a further additiom.
This was for the reason that we have been advised that existing
foundations would not be adequate for an additional floor and that
in my view an additional floor would not only be detrimental to the
appearance of the building but impracticable from a building cost
B standpoint, While it was not my intention or function, I pointed
out, either to alter the stipulations with respect to the property,





A

/-

accepted by the San Franclsco Planning Commission, or to purport
to bind the management of Fireman's Fund, I assured you that
during my tenure as President of Fireman's Fund, for the reasons
given above, I would not consider the construction of a f£locor on
our building above the presently proposed addition.

I then went on to explain that any expansion of our building beyond
that which we have reviewed with the Planning Commission and members
of your association would be preceded by appropriate research and
development relating to provision for adequate off-street parking
facilities. It is our intention, I said, to utilize, ultimately,
the present roof area for additional space, but before this done,
we would plan to develop more service and parking facilities -

most probably on the Presidio and California areas of our property.

I was very pleased to learn that the Association plans to record
its approval of our proposed addition and to convey this fact to
the Planning Commission. This action is most gratifying to me
and to our management. We shall do everything in our powex to
minimize all inconveniences during the construction period.

Meanwhile, please be assured that we shall always attempt to
maintain the Fireman's Fund building in such a manner that it -
as indicated yesterday in the press - will continue to be an
asset to our neighborhood.

Sincerely yours,
. t

st Hotonie (.

Fred H, Merrill '
President
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ~ THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O.BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0003

{816) 445-7000  Fax: (918) 445-7053

calshpo@parks.ca.gov

August 31, 2018

John Rothman, President

Kathryn Devincenzi, Vice President

Laurel Heights improvement Association of San Francisco
22 Iris Avenue

San Francisco, California 94118

RE: Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company, Determination of Eligibility
National Register of Historic Places

Dear Mr. Rothman and Ms. Devincenzi,

| am writing to inform you that on August 28, 2018, Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company
was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register).
As a result of being determined eligible for the National Register, this property has been
listed in the California Register of Historical Resources, pursuant to Section 4851(a)(2) of
the California Code of Regulations.

There are no restrictions placed upon a private property owner with regard to normal use,
maintenance, or sale of a property determined eligible for the National Register. However,
a project that may cause substantial adverse changes in the significance of a registered
property may require compliance with iocal ordinances or the California Environmental
Quality Act. In addition, registered properties damaged due to a natural disaster may be
subject to the provisions of Section 5028 of the Public Resources Code regarding
demolition or significant alterations, if imminent threat to life safety does not exist.

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact Jay Correia of the
Registration Unit at (916) 445-7008.

sincerely,

Jutiannse Polanco
State Historic Preservation Gfficer

Enclosum





United States Department of the Interior
National Park Service / National Regisier of Historc Places Registration Form

NPS Form 10-900 OMB No 1024-0018
Fireman's Fund Insurance Company San Francisco, CA
Name of Property County and State

located in the center of the property. There is also a much smaller, one-story Service Building in
the northwesi corner of the property. The two buildings were designed to complement each other
in character and materials. The Office Building is a glass walled structure with an open
character. The Service Building is a brick building with a closed character. The Office Building
is an International Style structure which despite its size is built into its sloping hillside site in
such a way as to minimize its presence. Its four wings, each built for different functions, range
from three floors to seven floors. [t is characterized by its horizontality, its bands of windows
separated by the thin edges of projecting concrete floors, and brick trim. The wings of the
building frame outdoor spaces whose landscape design connects the outdoors with the indoors
both functionally and conceptually. The landscape design includes outdoor spaces for use by
employees, parking lots, circulation paths, and vegetation. The principal outdoor spaces are the
Entrance Court, the Terrace, and small areas around the Auditorium.

Narrative Description
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The Service Building is a steel frame and reinforced concrete structure enclosed in brick. Its
openings are limited to glass and aluminum doors, a few window openings, and ventilating

louvers in the boiler room.

LANDSCAPE
Landscape Features Associated with the Mid-1950s Design

The landscape was an integral part of the original design for the new corporate headquarters
commissioned by Fireman’s Fund in the mid-1950s. The San Francisco-based firm of Eckbo,
Royston, and Williams (ERW) was the landscape architect for the original landscape design,
completed in 1957, and its successor firm Eckbo, Dean, Austin, and Williams (EDAW) designed
the landscape associated with the mid-1960s additions. The landscape setting around the
modernist Office Building integrates functional needs (such as parking lots and internal
circulation) with large areas of lawns and structured outdoor spaces (the Terrace, Entrance Court,
and the Auditorium’s outdoor spaces). The landscape is designed to promote the integration
between architecture and landscape and uses forms and materials that are characteristic of
modernist designs from the mid-twentieth century. (See Map 2 and Map 3)

Brick Wall

A brick wall, which takes different forms, provides a continuous and unifying element around
the edges of the site. It exists as a retaining wall along the perimeter of the property’s northeast,
north, and west sides. Three gated entrances—one for the employees on California Street and the
service and executive/visitor entrances on Laurel Street—are integrated into these sections of the
wall. Each of these three entrances has a separate vehicular and pedestrian opening framed by
brick pillars and secured by a double-leaf, metal rail gate when the property is closed. On the
south side of the Executive/Visitor Gate, the perimeter wall is transformed into low retaining
walls that define a series of planting beds along the west end and south side of the Executive
Wing. The wall continues along the outer edge of the Terrace garden, along the bank that
parallels Masonic Avenue, and then reconnects to the southeast corner of the Office Wing (east).
Here rectangular brick planting beds have been incorporated into the wall, creating a zig-zag
alignment similar to that found in other locations (i.e., on the bank along Laurel Street in the
vicinity of the Entrance Court, on the southwest side of the Terrace, and in the bench wall that
frames the eastern side of the Terrace).

Parking Lots and Internal Circulation

Two parking lots occupy the land in front (north) of the Office Building. The East Parking Lot
and the West Parking Lot sit on either side of the entry drive, which aligns with the Employee
Gate and an employee entrance (E2) into the Office Building.

Section 7 page 11
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Executive/Visitor Entrance and was one of the two structured outdoor spaces in ERW’s mid-
1950s design. A narrow, rectangular planting bed (10" x 55°) at the center of the asphalt paving
creates a U-shaped drive, which connects to the Executive/Visitor Gate on Laurel Street.
Sidewalks (exposed aggregate concrete) and narrow planting beds (with Japanese maple trees,
azaleas, rhododendron, New Zealand flax, and decorative rocks) line the sides of the Entrance

Court’s parking lot.

Terrace

[n ERW’s mid-1950s design, the principal structured outdoor space was the Terrace, which was
intended as a place for employees to sit outside during lunch and at breaks. The Terrace is
framed by the south side of the Office Wing and the east side of the Cafeteria Wing, where it is
protected from the prevailing west wind and provides views to the east and south of San
Francisco. This garden area has two levels. The lower level contains a biomorphic-shaped lawn
and a paved patio, which wraps around the lawn’s north and east sides. Steps along the east side
of the upper-level terrace connect down to the lower level of the garden. Both the terrace and
patio are paved with exposed aggregate concrete which is divided into rectangular panels by
inlaid rows of red brick aligned with the window frames of the building. A brick retaining wall
runs along the east and north sides of the lower-level patio. A raised planting bed, to the east of
this wall, provides a visual boundary along the Terrace garden’s east side. Three raised, circular
beds (one on the upper-level terrace, one at the western edge of the lawn, and one at the north
end of the lawn) each contain a tree; the sides of these circular beds are constructed of modular
sections of pre-cast concrete. (See Map 3)

The plan for the Terrace provides a classic modernist composition. The biomorphic-shaped lawn
contrasts with the rectilinear pattern of the pavement and the geometric form of the three , three
circular tree beds, the zig-zag alignment of the wall along its eastern edge, and the curved arch of
hedge in the raised planting bed along its eastern edge. The triangular relationship between the
three circular tree beds adds yet another level to the geometry of the composition.

Benches, which appear to have been custom-built for the mid-1950s design, are attached to the
interior face of the wall along the Terrace’s east side. The wooden boards for the seat and back
are attached by metal bolts to a metal frame, which is attached to the wall; both the wood and
metal are painted black. Benches of a similar design (three wood boards mounted on a bent metal
frame) are mounted onto the patio at various places along its inner edge.

Landscape Features Associated with the Mid-1960s Design

EDAW, the successor firm to the ERW partnership which was dissolved in 1958, prepared the
landscape design that accompanied the mid-1960s additions to the Office Building. Just as the
mid-1960s architectural additions were intended to be compatible with the original Office
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for sidewalks; the exposed aggregate concrete divided into panels by rows of brick in the
pavement af the Terrace and in the Auditorium’s west-side siting area; the metal for the entrance
gates; the custom-designed wood benches found in the Terrace and at the Entrance Court’s
outdoor sitting area; and the circular tree beds constructed of modular sections of concrete found
in the Terrace the Auditorium’s west-side sitting area.

Combined Buildings and Landscape

Together the buildings and landscape of the Fireman’s Fund Home Office constitute a single
resource that possesses integrity as measured by the seven aspects of integrity, as follows:

1) Location: The property is in its original location. It has not been moved.

2) Design: The property retains the essential elements of its design and the relationship
between the parts of the design. Alterations to the design since the period of significance
are relatively minor. It retains integrity of design.

3) Setting: The setting of the property is the same in all major respects as at the time it was
first built. It retains integrity of setting.

4) Materials: The materials used in the buildings and landscape during the period of

significance are all present. The property retains integrity of materials.

5) Workmanship: Evidence of workmanship, both from craftsmanship (brick and landscape
features) and industrial processes (glass manufacture, concrete finishing, extrusion of
aluminum) are all present. The property retains integrity of workmanship.

6) Feeling: Because the property as a whole — its buildings and landscape — are little altered
and have been well-maintained, it retains integrity of feeling from the period of

significance.

7) Association: Apart from the lettering on the outside wall near two entrance gates with the

name of the current owner and occupant of the property, the property is almost
indistinguishable from the time of its ownership by Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company.

Thus it retains integrity of association.

CHARACTER DEFINING FEATURES

Office Building
Plan of the building with wings open along the sides to the immediate landscape and to views of
the distant city.

Horizontality of massing

Horizontal lines of projecting edges of concrete floors
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Horizonsal bands of nearly identical window uniis
Uninterrupted glass walls

Window units of aluminum and glass

Circular garage ramps

txposed concrete piers over the Garage

Wrought iron deck railings that match gates in the landscape
Brick accents and trim

Service Building

Massing of rectangular volumes
Brick walls with a minimum of openings

L.andscape

Terrace, as the “centerpiece” of the landscape, designed to integrate the architecture of the
building with the site and with the broader sefting (through views of San Francisco); key
character-defining features include its biomorphic-shaped lawn surrounded by a paved ferrace
and patio (paved with exposed aggregate cancrete divided into panels by rows of brick); brick
retaining wall and large planting bed around the east and north sides of the paved patio, custom-
designed wood benches, and three circular tree beds constructed of modular sections of concrete.

Entrance Court, providing a connection between the Executive/Visitors (Gate on Laurel Street
and an entrance to the building on the west side of the Cafeteria Wing; key character-defining
features include a central paved parking lot surrounded on its north, east, and west sides by
narrow planting beds; exposed aggregate sidewalks along the north, east, and west sides of the
parking lot; and a low free-standing brick wall along its north side.

Two outdoor sitting areas—one on the east side of the Auditorium and one on its west side-—that
connect to entrances into the Auditorium; key character-defining features for the area on the west
side of the Auditorium include the pavement (exposed aggregate divided into panels by rows of
bricks), circular tree bed constructed of modular sections of concrete; and metal benches; key
character-defining features for the area on the cast side of the Auditorium include the pavement
(concrete divided into panels by wood inserted into expansion joints).
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opportunities to adapt the modernist vocabulary for gardens to the new parks, educational and
commercial campuses, and civic spaces being developed in the post war economic boom. This
expansion in the profession of landscape architecture was led by a new generation of landscape
architects, which included at its forefront Garrett Eckbo, Robert Royston, and Ed Williams—the
three partners in the firm responsible for the landscape design of the Fireman’s Fund site.

Landscape of the Corporate Headquarters

A new type of cultural landscape, created by a synthesis of modernist buildings and landscape
design, developed during the post-World War II era as corporate headquarters moved out of the
central city. Louise A. Mozingo, professor of landscape architecture at the University of
California, Berkeley and the author of several articles and a book on this development, has noted
that corporations moved out of the urban core for a number of reasons. First and foremost, the
larger sites available in the suburbs allowed corporations to construct new buildings that fit their
current management structure and operational needs. “Efficient office organization now required
flexible, expandable offices with movable partitions rather than fixed walls. The dense,
constricted downtown became untenable.”'®

By the early 1950s, insurance companies had spearheaded this exodus from the central business
district to the peripheral residential areas of the city or to suburban sites. An article in Business
Week in 1951, quoted by Mozingo in her article “The Corporate Estate in the USA, 1954-1964,”
noted that there were not enough downtown spaces “in the right places” to meet companies’
needs for expansion. The management of these insurance companies believed that it was hard to
“hire first class personnel” to work in downtowns that were viewed as undesirable environmens.
(“Management thinks workers will be happier looking at trees instead of grimy buildings and
listening to birds instead of honking taxis.”!® ) The integration of the architecture and landscape
typically featured a low-rise, centrally-sited, modernist building(s), an entry drive and large
parking lots which were a reflection of the domination of the automobile as the preferred means
of transportation for employees and visitors, and an enveloping landscape setting or “green
surround” which was often designed to resemble an idealized suburban space.'” The buildings
and parking lots occupied only a fraction of a site’s acreage and the landscaped lawns and
outdoor spaces contributed to the “seamlessness between the interior and exterior space, which
was a common goal of the modernist architectural aesthetic.”'® Mozingo noted that corporations
“considered the designed landscape essential to the functioning of their management

' Mozingo, Campus, Estate, and Park, 258
' Mozingo, The Corporate Estate, 28

' Ibid., 34.

%% Ihid., 44.
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Figure 2. Site Plan showing features ca. 1957-1963. Source: Garrett Eckbo, Urban Landscape
Design, 1964
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attractive, inclusive, efficient, healthy & resilient places

» Planning for Complete Communities in Delaware » Planning Tools » Efficient Land Use » What is Mixed-Use
Development?

WHAT IS MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT?

As defined by the MRSC of Washington, mixed-use development is characterized as pedestrian-friendly
development that blends two or more residential, commercial, cultural, institutional, and/or industrial uses.
Mixed use is one of the ten principles of Smart Growth, a planning strategy that seeks to foster community
design and development that serves the economy, community, public health, and the environment.

While mixed use has become a popular buzz word, the
term can be confusing. It is not just limited to a multi-
story development that incorporates commercial use on
the first floor with residential uses on upper floors. The
Urban Land Institute’s Mixed-Use Development
Handbook characterizes mixed-use development as one
that 1) provides three or more significant revenue-
producing uses (such as retail/entertainment, office,
residential, hotel, and/or civic/cultural/recreation), 2)
fosters integration, density, and compatibility of land
uses, and 3) creates a walkable community with
uninterrupted pedestrian connections. —
A blog, don't get mixed up on mixed use, by the folks at Village of Five Points, Lewes, Del., Delaware by
PlaceMakers clarifies that mixed use is: Design

... three-dimensional, pedestrian-oriented places that

layer compatible land uses, public amenities, and utilities

together at various scales and intensities. This variety of uses allows for people to live, work, play and shop in
one place, which then becomes a destination for people from other neighborhoods. As defined by The Lexicon
of the New Urbanism, mixed-use is multiple functions within the same building or the same general area
through superimposition or within the same area through adjacency... from which many of the benefits are ...
pedestrian activity and traffic capture.

Mixed-use zoning allows for the horizontal and vertical combination of land uses in a given area. Commercial,
residential, and even in some instances, light industrial are fit together to help create built environments where





residents can live, work, and play. The Placemakers' blog, and a brief prepared by the Village of Caledonia, W,
further explains that while there are many forms of mixed-use development, it can be categorized three ways:

Vertical Mixed-Use Development

= Combines different uses within the same building
= Provides for more public uses on the lower floor such as retail shops, restaurants, of commercial businesses
= Provides for more private uses on the upper floors such as residential units, hotel rooms, or office space.

Residential m
Live - worx [

Vertical Mixed-Use
Typical Block

Source; Placemakers.com

Horizontal Mixed-Use Development

s Consists of single-use buildings within a mixed-use zoning district parcel, which allows for a range of land
uses in a single development project

= Provides for a variety of complementary and integrated uses that are walkable and within a given
neighborhood, tract or land, or development project

Horizontal Mixed-Use
Typical Block

Source: Placemakers.com

Mixed-Use Walkable Areas





= Combines both vertical and horizontal mix of uses in an area, within an approximately 10-minute walking
distance to core activities

Schematic rendering of Governor's Square,
Dover
Dover Transit Center Neighborhood Plan,
Renaissance Planning Group

Back to Mixed-Use Development | Next to Why Should Delaware Communities Care about Mixed-Use Development?

Share

The Delaware Complete Communities Toolbox is a product of the Institute for Public Administration (IPA) at the University of

Delaware, with support from the Delaware Department of Transportation.
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Kindly confirm that the paper copies submitted on August 28, 2019 have been delivered to the
Planning Commissioners.

Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. of SF, Inc.
By: Kathryn Devincenzi, President
(415) 221-4700



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street Letter #2 to SF Planning Commissioners
Date: Thursday, August 29, 2019 10:48:42 AM

Attachments: 20190828212507.pdf

20190828213133.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 7:17 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore
<mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis
<richhillissf@gmail.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Zushi, Kei (CPC) <kei.zushi@sfgov.org>
Subject: 3333 California Street Letter #2 to SF Planning Commissioners

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

Re: 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA
Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DUA
Certification of Final EIR
Planning Commission Hearing: September 5, 2019

Attached in parts is a pdf copy of my August 28, 2019 Letter #2 to Planning Commissioners with the
attachments:

Letter with Exhibits A-C and 1-3

Exhibits 4-5

Kindly confirm that the paper copies submitted on August 28, 2019 have been delivered to the
Planning Commissioners.

Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. of SF, Inc.


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

BY HAND August 28, 2019

President Myrna Melgar and Commissioners

San Francisco Planning Commission = e = AVZ = D
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 VR
San Francisco, CA 94103 ALS 9 8
RUG /6 2019
Re: 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA C['}';;‘i\,fﬁ & COUNTY OF S E
Record Number: 2015-014028 CUA/PCA/MAP/DUA - WNING DEPAR TN T

5 : . RECEP ;‘;Q Qe
Certification of Final EIR N DESK

Planning Commission Hearing: September 5, 2019
In connection with the developer’s revised Planning Application Re-Submittal 2, dated

July 3, 2019; Planning Application re-submittal 3, dated August 20, 2019, and draft
Development Agreement released on August 1, 2019, which proposed inclusion of senior
affordable housing in the project variant, Laurel Heights Improvement Association hereby
clarifies, supplements and modifies its discussion of the Community alternatives previously
submitted as comment on the Draft EIR, as stated herein.

Very truly yours,

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of SF, Inc.

By: Kathryn R. Devincenzi, President
Email: LaurelHeights2016(@gmail.com

Attachments: Exhibits A-C and 1-5





COMMUNITY FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE
OVERVIEW

The Community Full Preservation Alternative would construct the same number of new
housing units as the developer’s proposed project (558 units) or project variant (744 units) and
would be completed in approximately three years rather than the 7-15 years requested by the
developer to complete his proposals. The Community Full Preservation Alternative would
preserve virtually all of the character-defining features of the main building and its integrated
landscaping, which are listed in the California Register of Historical Resources pursuant to
Section 4851(a)(2) of the California Code of Regulations. The Community Full Preservation
Alternative would excavate for approximately two levels for underground parking and for the
foundation for the Mayfair Building. In contrast, the developer proposes to excavate for three
new underground garages including a three-level one.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative would: (1) convert the interior of the main
building to residential uses while retaining the existing 1,183 asf café, 11,500 gsf childcare
center, and 5,000 gsf of the existing office space (at the developer’s option, this existing office
space could be converted to residential use), (2) construct three new residential buildings along
California Street where parking lots are now located and also construct a new residential building
near the intersection of Mayfair Drive and Laurel Street, (3) provide at least 56 flat-type units
sized for families, with additional on-site affordable housing determined by the Board of
Supervisors, (4) excavate for only a single, one-level underground parking garage and the
foundation for the Mayfair Building, (5) propose that all freight loading and unloading be

conducted in the underground freight loading areas accessed from Presidio Avenue and all





passenger loading and unloading be conducted inside the sife in turnarounds or in the
underground parking garage, (6) retain the historically significant landscaping designed by the
renowned landscape architects of Lickbo, Royston & Williams which is integrated with the
window-walled main building, including the Eckbo Terrace and existing landscaped green
spaces along Laurel Street, Euclid Avenue and Presidio Avenue, which would be designated as
community benefits in the development agreement, (7) preserve the majority of the 195 mature
trees on the site which are comprised of 48 different tree species (Initial Study p. 16), and (8)
maintain public vistas of the downtown and the Golden Gate Bridge and the historically
significant main building and integrated landscaping. The Community Full Preservation Variant
Alternative would add 110 more units to the Walnut Building, which could be used for senior
housing, and additional units within the other buildings which could result in smaller unit sizes,
as described herein. The Community Full Preservation Alternative and Variant would use all the
new construction for residential use and would not rezone the site for approximately 54,117 gsf
of retail uses or a 49,999 gsf new office building, as the developer proposes.
THE COMMUNITY FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE WOULD PROVIDE
THE SAME AMOUNT OF NEW HOUSING UNITS IN APPROXIMATELY THREE
YEARS WITHOUT DESTROYING A HISTORICALLY SIGNIFICANT RESOURCE.
The Community Full Preservation Alternative (Alternative) would preserve virtually all
of the character-defining features of the main building and integrated landscaping, which are
listed in the California Register of Historical Resources pursuant to Section 4851(a)(2) of the
California Code of Regulations. (Ex. A, confirmation of listing) The window-walled main

building would be converted to primarily residential use. This Aliernative would have the same





number of residential units as the developer’s proposed project (558 units) and would be
constructed in approximately three years because the existing main building would be converted
to residential use at the same time as the new residential buildings are constructed, to the extent
staging permits. (See Exhibit B, layout of buildings) The Alternative would entail far less
excavation, as it would have only one new underground parking garage along California Street
and a total of approximately 460 on-site parking spaces. In contrast, the developer proposes 10
construct four new underground parking garages, including up to three levels of parking, to
provide a total of approximately 763 parking spaces for the developer’s proposed project
(approximately 857 parking spaces for the developer’s proposed variant).

The Community Alternative would retain the existing Eckbo Terrace and green
landscaped arcas along Laurel Street, Euclid Avenue and Presidio Avenue, except for a small
portion to be occupied by the Mayfair Building. The existing Terrace would be designated as
Privately-Owned, Publicly-Accessible Open Space in recorded deed restrictions and would be
open to the public. The existing passageway that runs through the first floor of the existing main
building and opens onto the Terrace and thence onto Masonic Avenue would be retained and
opened to the public and marked with signage identifying it as a public throughway.

The character-defining features of the existing main building that the Community
Alternative would retain include all of the following:

Plan of the building with wings open along the sides to the immediate landscape and to

views of the distant city.

Horizontality of massing.

Horizontal lines of projecting edges of concrete floors.





Horizontal bands of nearly identical window units.

Uninterrupted glass walls.

Window units of aluminum and plass.

Brick accents and trim.

Wrought iron deck railings that match gates in the landscape.

The character-defining features of the existing landscape that the Community Alternative
would retain include all of the following:

In the Eckbo Terrace, which was designed to integrate the architecture of the building

with the site and with the broader setting (through views of San Francisco), key

character-defining features include its biomorphic-shaped (amoeba-shaped) lawn

surrounded by a paved terrace and patio {paved with exposed aggregate concrete divided

into panels by rows of brick), brick retaining wall and large planting bed around the cast

and north sides of the paved patio, custom-designed wood benches, and three circular tree

beds constructed of modular sections of concrete.

"The Concrete Pergola atop terraced planted beds facing Laurel Street, which creates a

welcoming, shaded transition area where the inside and outside merged. (Draft EIR pp.

4.B.12 and 21)

In the Entrance Court, providing a connection between the Executive/Visitors Gate on

Laurel Street and an entrance to the building on the west side of the Cafeteria wing, key

character-defining features include narrow planting beds adjacent to sidewalks; exposed

aggregate sidewalks, and a low free-standing brick wall along its north side.





In the two outdoor sitting areas on the east and west sides of the arca now used as an
auditorium, key character-defining features for the area on the west side include the
pavement {exposed aggregate divided into panels by rows of bricks), circular tree bed
constructed of modular sections of concrete, and metal benches; key character-defining
features for the area on the cast side include the pavement (concrete divided into panels
by wood inserted into expansion joints).

The Brick Wall (constructed of red brick set in running bond pattern similar in

appearance to the brick used in the exterior of the main building) that takes several forms

and which forms a continuous and unifying element around the edges of the site, would
be retained except for the areas of the wall that surround the Service Building and which
run along California Street. The brick from these areas will be retained, if feasible, and
reused as trim on the bottom portions of the new California Street Back Buildings.

The Community Alternative would retain the three gated entrances - the entrance on
California Street at Walnut Street, the service entrance at Mayfair and Laurel Street, and the
executive/visitor entrance on Laurel Street. In this Alternative, much of the internal circulation
system will be retained (entrance drive, service drive and executive/visitor entrance). All
passenger loading, pick-ups and drop-offs will be proposed to be internal to the site, and
turnarounds will be provided in front of the main building to the east of the entrance on
California/Walnut and in front of the executive/visitor entrance on Laurel Street. (See Ex. C,
circulation and loading plan) All freight loading and unloading is proposed to be conducted in

the new underground garage accessed from Presidio Avenue.





Vegetation features that help to integrate the character of the Fireman’s Fund site with
that of the surrounding residential neighborhoods that will be retained include (1) the large
Cypress trees in the existing west parking lot area, (2) the lawns on the west, south and east sides
of the property, and (3) the planted banks along Laurel and Masonic streets.

The service building and circular garage ramps would not be retained.

In the Community Full Preservation Alternative, the existing 1,183 asf café and 11,500
gsf childcare center would remain in their present locations in the main building. At the
developer’s option, the existing 12,500 gsf of storage in the main building could be converted to
parking spaces or used for other functions. Approximately 5,000 square feet of the existing
nonconforming office space in the main building would remain, which the developer could
continue to use for offices. At the developer’s option, this existing office space could be
converted to residential use.

In the Community Alternative, new residential buildings would be constructed along
California Street where parking lots are currently located, and a Mayfair building would also be
constructed at the same approximate location as the Mayfair building proposed by the developer.
The new California Front buildings would be designed for families, and their average size would
be 1,821 square feet. They would be designed to be compatible with both the main building and
the existing buildings along the north side of California Street and would maintain the rhythm
and scale of the townhouses across California Street. Each California Front flat would be 40 feet
tall, approximately 28.5 feet wide and 100 feet in length with 25% of that length consisting of a

private rear yard. Approximately 14 new flats containing 56 units for families would be built in





California Front between Laurel Street and Walnut Street. Two adjacent buildings would share
one elevator, one mechanical shaft, and one common stairway.

The new California Street Back building would face inward toward the existing main
building and be constructed with window walls designed to be compatible with the character-
defining features of the windows in the existing main building. These flats would be sculpted to
be a minimum of 42 feet from the large Monterey Cypress trees that remain from the Laurel Hill
Cemetery, using the dimensions found on sheet A3.01 (Developer’s 8-17-2017 plan set). The
lengths of the flats would vary from approximately 72 to 35 feet, and each flat would be
approximately 28.5 feet wide. They would have 52 units, with the average unit size ranging
from 1,575 to 971 square feet depending on location, and the flat building would be 40 feet tall
and be constructed between Laurel Street and Walnut Street. They would not have private rear
yards. For each residential unit in the California Street FFront and Back Buildings, one parking
space with direct access would be provided in a new underground garage constructed under these
buildings. Two adjacent flats would share one elevator, one mechanical shaft, and one common
stairway.

In the Community Alternative, approximately 292 residential units would be provided in
the existing main building, averaging 840 square feet in size. The developer can configure the
size of the units and/or eliminate the office use. Internal Light Courts similar to those described
on Developer’s July 3, 2019 plan sheets A6.07 through A6.11 (previouslyAugust 17, 2017 plan
sheets A6.15 and A6.16) will be located where feasible. For these units, parking with direct

access would be provided in the existing underground garage in the main building.





A new 40-foot tall Wailnut Building would be built along California Street between
Walnut Street and Presidio Avenue. This building would contain approximately 118 residential
units with an average square footage of 809 square feet. The developer can configure the size of
the units. For these units, parking with direct access would be provided in a new underground
garage to be built under this building,

In the Community Alternative, a new 40-foot tall Mayfair Building would be constructed
approximately east of Mayfair Drive at Laurel Street. The Mayfair Building would have 40
residential units with an average size of 1,012 square feet. The Mayfair Building would not
contain an underground parking garage. For these units, parking would be provided in the new
underground garage constructed under the California Street Front and Back Buildings. The
Mayfair Building would be constructed of window walls designed to be compatible with the
character-defining features of the windows in the existing main building. A small portion of a
grassy area of the existing landscaping would be occupied by this building.

Other than removing the circular garage ramps, the Community Full Preservation
Alternative would not propose any of the exterior or interior circulation or site access changes
proposed by the developer in August 17, 2017 plan sheets C.202 or L1.01 or in the
“PRELIMINARY DESIGN” dated 08/2018. Under the Community Alternative, all Truck
Loading or Unloading is proposed to occur in the new underground garage accessed on Presidio
Avenue, and trucks and automobiles will have ingress and egress to these areas for loading,
unloading, pick-ups, drop-offs and parking. Passenger vehicles and automobiles will also have
ingress and egress to the site through the Walnut Gate at Walnut and California Streets and

through the Mayfair Gate at Mayfair and Laurel streets. Passenger vehicles and automobiles will





also have access 1o a turnaround for passenger loading and unloading through the Laurel Street
gate and through the Walnut gate,

In the Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant (Variant), there would be
approximately 228 residential units with an average of 732 square feet in a 7-floor Walnut
Building, which would require a height limit change for this arca of the property only. Under the
Community Variant, there would be 64 new residential units in the California Street Front
Building with an average of 1,594 square feet, and 60 new residential units in the California
Street Back Building with an average of 1,332, 1,275 or 850 square feet; these flats would be 25
feet wide under this Variant, and lengths would vary with location. Under the Community
Variant, there would be 52 new residential units in the Mayfair Building, with an average of 780
square feet. All new buildings would be 40 feet tall except the Walnut Building. The developer
could configure the size of the residential units. In addition to the existing café, childcare center
and 5,000 gsf of office space, in the Community Variant, the main building would be converted
to approximately 340 residential units, with an average of 722 square feet.

The Community Alternative/Variant would comply with all applicable laws and
regulations, including by making any modifications in the design needed to achieve such
compliance or to provide additional space for necessary functions.

In the Community Full Preservation Alternative, the glass curtain wall of the existing
main building would be retained and repaired if feasible for residential use, or replaced with a
window system that would be designed to be compatible with the character of the historic

resource. DEIR pp. 6.66 and 6.77. In the Community Alternative, any replacements of the glass





curtain wall would be compatible with the geometric pattern of the windows in the existing main
building.

The Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant would have the same
characteristics as the Community Aliernative, unless otherwise indicated above.

Please see Exhibit 1 for parking narrative; Exhibit 2 for SF Historic Preservation
Commission letter dated December 11, 2018; Exhibit 3 for Denise Bradley Memo re Location of
Trees that were part of Laurel Hill Cemetery; Exhibit 4 for narrative, calculations and schematics
regarding Community Full Preservation Alternative and Variant; Exhibit 5 for TreanorHL

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards Compliancy Evaluation.
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STATE GF CALIFORNIA - THE NATURAL RESOURCES AGENCY EDMUND G. BROWN, JR., Governor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
P.O. BOX 942896

SACRAMENTO, CA 94296-0001

(916) 445-7000  Fax: (916} 445-7053

calshpo@parks.ca.gov

August 31, 2018

John Rothman, President

Kathryn Devincenzi, Vice President

Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco
22 Iris Avenue

San Francisco, California 94118

RE:  Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company, Determination of Eligibility
National Register of Historic Places

Dear Mr. Rothman and Ms. Devincenzi:

I am writing to inform you that on August 29, 2018, Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company
was determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (National Register).
As a result of being determined eligible for the National Register, this property has been
listed in the California Register of Historical Resources, pursuant to Section 4851(a)(2) of
the California Code of Regulations.

There are no restrictions placed upon a private property owner with regard to normal use,
maintenance, or sale of a property determined eligible for the National Register. However,
a project that may cause substantial adverse changes in the significance of a registered
property may require compliance with local ordinances or the California Environmental
Quality Act. In addition, registered properties damaged due to a natural disaster may be
subject to the provisions of Section 5028 of the Public Resources Code regarding
demolition or significant alterations, if imminent threat to life safety does not exist.

If you have any questions or require further information, please contact Jay Correia of the
Registration Unit at (916) 445-7008.

Sincerely,
Julianne Polanco

State Historic Preservation Officer

Enclosure





August 31, 2018

Previous Weekly Lists are available here: http://www.nps.gov/history/nr/nrlist.ntm

Please visit our homepage: hitp://www.nps.gov/nr/

Check out what's Pending: httos://www.nps.gov/nr/pending/pending.htm
Prefix Codes:

SG - Single nomination

MC - Multiple cover sheet

MP — Multiple nomination (a nomination under a multiple cover sheet)
FP - Federal DOE Project

FD - Federal DOE property under the Federal DOE project

NL - NHL

BC - Boundary change (increase, decrease, or both)

MV - Move request

AD - Additional documentation

OT - All other requests (appeal, removal, delisting, direct submission)
RS — Resubmission

WEEKLY LIST OF ACTIONS TAKEN ON PROPERTIES: 8/16/2018 THROUGH
8/31/2018

KEY: State, County, Property Name, Address/Boundary, City, Vicinity, Reference
Number, NHL, Action, Date, Multiple Name

CALIFORNIA, SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY,

Fireman's Fund Insurance Company Home Office,

3333 California St,,

San Francisco, RS100002709,

OWNER OBJECTION DETERMINED ELIGIBLE, 8/29/2018
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EXHIBIT C
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EXHIBIT 1





DEIR COMMUNITY FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE PARKING

Find attached the drawings of the layout, with dimensions, of the new California St. underground garage.
In addition, a Summary Table is also attached.

There is 93,000gsf of parking under the main building, shown in pink, which provides 212 parking spaces
as well as spaces for truck toading/unloading. This will be directly connected to the new parking garage.
Cars will be able to enter and leave the garage compiex via Presidio, California {(at Walnut) and Laurei.

This portion of the garage is connected internally to the main building via elevators and stairways.

The new one jevel underground garage will consist of approximately 107,000 gsf of parking providing 248
spaces for cars, 4 freight loading docks and 600 bicycle spaces.

Total parking gsf is approximately 200,000 gsf for a total of 460 car parking spaces.

The Walnut Building as well as the California Building, Front and Back will have elevator and stairway
access to the new parking garage. There will be additional entryways to/from the garage for residents of
the Mayfair Building.
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EXHIBIT 2





SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTNENT

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Frangisco,
CA 94103-2479

December 11, 2018 Reception:
415.558.6378
Fax:

Ms. Lisa Gibson 415.558,6409

Environmental Review Officer .

R . Planning

San Francisco Planning Department Information

1650 Mission Street, 4% Floor : 415.558.6377

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Ms. Gibson,

On December 5, 2018, the Historic Preservation Commission (FHPC) held a public hearing
in order for the commissioners to provide comments to the San Francisco Planning
Department on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed 3333
California Street Project (2015-014028ENV). As noted at the hearing, public comment
provided at the December 6, 2018 hearing, will not be responded to in the Responses to
Comments document. After discussion, the HPC arrived at the comments below:

* The HPC found the analysis of historic resources in DEIR to be adequate and
accurate. The HPC concurs with the finding that the proposed project would result
in a significant, unavoidable impact to the identified historic resource.

* The HPC expressed the importance of the historic resource as an integrated
landscape and building.

+ The HPC agreed that the DEIR analyzed a reasonable and appropriate range of
preservation alternatives to address historic resource impacts.

¢ The HPC expressed interest in understanding more about a “neighborhood
alternative” that was discussed by the public during public comment at the
hearing.

* The HPC also supported combining some elements of the different alternatives in
order to increase the amount of housing in the Full Preservation Alternative C.
Commissioner Hyland specifically requested that Alternative C incorporate some
elements from alternatives B and D such as increased building heights along .
California Street (up to 65 feet), the conversion of some areas of office or retail to
residential use, and the incorporation of duplexes along Laurel Street.





The HPC appreciates the opportunity to participate in review of this environmental
document.

Sincerely,

Andrew Wolfram, President
Historic Preservation Commission

SAN FRANCISCO Page 20f 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Denise Bradley Cultural L.andscapes

Memo

520 Frederick Street No. 37
San Francisco, CA 94117
415. 751. 2604 (phone)
sfodab@hotmail.com (email)
www.denisebradley.us

Date: 24 April 2018

To: Kathy Devincenzi, Vice President
Laurel Heights Improvement Association of San Francisco, Inc.

cc: Michael Corbett

Subject: 3333 California Street Property
Location of Trees that were part of the Laurel Hill Cemetery

This memo provides a summary of the reference matetials, reviewed as part of the Fireman’s
Fund National Register Nomination, that provide information on the location of trees at the 3333
California Street property that appear to have been part of the Laurel Hill Cemetery landscape.

In his book Urban Landscape Design, Garrett Eckbo described the design process for the mid-
1950s landscape design for the Fireman’s Fund site, which had been prepared by Eckbo,
Royston, and Williams (ERW). In this description, he noted how some of the trees from the
former cemetery were saved and incorporated into the Fireman’s Fund landscape design.

Considerable care was taken in the arrangement of the building, parking areas,
and levels [i.e., grading] to save all the existing trees. Some of the trees were left
on mounds of earth where the ground was depressed, and others were contained
in wells where the ground was raised. In all cases, special pruning, feeding,
aeration, and watering were done during construction to help the trees make the
necessary adjustments.

The most impressive of the trees saved are the beautiful specimens of Monterey
cypress in the parking areas on the California Street side of the building. Here,
100, three very large blue gums are retained. In some ways, the most distinctive
specimens saved are the large red-flowering eucalyptus near the corner of
California street and Presidio, and the magnificent native toyon or Christmas
berry in the parking area above Presidio. In addition to these six live oaks and a
very large redwood and Monterey pine are saved. (Eckbo 1964:47).

The locations of the cemetery trees that were saved and incorporated into the Fireman’s Fund
landscape can best be understood through a review of historical aerial photographs that are
attached to this memo.





Figure I shows the extent of the vegetation at the former Laurel Hill Cemetery in 1948 before
any grading or construction work associated with the Fireman’s Fund Home Office had occurred.

Figure 2 shows the 3333 California Street property in 1955 after grading for the Fireman’s Fund
Home Office had begun. The site has been cleared of all traces of the former cemetery except for
select trees; these trees are circled on Figure 2.

Figure 3 shows the 3333 California Street property in 1958 after the completion of the initial
phase of construction on the Fireman's Fund Home Office. Former cemetery trees that have been
incorporated into the design, as described by Eckbo, are circled on Figure 3.

Figure 4 shows the 3333 California Street property in 1969, after the addition of the parking
garage, auditorium, and office wing extension, which occurred between 1965 and 1967. This
construction required the removal of some of the cemetery trees, and the ones that remained in
1969 are circled on Figure 4.

Figure 5 shows the current configuration of the 3333 California Street property. The trees which
appear to have been part of the Laurel Hill cemetery vegetation are circled on Figure 5; these
include:

. two Monterey cypress trees (#24 and #25 on the SBCA Tree Location Map)' on a low
mound in the East Parking Lot,

. a blue gum eucalyptus (#118 on the SBCA Tree Location Map)? in the West Parking Lot,
and

. several Monterey cypress (#119, #120, and #121 on the SBCA Tree Location Map)® in
the West Parking Lot.

‘SBCA Tree Consulting, Memo to Lisa Congdon {(Prado Group Inc.), 3333 California Street,
Protected Tree Survey, amended 24 March 2017.

Ibid.

Ibid.
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Figure 1. Former Laurel Hill Cemetery in 1948 before landscape features were removed.
Source: Pacific Aerial Surveys.
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Figure 2. Aerial view of 3333 California Street property in 1955 after initial construction has
begun. Trees from the Laurel Hill Cemetery that were retained are circled. Source: Pacific Aerial

Surveys, annotated by Denise Bradley.
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Figure 3. Aerial view of 3333 California Street property in 1958. Trees from the La.urel Hil'l
Cemetery that were incorporated into the landscape design are circled. Source: Pacific Aerial
Surveys, annotated by Denise Bradley.





Figure 4. Aerial view of 3333 California Street in 1969 after the addition of the parking garage,
auditorium, and office wing extension. Trees from Laurel Hill Cemetery that remain are circled.
Source: Pacific Aerial Surveys, annotated by Denise Bradley.





Figure 5. Aerial view of 3333 California Street property today. Trees from Laurel Hill Cemetery
that remain are circled. Source: GoogleEarth, annotated by Denise Bradley.
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Calculation of Residential Square Footage

The following details the methodology for calculating the square footage, gross andnet
(residential) bybuilding.

There are two scenarios:
Base Case builds 558 units:
Variant builds 744 units.

I have shown numbers for both scenarios although the footprints of the buildings do not
change between scenarios.

For the 744 unit Variant the Walnut building increases from 4 floors to 7 floors.
In addition the Main building and the Mayfair building see an increase in numbers of units fo
achieve the 744 unitcount.

The scenarios are show in the attached tables, A & B, supported by diagrams and calculations.

For converting gross square feet to net square feet, | applied general efficiency factors
provided by an experienced builder. The building efficiency factor is the percentage proportion
of a building's rentable area, not counting the area occupied by elevators, equipment,
hallways, stairways, lobby, restrooms, etc. ("efficiency"). These factors are shown in the

tables.

MAIN BUILDING (existing)

Gross square footage was derived from Draft EIR Table 2.1 and Developers submission
7.3.2018 Dwg. AG.00.

WALNUT BUILDING (New)

The dimensions used to create the footprint were initially scaled from the Existing Site Plan
(sheet Cl.01 of 8-17-2017 submittal, attached) and then checked against the November 7,
2018 Draft EIR. The scaled dimensions are conservative as shown below.





Dimensions Along California St Figure 1.

Laurel to Wainut for California St. Buildings Front & Back: | used 400ft but Figure 2.23 of the
DEIR shows 412ft. In addition the wide {68ft} Walnut St., see Figure 2, entrance could offer
additional space. Thus, the footprint was estimated conservatively.

Walnut to Credit Union for Walnut Building: | used 240ft but Figure 2.23 shows 245ft. in
addition to the wide Walnut St. enfrance.

Depth, North-South (N-5) Dimension of Walnut Building: Fiqure 3-Portico Removed
(Configurations C&D Above)

| scaled the N-8 available dimension for the enlarged Walhut Building to be 175ft which was
used to create the building footprint. Figure 3 shows the dimension to be 176ft 3 inches.

| verified this by using Figure 4 which shows Plaza B has a 179ft 3 inches N-5 dimension
(slightly different setback on California St.} and aligns with the Walnut Building along Mayfair
Walk, Figure 5. Thus, the N-S dimension for the Walnut Building was estimated conservatively.

Overall the dimensions for the building's footprints correlate very closely, always on the
conservative side, with the drawings.

CALIFORNIA ST. FRONT BUILDING (40ft. tall) (New)

The new building occupies the 400ft from Laurel to Walnut.

Base Case: consists of fourteen 4 story townhomes 75ft deep by28.5ft wide.
Variant: consists of sixteen 4 story townhomes 75ft. deep by 25ft wide.

The handwritten diagram shows the configuration and dimensions.

Each unitis 75 ft. deep and shares a 25 ft. backyard.

CALIFORNIA ST. BACK BUILDING (40 ft. tall) (New)
The new building occupies the 375ft from Laurel fo Walnut.

Base Case: consists of thirteen 4 story townhomes 28.5ft wide. The units vary in depth from
35ft. to 72ft. and are sculpted to provide a minimum 42{i. separation from the historic
Monterey Cypress trees.





Variant: consists of fiffteen 4 story townhomes 25ft wide. Same note as above applies.
The handwritten diagram shows the configuration and dimensions.

These units have no backyards.

MAYFAIR BUILDING
This new building consists of a rectangular shape and is situated along l.aurel St

The diagram shows the configuration and dimensions.
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TREANORHL

January 7, 2019

3333 California Street
San Francisco, California

Secretary of the Interior's Standards Compliancy Evaluation

INTRODUCTION

This report evaluates three proposed designs for 3333 California Street: the Proposed Project (and
Project Variant), Preservation Alternative C from the Draft EIR, and a Community Preservation Alternative
put forth by the Laurel Heights Improvement Association of SF, Inc. The 10.2-acre property, in the Laurel
Heights neighborhood, consists of two buildings and a landscape designed to function as a single entity,
dating from 1957. The buildings were designed by Edward B. Page, while the site was the work of
Eckbo, Royston and Williams. The complex was created for the Home Office of the Fireman’s Fund
Insurance Company, the original tenant. The property is listed in the California Register of Historical
Resources and has been determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.

METHODOLOGY

Nancy Goldenberg, Principal architect and architectural historian with TreanorHL reviewed the Draft EIR,
which includes both the proposed design and several preservation alternatives, including full
preservation alternative C. Ms. Goldenberg also spoke to Kathy Devincenzi and Richard Frisbee from the
Laurel Heights Association regarding their preferred alternative. Ms. Goldenberg is already very familiar
with the property, as she has lived in the nearby Anza Vista neighborhood for over 30 years. Each of the
three alternatives (proposed project, alternative C, and the Laurel Heights Association’s preferred
alternative) will be evaluated according to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of
Historic Properties: Rehabilitation. As used herein, the term "Proposed Project” will include the
Proposed Project Variant, unless otherwise indicated.

SIGNIFICANCE SUMMARY'
The following is the significance summary paragraph from the Draft National Register Nomination:

“The Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company Home Office is eligible for the National Register under Criteria
A and C at the local level. Under Criterion A, it is significant in the area of Commerce for its association
with the San Francisco insurance industry, an important industry in the history of the city from the Gold
Rush to the present. In particular, it represents the postwar boom in San Francisco’s insurance industry
when many companies built new office buildings. At that time, Fireman’s Fund was one of the largest
insurance companies in the United States. It was the only major insurance company headquarted in San
Francisco. It was a leader among all insurance companies in San Francisco in its embrace of new ideas,
symbolized by its move away from downtown to an outlying location. Under Criterion A, the Fireman's
Fund Home Office is significant in the area of Community Planning and Development as one of the

' The district significance is summarized from Michael R. Corbett and Denise Bradley, National Register of Historic Places
Registration Form - Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company Home Office, April 19, 2018, Section 8.
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principal embodiments of the postwar decentralization and suburbanization of San Francisco. Fireman’s
Fund was the first major office building to be built outside of downtown in a suburban setting and it was
the first whose design was fully adapted to the automobile.

Under Criterion C, the Fireman's Fund Home Office is significant as the work of three masters, the
architect Edward B. Page, the engineering firm of John J. Gould & H.J. Degenkolb/Henry J. Degenkolb
& Associates, and the landscape architectural firm of Eckbo, Royston & Williams (ERW)/Eckbo, Austin,
Dean, and Williams (EDAW). As a modernist, through his experiences in Paris in 1930, Edward Page had
direct links to the birth of modern architecture and to its development in the United States. The
Fireman’'s Fund Home Office is his best known and most important work. The Fireman’s Fund Home
Office — with its innovative structural design that provided open floors with minimal columns and exterior
walls of glass — represents the beginning of the reputation of the Gould and Degenkolb engineering
firms as among the leading structural engineers in San Francisco in the post-World War Il period.
ERW/EDAW was recognized as one of the country’s leading landscape architectural firms during the
period of significance, and their designs and writings contributed to the popularization of the modernist
landscape design vocabulary and to modernism as an approach to creating outdoor spaces that
addressed contemporary needs within a broad range of settings. The Fireman'’s Fund Home Office
represents an example of the firm’s mastery of modern design within a corporate landscape context.
Additionally, the Fireman'’s Fund Home Office, a single property including both architectural and
landscape architectural elements which were designed to complement each other, is significant under
Criterion C as an example of a corporate headquarters in San Francisco that reflects mid-twentieth-
century modernist design principles. The period of significance is 1957-1967, covering the period from
the year when the first phase of the buildings and landscape were completed (1957) to the year the final
phase of construction was undertaken (1967) by Fireman'’s Fund. The Fireman'’s Fund company
continued on this site as a leading insurance company in San Francisco and nationally until it sold the
property in 1983. Although there are numerous alterations, these alterations do not alter the essential
character of a property and it retains a high level of integrity.”

C L - ]

$i1
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D

Figure 1 - Location Map
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SUMMARY DESCRIPTION

"The Fireman'’s Fund Insurance Company Home Office is a 10.2-acre property in a central,
predominantly residential area of San Francisco called Laurel Heights...The property consists of two
buildings and a landscape that were designed to function as a single entity. The main building, referred
to in the nomination as the Office Building, is a large three-to-seven-story building located in the center
of the property. There is also a much smaller, one-story Service Building in the northwest corner of the
property. The two buildings were designed to complement each other in character and materials. The
Office Building is a glass walled building with an open character. The Service Building is a brick building
with a closed character. The Office Building is an International style building which despite its size is built
into its sloping hillside site in such a way as to minimize its presence. Its four wings, each built for
different functions, range from three floors to seven floors. It is characterized by its horizontality, its
bands of windows separated by the thin edges of projecting concrete floors, and brick trim. The wings of
the building frame outdoor spaces whose landscape design connects the outdoors with the indoors both
functionally and conceptually. The landscape design includes outdoor spaces for use by employees,
parking lots, circulation paths, and vegetation. The principal outdoor spaces are the Entrance Court, the
Terrace, and small areas around the Auditorium.”?

B \ o : R
Figure 2 left: View of Property looking northwest, from Masonic. Figure 3, right: View of property looking
east, from the corner of Euclid and Laurel.

The following are the character-defining features of the property, as listed in the Draft National Register
Nomination. Since the property has been listed in the California Register of Historical Resources by the
California Office of Historic Preservation, and that listing was based, in part, on this list of character-
defining features, this is the list that should be included in the EIR.

The character defining features of the Office Building are as follows:
*  Plan of the building with wings open along the sides to the immediate landscape and to views of
the city.
= Horizontality of massing.
» Horizontal lines of projecting edges of concrete floors.
= Horizontal bands of nearly identical window units.
= Uninterrupted glass walls.
*  Window units of aluminum and glass.

2 Michael R. Corbett and Denise Bradley, National Register of Historic Places Registration Form — Fireman’s Fund Insurance
Company Home Office, April 19, 2018, Section 7.
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= Circular garage ramps.

*  Exposed concrete piers over the garage.

*  Wrought iron deck raifings that match gates in the landscape.
m  Brick accents and trim.

Service Building

= Massing of rectangular volumes
*  Brick Walls with a minimum of openings

Landscape

Terrace, as the centerpiece of the landscape, designed to integrate the architecture of the building with
the site and with the b roader setting (through views of San Francisco}; key character-defining features
include its biomorphic-shaped lawn surrounded by a paved terrace and patic {paved with exposed
aggregate concrete divided into panels by rows of brick); brick retaining wall and large planting bed
around the east and north sides of the paved patio, custom-designed woed benches, and three circular
tree beds constructed of moduiar sections of concrete.

Entrance Court, providing a connection between the Executive/Visitors Gate on Laure! Street and an
entrance to the building on the wast side of the Cafeteria Wing; key character-defining features include
a central paved parking lot surrounded on its north, east and west sides by narrow planting beds;
exposed aggregate sidewalks along the north, east, and west sides of the parking lot; and a low free-
standing brick wall along its north side.

Two outdoor sitting areas — one on the gast side of the Auditorium and one on its west side - that
connect to entrances into the Auditorium; key character-defining features for the area on the west side
of the Auditorium include the pavement (exposed aggregate divided into panels by rows of bricks),
circular tree bed constructed of modular sections of concrete; and metal benches; key character-defining
features for the area on the east side of the Auditorium include the pavement (concrete divided into
paneis by wood inserted into expansion joints).

Brick wall {constructed of red brick set in running bond pattem similar in appearance to brick used in
exterior of main building} that takes several forms and which forms a continuous and unifying element
around the edges of the site,

Three gated entrances — one for the employees on California Street and the service and the
executive/visiter entrances on Laurel Street — that are integrated into the brick perimeter wall.

Internal Circulation System (entrance drive, service drive, East and West Parking lots).
Vegetation features that help to integrate the character of the Fireman's Fund site with that of the
surrounding residential neighborhoods including (1) the large trees in and around the East and West

Parking Lots, (2) the lawns on the west, south, and east sides of the property, and (3) the planted banks
along Laurel and Masonic Streets.

treancrhl.com 4
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

“The Proposed Project would partially demolish the existing office building, divide it into two separate
buildings, vertically expand it to include two to three new levels (proposed building heights of 80 and 92
feet) and adapt it for residential use. The two separate buildings would be connected by a covered
bridge. Thirteen new buildings ranging in height from 37 to 45 feet would be constructed along the
perimeter of the site along California Street, Masonic Avenue, Euclid Avenue, and Laurel Street. The
Proposed Project would demolish the existing service building, surface parking lots and circular garage
ramp structures. New public pedestrian walkways are proposed through the site in a north-south
direction along the line of Walnut Street and in an east-west direction along the line of Mayfair Drive.

A Proposed Project Variant would add three new residential floors (proposed building height of 67 feet)
containing 186 additional residential units in the new multi-story building along California Street
between Walnut Street and Presidio Avenue.”?

CALIFORNIA STREET
Childcare and Parking

LAUREL STREET

STEPS AND PLAZA

/

Figure 4 - The Proposed Project site plan

33 The project description is largely taken from the Draft Environmental Impact Report, 3333 California Street Mixed-Use Project,
November 7, 2018, pp. S.2 and 2.6.
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PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE C

The Draft Environmental Impact Report lists several project alternatives, some of which have fewer
impacts to the historic resource than does the Proposed Project. Full Preservation Alternative C
proposes a less intensive development of the site, retaining more of the Main Building and landscape.
Under this Alternative, new construction is limited to the northern, and a small area in the western,
portion of the site, along California and Laurel Streets. The Main Building would receive a one-level
vertical addition, and the glass curtain wall would be replaced with “a compatible design to
accommodate the residential use.” Along California Street, four new mixed use/multi-family residential
buildings would be constructed, with ground floor retail. 534 total residential units would be created.

45
Fiaza A Plaza B Building
Building

ST Center Buldng
Maylor Building 1 story

9 addtion
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& . ' l i §
" 3t %A
LEGEND 4 s /

Existing Buiding & f
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FIGURE 6.5: ALTERNATIVE C: FULL PRESERVATION -
RESIDENTIAL ALTERNATIVE SITE PLAN

Figure 5 - Full Preservation Alternative C

COMMUNITY FULL PRESERVATION ALTERNATIVE

The Laurel Heights community has come up with its own preservation alternative. This alternative retains
more of the historic resource while providing more residential units than does Preservation Alternative C.
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The Community Full Preservation Alternative (Community Alternative) would construct the same number
of new housing units as the developer’s proposed project (558 units) or project variant (744 units) and
would be completed in approximately three years rather than the 7-15 years requested by the developer
to complete his proposals. It would preserve virtually all of the character-defining features of the main
building and its integrated landscaping, which are listed in the California Register of Historical Resources
pursuant to Section 4851(a)(2) of the California Code of Regulations. In addition, the Community
Alternative would excavate only for a single, one-level underground parking garage and for the
foundation for the Mayfair Building. In contrast, the developer proposes to excavate for three new
underground garages including a three-level one.

The Community Alternative would keep the main building in its entirety, only adding light wells to bring
light and air into the center. The existing north-south through passage would remain. As in the other
proposals, the Service Building would be demolished. A new residential building would be constructed
near the intersection of Mayfair Drive and Laurel Street. Two other new buildings would be constructed
along California Street, replacing what are now surface parking lots and the former Service Building.
These new buildings would match the scale and massing of the residential townhouse buildings across
California Street, and would also be designed to be compatible with the Main Building.

For a complete description of this Alternative, please see Appendix A.
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SECRETARY OF THE INTERIOR'S STANDARDS ANALYSIS

The following evaluates the Community Preservation Alternative’s compliance with the Secretary of the
Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation (Standards). Where appropriate, we also compare the compliance
of the Community Preservation Alternative with that of the Propased Project as well as “Preservation
Alternative C,” as presented in the Environmental Impact Report.

The Standards are listed below. Each of the 10 Standards is shown in italics, with the analysis of how
each of the three proposals — the Community Fuli Preservation Alternative, the Proposed Project, and
Preservation Alternative C from the Draft EIR — meets or fails to meet each standard.

1. A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal
change to the defining characteristics of the building and its site and environment,

While the historic use of the property was office, with an office building set amongst green space and
parking, the conversion of the property to residential could be done while retaining the character-
defining features of the building and site. While the proposed Project design does not retain these
features, the Community Preservation Alternative does. Therefore, the Community Preservation
Alternative design complies with Standard 1.

Since the Proposed Project would destroy most of the character-defining features of the building and
site, it does not comply with Standard 1, although given the proposed use, this standard can certainly be
met, as is demanstrated by the Community Preservation Alternative. Preservation Alternative C, like the
Community Praservation Alternative, does meet Standard 1.

2. The historic character of a property shall be retained and preserved. The removal of historic materials
or alteration of features and spaces that characterize a property shall be avoided.

The Community Preservation Alternative retains most of the character-defining features of the main
building and site. Most of the new construction will occur at the parking lot along California Street, which
is not considered character-defining. The main building will be retained in its entirety, except for
lightwells that will provide interior illumination. The landscaping will also be retained. The Proposed
Project removes the wing from the main building and cuts it in two. The Proposed Project also destroys
most of the existing landscaping. Therefore, while the Community Preservation Alternate complies with
Standard 2, the Proposed Project does not.

Preservation Alternative C is more compliant with Standard 2 than is the Proposed Project but will have
more impact on the property than will the Community Preservation Alternative. Preservation Alternative
C proposes to add a story to the Main Building and replace the building’s glass curtain wall. Without
knowing the design of the vertical addition, or what will replace the curtain wall, it is difficult to
determine whether these features will be compatible. Also, it should be noted that many residential
buildings now feature curtain walls, so it is unclear why the existing curtain wall is incompatible with
residential uses,
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3. Each property shall be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that create
a false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements
from other buildings, shall not be undertaken.

The Community Preservation Alternate does not propose adding any conjectural features that woutd
create a false sense of historical development, Therefore, the Community Preservation Alternative
complies with Standard 3.

Neither the Proposed Project nor Preservation Alternative C propose changes that would create a false
sense of historical development, so these designs would also comply with Standard 3.

4. Most properties change over time; those changes that have acquired historic significance in their own
right shall be retained and preserved.

As described in the California Register Nomination, the Main Building was constructed in phases. The
first part of the building was completed in 1957. However, its siting, plan and structure were designed
such that it could accommodate future expansion. This expansion took place from 1963 to 1967, in three
phases, which added wings to the buiiding. The work was designed by the original architect, and
constructed by the original contractor for the original client {Fireman’s Fund). The wings are now cver 50
years old, and are considered part of the historic resource even if they were not part of the original
construction. Since that time, most alterations have occurred on the interior, typical of open-plan office
buildings. Under the Community Preservation Alternative, the wings would be retained; under the
Proposed Project they would not be. The Community Preservation Alternative therefore meets Standard
4, while the Proposed Project does not. Similar to the Community Preservation Alternative, Alternative C
complies with Standard 4.

5. Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of craftsmanship that
characterize a property shall be preserved.

The Community Preservation Alternative will retain all distinctive features of the main building and
landscape, including the curtain wall and footprint. And, by not raising the height of the building, its
horizontality will also be retained. Character defining features of the site will alsc be retained. (The
Service Building, however, will be demolished under this scheme, as it would under the Proposed
Project and Preservation Alternative C. While the Service Building is an original feature of the site and
contributes to its historic significance, the loss of this building would have only a minor impact on the
overall integrity of the property). Therefore, the Community Preservation Alternative complies with
Standard 5.

The Proposed Project is demolishing too much of the Main Building and the landscaping to comply with
Standard 5. Preservation Alternative C is superior to the Proposed Project but will have a greater impact
on the property than will the Community Preservation Alternative. Alternative C proposes to replace the
curtain wall and add a vertical addition, which could impact the building’s horizontality, which according
to the California Register Nomination is an important character defining feature. Therefore, while better
than the Proposed Project, Alternative C does not fully comply with Standard 5.

6. Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of
deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature shall match the old in design,
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color, texture, and other visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features
shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or pictorial evidence.

During the design phase, the property, including building and landscape features, should be carefully
surveyed to determine the condition of all character defining features. If any of these features are found
to be deteriorated, they should be repaired rather than replaced, and any features that are deteriorated
beyond repair should be replaced in kind, or, if substitute materials must be used (if, for example, the
same material is no longer available), then the substitute material should match the oid in design, color,
texture and any other visual qualities. If that is done, then the Community Preservation Alternative wil
comply with Standard 6.

The Proposed Project, however, since it will remove most of the character defining features of the
property, will not comply with this Standard. Alternative C, since it retains more of the historic resource,
would not fully comply with Standard 6 because it would replace the glass curtain window wall system
“with a residential systermn that would be compatible with the historic character of the resource; e.g.
operable windows with small panes divided by a mullion and muntins.” DEIR p. 6.77. The Community
Alternative would retain and repair the existing window system if feasible for residential use, or replace it
with a residential system that would be compatible with the historic character of the resource.

7. Chemical or physical treatments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials shall
not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken using the gentlest
means possible.

No harsh chemical or physical treatments are contemplated at this time. If they are avoided, then the
Community Alternative will meet Standard 7.

Since the Proposed Project is removing so much of the resource, the SOIS Analysis in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report simply claims that Standard 7 does not apply. The Community Alternative
and Alternative C could comply with Standard 7 provided that harsh chemical or physical treatments are
prohibited.

8. Significant archeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved. If such
resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures shall be undertaken.

Since the project site was formerly part of a cemetery, it is possible that archaeological resources may be
encountered during the construction of any project on this site. Language in the specifications must
direct construction personnel to stop work should any archeological features be encountered. A
professional archeclogist would then be alerted to come and identify, document, and safely remove (if
warranted) the feature. If such protocols are put into place prior to the start of construction, the project
will comply with Standard 8.

According to the EIR, "Mitigation has been identified to reduce the potential impact to archaeological
resources to a less-than-significant level. Thus, the Proposed Project or Project Variant would conform
with Standard 8. If Alternative C and the Community Preservation Altemative follow similar protocols,
than they too would comply with Standard 8.
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?. New additions, exterior alterations, or related new construction shail not destroy historic materials that
characterize the property. The new work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible
with the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic integrity of the property
and its environment.

For the Community Preservation Alternate, the exterior envelope of the Main Building will be kept intact,
and new construction is proposed primarily along California Street, where currently non-character-
defining parking lots exist. These new structures can be designed such that they are compatible with
both the Main Building and the existing buildings along the narth side of California Street. This can be
accomplished by utilizing brick, glass, and concrete as exterior materials {tying into the materials of the
Main Building), while maintaining the rhythm and scale of the townhouses across California Street. The
Community Alternative wilt therefore comply with Standard 9. In addition, the Mayfair Building would be
designed to be compatible with the Main Building.

The proposed project, on the other hand, does not comply with this Standard. Portions of the Main
buitding will be removed, and most of the landscape will be destroyed. Therefore, the Proposed Project
witl not comply with Standard 9.

Preservation Afternative C is more compliant than the Proposed Project. However, the massing of the
new buildings along California Street is very different from the buildings across California Street, and
from the residential development surrounding the site.

10. New additions and adjacent or related new construction shall be undertaken in such a manner that if
removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would
be unimpaired,

For the Community Preservation Alternative, new construction would be relegated to the parking lots
along California Street and a Mayfair Building. The Main Building would retain its existing form, and the
curtain wall would be retained if feasible for residential use or replaced with a system that would be
compatible with the historic character of the resource (however, given that the present curtain wall,
according to the California Register nomination, has become darker since the sale of the buiiding to
UCSF in 1985, the curtain wall could be revised if the original tint can be determined.) The work
proposed for the Main Building would almost entirely occur on the interior, with the exception of
proposed lightwells. So, if the proposed new development is removed in the future, the property could
easily be returned to its historic appearance.

The Proposed Project would make so many changes to the building and landscape that it would not
comply with Standard 10. Alternative C does better at compliance than the Proposed Project. However,
with the developer's proposal to replace the curtain wall and add a story to the building, it is difficult to
see how the original form and integrity of the property could be returned if the changes were reversed.
Therefore, Alternative C would not comply with Standard 10.

Conclusion

The above discussion evaluates the Community Preservation Alternative’s compliance with the Secretary
of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties: Rehabilitation. It also discusses how
and whether the Proposed Project and Alternative C complies with these standards. Here are the resuits:
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Project Name: 3333 California Street
San Francisco, CA
January 7, 2019

Community Preservation Alternative: Complies with all 10 Standards
Proposed Project: Complies with Standards 3 and 8 only.

Alternative C: Complies with Standards 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8. Partially complies with Standards 2, 5 and 9.
Does not comply with Standard 10.

The Community Alternative is clearly superior in its compliance with the Standards than are the other
two designs evaluated. In addition, it provides more housing units than Alternative C, and the new
construction is more compatible with surrounding neighborhood development.

%WW

Nancy Goldenberg Date

January 7, 2019
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By: Kathryn Devincenzi, President
(415) 221-4700



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street - Letter of Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
Date: Thursday, August 29, 2019 10:48:36 AM

Attachments: 20190828211305.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kathy Devincenzi <krdevincenzi@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 6:42 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Son, Chanbory (CPC) <chanbory.son@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Kathrin Moore
<mooreurban@aol.com>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis
<richhillisstf@gmail.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>

Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; Zushi, Kei (CPC) <kei.zushi@sfgov.org>
Subject: 3333 California Street - Letter of Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

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

To: Commissions Secretary and SF Planning Commissioners

Re: 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA
Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DUA
Certification of Final EIR
Planning Commission Hearing: September 5, 2019

Attached is a pdf copy of the letter of the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods opposing the
proposed project that was submitted today.


mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
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BY HAND August 28, 2019

President Myrna Melgar and Commissioners R e
San Francisco Planning Commission b
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

o 1

San Francisco, CA 94103 \UG 28 2019
CITY & COunTY OF g £
Re: 3333 California Street, San Francisco, CA PLA%\L_\QI\;G DEPARTN I’: N;E- "
Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DUA RECEPTION DESK”

Certification of Final EIR
Planning Commission Hearing: September 5, 2019

Please see attached Resolution of Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods opposing
the proposed project.





Coalition for San Francisco

M

iVNelghborhoods

RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, the Fireman’s Fund Insurance Company Home Office and integrated
landscaping are listed on the California Register of Historical Resources;

WHEREAS, for-profit developers have acquired the site and proposed construction
which would destroy the historical resource and revoke the 40-foot height limit and the
legislated setbacks that are now landscaped in natural green plantings and used by the
public as open space;

WHEREAS, substantial members of the community support use of the site for housing
but oppose rezoning the site to allow retail uses, inasmuch as the Draft EIR states that
the proposed 54,000 square feet of retail uses would bring 8,642 vehicle trips to the site
and also because of concerns that the new retail would place the existing shops in the
adjacent Laurel Village at a competitive disadvantage;

WHEREAS, the developer’s proposal would have 896 underground parking spaces,
and its Variant proposal would have 971 underground parking spaces, and the
developer would excavate 40 feet down in portions of the site to construct three
underground levels for parking, thereby removing over 2 million cubic feet of soils and

rock;
WHEREAS, the developer is requesting 7 to 15 years to construct the project;

WHEREAS, the Community Alternative and Community Variant would have the same
number of residential units as the developer, 558 or 744, respectively, maintain the
existing café and childcare center space on the property, use the existing natural green
landscaping as open space for the project, designate the Eckbo Terrace as privately
owned publicly accessible open space, and have approximately 460 on-site parking
spaces (see attached conceptual site plan);

WHEREAS, the design of the Community Alternative would conform with neighborhood
scale and character and could be constructed in approximately 3 years since it would
involve much less excavation;

WHEREAS, Nancy Goeldenberg of TreanorHL has issued an evaluation finding that the
Community Alternative is clearly superior in that it complies with all 10 of the Secretary
of Interior’ Standards for Rehabilitation whereas the developer’s proposal complies with
only with 2 of the 10, and the Community Alternative is more compatible with
surrounding neighborhood development.

BE IT THEREFORE RESOLVED THAT the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods
(CSFN) supports the Community Alternative and Community Variant and opposes the
developer’s proposed project and variant, including the rezonings requested by the
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developer. CSFN further opposes the 15 years requested by the developer to construct
the project and the opposes the conditional use authorizations and planned unit
development approvals, because the developer’s proposed uses will not provide a
development that is necessary or desirable for, or compatible with, the neighborhood or
community, and the commercial uses proposed by the developer in this RM-1 zoning
district are not necessary to serve residents of the immediate vicinity; and also because
under no circumstances may a planned unit development be excepted from any height
limit.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that members of the CSFN are familiar with the Laurel
Village shops and restaurants immediately adjacent to the project site, the Sacramento
Street and Presidio Avenue shops and restaurants, the Trader Joe’s grocery store one
block away from the site, and the Target in the City Center, and finds these existing
commercial uses sufficient to serve the residents of the immediate vicinity of the project.

DATED: July 29, 2019 Respectfully submitted,

Y 974/

Charles Head,
President of the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods






From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 461 29th Street: Conflicts and Omissions in the permit
Date: Thursday, August 29, 2019 10:48:06 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Mary Beth Stone <mbstone@sonic.net>

Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 7:49 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
richhillissf@gmail.com

Cc: Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Townes, Chris (CPC) <chris.townes@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas
(CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Noe Neighborhood Council <info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com>;
Tom McGrath <tommcgrathconstruction@yahoo.com>; earle@eeweiss.com

Subject: Re: 461 29th Street: Conflicts and Omissions in the permit

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

Dear Planning Commission Members,

| reside in the building next to 461 29th Street. The current design would significantly impact the
amount of light in my home and yard. It would create a denser darker mood which | do not believe
to be healthy for myself, pets or plants in my yard.

I have lived in the neighborhood 40 years and would like the City and architect to honor the
neighborhood’s working class roots and design with an eye away from the current popular designs of
luxury and greed and more in keeping with what | believe is San Francisco’s true nature of harmony
for many different social and working classes.

Thank you.

On Aug 28, 2019, at 7:47 AM, Andy Levine <andy@I|evinearch.com> wrote:
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President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission:

Please see the attached petition signed to date by 28 neighbors who live
on the 400 block of 29th Street, along with a few supportive relatives and
friends

In less than a week since our first viewing of the permit drawings, we have
uncovered considerable opposition from the neighbors regarding the
proposed project at 461 29th Street. This is case #13 on Planning
Commission agenda at the 8/29/19 meeting, for a mandatory Conditional
Use hearing based on demolition and rebuild.

Thanks for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Andy Levine
Levine Architects
415.282.4643
www.levinearch.com

<08 28 19 Petition for CU hearing re 461 29th St.pdf>


http://www.levinearch.com/

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Important from neighbors and businesses at 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-
014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019Planning Commission Hearing.

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 5:21:06 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kathy Peck Denny <kathypeckdenny@icloud.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 4:52 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>;
laurelheights2016@gmail.com

Cc: Todd Richards <todd@tarstudio.com>; Maria Comstock <jumpypup@gmail.com>; Peter
Zawislanski <pzawislanski@hotmail.com>; Krisanthy Desby <kdesby@sandhill.com>

Subject: Important from neighbors and businesses at 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-
014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019Planning Commission Hearing.

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

Dear Commissioners and SF Officials

Please Support the Community's Proposal and Oppose the Developer's Proposal that includes
Flexible Retail.

We beseech you to please provide a 30 Day Continuance.

We ask that the Commission to please Send the Developer's Plan Back for changes more compatible
with the Community Plan, No Retail, No 15 years of construction and

Save Please the Majestic Trees

for the health of our environment, urban forrest and wildlife and natural beauty in our San Francisco
neighborhoods.
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San Francisco Saved the Bay

It’s up to all of us to help preserve beauty and the health of our neighborhoods while still building for
our future, our new neighbors, the health of our environment and urban trees and wildlife and all
those who love San Francisco.

Thank you

Kathy Peck 1405 Lyon St SFCA

3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September
5,2019Planning Commission Hearing.

Sent from my iPhone



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 33 Capra Way-2018-001940DRP-02 Planning Commission Hearing Date
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 5:20:45 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Tracy and Al Brandi <brandifolk@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 5:20 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; millicent.johnson@sfgov.org;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>;
Dito, Matthew (CPC) <matthew.dito@sfgov.org>; Franco Maurice <maurice1950@comcast.net>
Subject: 33 Capra Way-2018-001940DRP-02 Planning Commission Hearing Date

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

Dear Planning Commissioner,

We write to voice our deep concern for the disappearing "true neighborhood" that excess
development is creating. Specifically, as to 33 Capra Way, maximum lot coverage, maximum
rear yard extension and maximum density converts what was a truly livable city experience
into a "pack to the max" existence.

We have lived for forty four (44) years at 116 Alhambra Street in close proximity to the subject
property. My wife and | raised our two children at this location, but now the sound of children
playing has been replaced with traffic noise and revving engines. A neighborhood full of open
air, sunshine and warmth is being transformed into man-made corridors and canyons of high
rise and higher rise structures where taking your neighbor's light and air has become the
norm. Even if this "taking" is allowed by building codes, this "taking" does not need to be
approved by the planning department. We do not need to lose our way of life to promote
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profit for investors (as is true in this case). Why lose the good health atmosphere of
neighborhood so a few wealthy individuals can become more wealthy?

Times change, we know. But we should not discard proven quality living. Compromise should
include substantial and significant side and rear yard setbacks. Every effort should be made to
maximize interior block open space, roof decks and penthouses should be minimal. Too often
a roof deck is a convenient excuse for adding an additional story of shade producing structure.

We ask that the planning department adopt a "small is beautiful" general plan to this and
similar future requests. Reducing the mass of this project allows for development of this
property while preserving what has made our neighborhood so special. One man's financial
gain should not come at the cost of downgrading an entire community's quality of life. Please
limit how high and how deep this project may be built. In doing so, a neighborhood retains its
character while property development and renewal can proceed.

Thank you for considering our concerns. Working together, we believe that a fair and
equitable solution can be achieved.

Al and Tracy Brandi
brandifolk@hotmail.com

Sent from Outlook


mailto:brandifolk@hotmail.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning
Commission Hearing.

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 4:50:09 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Elisa <elisasyee@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 4:28 PM

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: catherine.stefani@sfgov.com; LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September
5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing.

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

Dear Commissioners,

| live in Laurel Heights.

| support the Community's Proposal and Oppose the Developer's Proposal that includes
Flexible Retail.

| respectfully ask for a 30 Day Continuance.

| respectfully ask that the Commission send the Developer's Plan back for changes
more compatible with the Community Plan which is No Retail and No 15 years.

Thank you for your consideration.
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Elisa Yee

3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-
014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing.

Sent from my iPhone
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning
Commission Hearing.

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 4:12:08 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Nancy Yee <nancymyee@aol.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 4:03 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>

Subject: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September
5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing.

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

Dear Commissioners,
I live in Laurel Heights.

I support the Community's Proposal and Oppose the Developer's Proposal that includes Flexible Retail.

I respectfully ask for a 30 Day Continuance.

I respectfully ask that the Commission send the Developer's Plan back for changes more compatible with
the Community Plan which is No Retail and No 15 years.

Thank you for your consideration.
Nancy Yee

3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019
Planning Commission Hearing.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Planning Commission Hearing - September 5, 2019, 1:00PM - 3333 California Street Developer"s Project
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 3:55:20 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: marsha nonn <mwnonnsf@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 3:52 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com
Subject: Planning Commission Hearing - September 5, 2019, 1:00PM - 3333 California Street
Developer's Project

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

TO:

Myrna Melgar, Commission President
Joel Koppel, Commission Vice President
Frank S. Fung, Commissioner

Rich Hillis, Commissioner

Millicent A. Johnson, Commissioner
Kathrin Moore, Commissioner

Dennis Richards, Commissioner

Jonas lonin, Commissions Secretary

We live in Laurel Heights.
We oppose the Developer’s proposal for this project and support the Community alternatives.

The Community alternative proposal builds the same number of housing units as the Developer’s
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plans - 744 units including 185 units of affordable senior housing:
It does not build on the historic green space that everyone in the Community loves and will be built
in a shorter period of time involving less excavation and demolition

We oppose the Developer’s proposal because it adds retail uses to the site, including flexible retail
with hours of operation from 6:00 AM to 2:00 AM. This would have a significant adverse impact on
the traffic, noise and air quality making life pretty intolerable for those of us who live in Laurel
Heights and the surrounding neighborhoods. There is adequate retail in Laurel Village, and on
Sacramento, Masonic and Geary streets. In addition, the 15-year construction period would
jeopardize the survival of Laurel Village and its cherished independent quality groceries, Cal-Mart
and Bryan’s. The project should certainly not exceed 7 years.

We are requesting the Commission continue this hearing for 30 days to allow time to review the
impacts of the new flexible retail that is included in the Developer’s proposal.

We urge the Commission to require the project be redesigned to be more compatible with the
Community alternatives.

Marsha and Wolfgang Nonn

Ref: 3333 California Street, Record Number 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5, 2019
Planning Commission Hearing.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 3:09:57 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Barbara Cohrssen <sfbarb@mcn.org>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 3:02 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Myrna.melgar@sfgaov.org;
Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Mooreurban@aol.com; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@sfgov.org; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Cc: laurelHeights2016@gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street

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

August 28, 2019
RE: 3333 California Street
Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA
September 5 Planning Commission Meeting
Dear Folks
| live on Pine Street, 1.5 short blocks from the proposed project at 3333 California Street. | am very
concerned about this potential project. My concerns are related to noise, dust, increased traffic,

vehicle emissions and the change in the character of the neighborhood.

| am opposed to the developer’s project and support the community alternative plan. The

Community Alternative Plan will build the same number of housing units and will include 185 units of
affordable senior housing. The Community Alternative Plan is superior to the one of the developer’s

because it will be built in a shorter period of time and involves less excavation, demolition and
neighborhood disruption.
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| oppose the addition of retail to this site. There is adequate retail in Laurel Village, Sacramento
Street, Traders Joe’s and Geary Street. And if there is retail on this site, limit it to operation from 6
AM to 10 PM. Anything later is too disruptive to this neighborhood.

| oppose the use of outdoor amplified sound. The traffic in the neighborhood is already above the
LEQ for night time. And, please, prohibit the following non-residential uses:

Nighttime entertainment

Adult businesses

Massage parlors or any type

Amusement, game, arcade

Restaurants of any type

Public facilities

Student Housing

Tattoo parlors

Homeless navigation center

Short term residential occupancy units

Shared workspaces

Please, please, continue this hearing for at least 30 days to allow time to review the impacts of the
new information on flexible retail and the final EIR. And, please, send the Developer’s plan back for
changes more compatible with the Community Plan, with no Retail activity on this site and if possible
a shorter construction period.

Barbara Cohrssen
2970 Pine Street



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: September 5 meeting regarding 3333 California St.
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 2:44:33 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Krisanthy Desby <kdesby@sandhill.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 2:41 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016@gmail.com

Subject: September 5 meeting regarding 3333 California St.

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

Regarding:

Record #2015-014028 CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA

3333 California Street

September 5, 2019

Meeting with San Francisco Planning Commission Hearing

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

I would like to comment on the The Prado Group’s (The Developer’s) Plan for 3333 California
Street.

Our family has lived in Presidio Heights since 1999. We have enjoyed the shade offered by the
flowering eucalypti along California Street, and the verdant landscaping both inside and outside the
property around the entire block. Laurel Village provides virtually everything we need: groceries,
children’s clothing, gifts, hardware, and so on. Four children’s playgrounds are nearby.

With the new development as planned by The Prado Group, our quiet neighborhood is about to be
destroyed. I am asking you to approve the Community Alternative instead, which preserves the
neighborhood green space and character.
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The Prado Group's plan to remake the 10-acre site will disrupt the neighborhoods nearby for a
decade and a half with noise and congestion, and the result will destroy their character permanently.
I have listed just a few of the impacts below:

1. Chopping down 200-plus trees inside and outside the property and paving over the green space
2. Adding an overwhelming amount of commercial and retail space

3. Flexible retail, allowing businesses to run from 6AM to 2AM

4. 15 years of construction will ruin the businesses nearby, especially Laurel Village, and add
considerable noise and air pollution

Point 1: in this era of climate change, removing mature trees that take up carbon and filter the air is
a mistake. Not only that, but the trees offer a buffer against the noise of the very busy corridors
along the entire perimeter. Having such a large green space should be preserved, not paved over.

Point 2: additional commercial and retail space is not needed. Laurel Village and Sacramento St.
shops provide 90%+ of what we need: groceries, clothing for children & adults, coffee shops,
hardware & kitchen stores, a pharmacy, gifts, and more.

Furthermore, there are empty storefronts everywhere; internet retail has taken over. In just one
example, AG Ferrari’s closed years ago and nothing has taken that space.

Point 3: Flexible retail does not belong at the nexus of quiet residential neighborhoods. Being open
for business from 6AM to 2AM only invites more cars, congestion, and crime, not to mention noise
20 hours every single day.

I doubt, by the way, that anyone would wish to live on a property with all of that merely steps away.

Point 4: 15 years is far too long for a construction project. It should take no longer than 3. These
are neighborhoods, not a downtown space. Laurel Village will struggle due to the pressures of
construction and unnecessary competition from a gargantuan project next door. I would venture to
guess that the new project, once built, will struggle to fill the spaces at 3333 California Street thanks
to internet retail while pressuring Laurel Village as well.

In short, our neighborhoods will be severely and negatively impacted by this project in every way. |
have not even listed many of the other things in The Prado Group’s plan which are unacceptable.

All together, the property at 3333 California St., our four neighborhoods and Laurel Village are a
jewel. I beg you to consider the consequences of disrupting and destroying a historic, verdant,
lovely part of the city.

Respectfully yours,

Krisanthy Desby
Clay Street



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street Development Project

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 2:36:56 PM

Jonas P. Tonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: aprato_otr@yahoo.com <aprato_otr@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 1:51 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Cc: myrna.milgar@sfgov.org

Subject: 3333 California Street Development Project

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

I am a longtime resident in Laurel Heights. I oppose the developer’s project and support the Community Alternative
Plan. Both plan have 744 units including 184 units of affordable senior housing but the Community Plan will not
be built on historic green space and will be built in a much shorter time due to less excavation, demolition, noise, air
pollution and traffic disruption. The developer’s plan of 15 years construction period is unconscionable.

The community loves the available green space for there is no large green space nearby for families and children to
play. The Community Plan does not remove significant trees on California Street and retains the redwood trees on
the historic Secbo Terrace.

Additional retail is not needed as there are many shops in Laurel Village, on Sacramento Street and nearby Trader
Joe’s and Target. Please remove the Flexible Retail plan. The Community was not given notice of the uses. Some
of these activities (nighttime entertainment, adult business, massage and tattoo parlors, internal gambling and other
facilities) are not allowed in District 2. Please do not allow hours of operation to 2am. Retail operation hours
should be 6am to 11pm.

Please remove the loophole in the developer’s Development Agreement that would allow the affordable senior
housing not to be built but turn the Walnut building site to the city.

A 30 day continuance is requested to review and address these issues.

Please request the developer’s plan to reflect changes more compatible with the Community’s plan.

Reference: 3333 California Street
Record #2015-014028 CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA
September 5, 2019
Planning Commission Hearing

Thank you for your consideration.
Ann Prato
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Sent from my iPad

Sent from my iPad



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support for Community Proposal to Develop 3333 California Street - September 5, 2019 Planning
Commission Hearing

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 2:36:42 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Patricia Tai <tai.patricial@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 1:51 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; joel kippel@sfgov.org;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; laurellheights2016@gmail.com
Subject: Support for Community Proposal to Develop 3333 California Street - September 5, 2019
Planning Commission Hearing

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

Dear Planning Commissioners,

| have lived in Pacific Heights for 21 years. | walk to Laurel Village weekly to do shopping. | am
active in the community including volunteering at one of our local public elementary schools. |
understand the importance of community, more housing and beautiful green space.

| am writing in support of the Community’s Alternative to the Developer’s Project at 3333 California
Street, Record Number:2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA which the Commission will be discussing at
its September 5, 2019 Hearing. Members of the Community have spent countless hours and
personal resources developing a plan that supports the City’s goals of increasing housing and
retaining green space. Their efforts should be respected.

| support the Community Alternative Plan that builds the same number of housing units as the
Developer’s plan while maintaining the beautiful green space that has graced our neighborhood for
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year. Cities around the World are adopting tree planting plans because of the benefits that green
landscapes provide from cleaner air to making our streets safer. Walk SF actively supports tree
plantings and maintenance in San Francisco to reduce pedestrian fatalies and to reduce speed on
our City streets. To destroy these beautiful trees and historic green space to develop housing is
unnecessary and counterproductive as the Community plan demonstrates.

| oppose the Developer’s plan because we do not need additional or flexible retail in our
neighborhood. We have great local retail in Laurel Village. There is good shopping on Sacramento
Street, Geary Street, Fillmore Street, California Street and Clement Street. Muni provides great
service to Union Street, Chestnut Street, Japantown and Union Square for additional retail
opportunities. Please don’t sacrifice the beautiful trees and green space for unneeded retail.

The 15-Year Construction period included in the Developer’s plan is unnecessary and would disturb
the neighborhood for too long. The Community alternative provides for project completion in seven
year. There would be less excavation and demolition in the Community plan. There would be less
disruption to local retail and neighborhood traffic and less environmental damage from loss of street
trees, construction traffic and water run off during the rainy season.

| support the Community’s proposal which provides additional housing, preserves historic trees and
green space and reflects the best interests of the neighborhood and the City. | oppose the
Developer’s proposal that adds no more housing than the Community plan, destroys historic green
space and trees and includes flexible retail. | ask the Commission to grant a 30 day continuance. |
ask the Commission to send the Developer’s plan back for changes more compatible with the
Community proposal for no flexible retail and a shorter construction period and preservation of our
beautiful trees and green space.

Thank you.

Patricia L. Tai
2022 Broderick Street

Sent from Mail for Windows


https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California, Save Laurel Hill !
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 12:40:30 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Carroll, Hugh <Hugh.Carroll@osram.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:46 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016 @gmail.com
Subject: 3333 California, Save Laurel Hill !

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

Hi,

| have lived at 3433 Sacramento #2 street for 9 years and | support the community’s proposal and
oppose the developer’s proposal (especially flexible retail). | work from home, and my office is
looking out the back of our building, at 3333 California. Please issue a continuance for 30 days! Please
send the developer’s plan back for changes more compatible with our community plan, particularly no
retail, and no 15 year window!

The architecture of the property and the landscaping are truly unique, and it is a hidden gem in this
gorgeous city. | walk up there to enjoy the view and the relative peace and quiet of the sanctuary.
There are so few places like this anywhere, let alone in this time and place where the rush to develop
is predicated on short term demand and the opportunism of development and construction.

Recognizing the future, that the density will increase and housing is sorely needed, | am not averse to
change. However, after 25 years in SF, my appreciation for Presidio Heights is deep. This
neighborhood is different, and a true neighborhood. Thus the importance of improvements,
expansion, and change being in the hands of locals, and being for the better of those who live nearby.
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Generations of neighborhood residents will be affected every day by this development. To not have a
say in what happens to our home makes no sense and feels like betrayal, violation of decency, like
theft. I am fine with construction, development, and change. It is inevitable. If handled properly and
responsibly, no problem. If controlled by anonymous investment-backed developers, then | feel my
days in the neighborhood may be numbered.

3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA
September 5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing

Hugh Carroll, LC, MIES
Business Development Manager - West
Traxon | e:cue - North America
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: September 5, 2019 Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 12:39:35 PM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Janet Frisbie <jan_wenn@hotmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:59 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Mooreurban@aol.com; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
richhillissf@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Millicent.johnson@sfgov.org
Subject: September 5, 2019 Planning Commission Hearing

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

Dear President Melgar and Commissioners,

I live in Laurel Heights, in fact, right across the street from the UCSF campus and will be severely impacted by the
proposed development as will all the neighborhoods surrounding the 3333 California Street property.

Kindly continue this hearing so that the District 2 residents have sufficient time to study what is in the final EIR
particularly the possibly detrimental effects of “flexible retail”.

I hope you will be open minded when evaluating the Community Alternative Plans. These plans have been
restructured and remain a thoughtful, balanced and relevant use of this beautiful site. We should all be mindful that
the present building and the site itself have been historically significant since San Francisco’s earliest days.

As you evaluate the Community Alternative Plans submitted by the Laurel Heights Improvement Association, you
will see that in addition to providing the same number of housing units as the developer, the site will not be
deforested and left with concreted open space instead of green space. Also, the Community Alternative Plans do not
call for nearly as much excavation which opens up another set of environmental concerns.

I believe the developer wants up to 15 years to complete this project. Why would that be allowed? It will make the
surrounding neighborhoods intolerable and unlivable. Can San Francisco’s housing crisis really wait 15 years?

Please support us by continuing the hearing for 30 days. This seems like a reasonable request considering the size
and significance of this development.
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Respectfully,

Janet Wennergren Frisbie
525 Laurel Street, 94118

3333 California Street

Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA
September 5, 2019 Planning Commission Hearing

Sent from my iPad



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street - Planning Commission Hearing 9-5-2019
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 12:39:29 PM

Attachments: 3333CALSF 8-24-2019 re Notice of 9-5-2019 Public Meeting .docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: victoria underwood <victoria.underwood@att.net>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 12:01 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>;
frank.fong@sfgov.org; richhillissf@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Johnson,
Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street - Planning Commission Hearing 9-5-2019

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

Attached please find my letter to the Commissioners in advance of the 9/5/2019 Planning
Commission Hearing.

After months of quiet, we have been inundated with yet another round of drawings, review
report and new zoning legislation. If all this weren't enough, orange tags went up on 19 trees
at the 3333 California site and, more specifically, on all the sidewalk trees from Presidio
Avenue to Laurel on California as to their pending removal. A hearing is set for 9/18/2019.

While this is not something that directly calls upon the Planning Commission, the reason
given for the removal should concern everyone.

"Tree Removal Major Encroachment Permit Application. Demolition, excavation and site
preparation to construct new buildings"

We haven't gotten through the architectual drawing process, no plans have been approved yet,
the BOS approval will be required, final approved construction drawings will need to go out to
bid, a schedule set based on lead times and material deliveries will be needed and expected.
So, that we are looking at nothing happening until basically after the Holidays and into next
year at the earliest.
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August 26, 2019





City Of San Francisco – Planning Commission

Commission Chambers, 

Room 400, City Hall, 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,

 San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 



Re:   Property:  3333 California Street 

        Record No.   2015‐014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA

        September 5, 2019 - Planning Commission Hearing



Dear Planning Commissioners:



At our last commission meeting with you, LHIA urged this Commission to require the Developer’s proposed project plans to be redesigned to include, in the alternative, a Lookalike Variant according to the Community Preservation or Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2 plan.  



Based on what I have read the August 15, 2019 S.F. Public Works Independent Peer Review submitted to Senior Environmental Planner, Kei Zushi, of the San Francisco Planning Department, it states that the incomplete LHIA Community Alternative Plan won’t meet the requirements that are set in the Developer’s Plan.



The Submittal of the LHIS Community Alternative Plan was created to show that the Developer doesn’t need to build 13 buildings on the site with needless destruction of natural green spaces and removal of a multitude of mature trees and the historically significant Ecko Terrace.  The LHIA has not invested in full and complete, dimensional, architectural code compliant plans and specifications as they are not the developer of the project.  The drawings and any renderings presented were only to show that the Developer should create a plan utilizing the LHIA plan as its base design for an alternative to achieving additional housing at this site without taking 10 to 15 years to complete it and without decimating local businesses and disrupting nearby residents for that same period.   We have been asking the Developer to put forth a project design plan similar to the LHIA Community Alternative.  Such a plan would complete the affordable housing requirement and would do so in less time, have less impact on the environment, local residences and businesses, and bring much needed housing; including senior and affordable housing online sooner.  And, if I’m not mistaken, it seems to me the LHIA is asking you to order the Developer to do that so that you have a true alternative faster construction plan upon which to make a choice. 



[bookmark: _GoBack]Recent experiences of the Central Underground to Chinatown, the Van Ness Improvement Corridor Project, and others undoubtedly end up delayed and over budget.  The bigger the project, the more moving parts.  The Developer’s proposed project will just be another huge project.  We’ve been forewarned based on these projects including the City’s recent Street and Sidewalk Improvement Project at Laurel Village.  It was difficult facing the noise and the dust and many found themselves shopping elsewhere. Fortunately for the businesses it was for the short term.  However, their neighborhoods were encroached as contractors took over and blocked neighboring streets disallowing access and eliminated parking as well as using entire blocks as their staging area during this time period.  Small scaled to what the Developer’s proposed project will do to us; residents and businesses alike.



The City has negotiated a development agreement with the Developer for a term of 15 years which has not yet been approved.  I believe it should include language that disallows the Developer from reneging on its responsibility to build affordable senior housing by transferring the “Walnut Land” to the City instead.  Also, no “in lieu of fees” when it comes to affordable housing.  This is an economically diverse neighborhood and we would like it to remain that way. 



Additionally, our District Supervisor, Catherine Stefani, has gone out of the realm of current zoning by introducing extensive rezoning language that will have far reaching impact in our neighborhood if allowed to be approved.   The zoning changes she is proposing for the 3333 California site are inconsistent with the housing to be built on the site.  The zoning changes only seem serve to benefit the developer and are not in the interest of local businesses, residents in the site or in the surrounding neighborhoods that the proposed project is ultimately to serve. 



We were surprise that Supervisor Stefani would propose “Flexible Retail” when Flexible Retail is not allowed anywhere else in District 2 or in either the Sacramento or the Fillmore Street commercial districts.  The EIR also didn’t evaluate “Social Services” or “Philanthropic Facilities” which include public uses that she has introduced either.  So, I’m asking that Flexible Retail be removed.



I’m asking that Retail Operations be strictly limited to the hours of 6 a.m. until 10:00 p.m. 



Prohibit all outdoor amplified sound.   And, any interior amplification must be made  acoustically soundproof so it cannot be heard outside the interior walls.. 



Prohibit the following Non-Residential uses:



Entertainment, Nighttime

Adult Business

Massage Establishment

Massage, Foot, Chair

Internet gambling or other gaming

Amusement Game Arcade

Restaurant, Fast Food

Public Facilities

Service, Fringe Financial 

Student Housing

Tattoo Parlors

Motel

Short term residential occupancy of 60 days or less, 

Such as Air B&B

Shared working spaces such as, by way of example, “WeWork”

Homeless navigation center



I respectfully request that this hearing be continued for thirty (30) days in order to allow time to review the impacts of the new information on Flexible Retail and the Final EIR.  



When considering the future, please remember the neighborhoods that currently thrive and exist around this site.  



[bookmark: _Hlk534292925]Thank you for your time and serious consideration. 



Respectfully Submitted,







Victoria Underwood

510 Presidio Avenue @ California Street

San Francisco, CA 94115

District 2



Victoria.underwood@att.net



cc:

Commissions.secretary@sfgov.org

Dennis.richards@sfgov.org

Myrna.melgar@sfgov.org

frank.fong@sfgov.org

richhillissf@gmail.com

joel.koppel@sfgov.org

Milicent.johnson@sfgov.org

LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com


The neighborhood is under assault by this Developer and now with this premature removal
request for mostly healthy trees and the capture of the sidewalks we utilize everyday we find
ourselves in yet another battle that needs the "reasonableness" test. With the Amazon burning
and the importance of saving trees because they produce oxygen and help to eliminate carbon
dioxide, this removal request isn't taken lightly and the neighborhood will also be attending
the hearing at the S.F. Public Works - Bureau of Urban Forestry on 9/18/2019.

The LHIA plan attempts to save the flurishing tree population at the site as much as possible
including the trees tagged for immediate removal.

Please see the attached latter.

Thank you.

Reference: 3333 California Street
Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA
September 5, 2019 Planning Commission Hearing.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning
Commission Hearing

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:06:13 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Larry Mathews <larrymathews@mac.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 4:04 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Bennett, Samuel (BOS)
<samuel.bennett@sfgov.org>; Zushi, Kei (CPC) <kei.zushi@sfgov.org>; ECN, 3333CalCompliance
(ECN) <3333calcompliance.ecn@sfgov.org>; Herzstein, Daniel (BOS) <daniel.herzstein@sfgov.org>
Subject: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September
5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing

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

To the Planning Commission:

I’'m planning to attend the hearing on September 5th for the above-referenced project, and | know
that many of you heard from me before, but I'm writing to reiterate a couple of points that | want to
stress.

I've lived at 3326 California Street for over 18 years and feel strongly about this neighborhood, this
community, and this project. Specifically, | support an all-residential project at 3333 California
Street. We don’t need or want additional retail in the neighborhood and to add retail to this block
would be extremely disruptive to the community here.

Our block of California Street, between Walnut and Laurel, is much narrower than is California
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Street in Laurel Village. To add retail to our block would be to change a residential street to a
commercial one, and put commercial storefronts just feet from our homes. When we purchased
this apartment we did so, in part, because of the quiet block of California Street and the park-like
setting across the street at UCSF. While we support the addition of new housing, we are strongly
opposed to changing the zoning and feel of the neighborhood so that the developers can have a
more profitable project.

This project can proceed in a way that meets the wishes of the developers and also the needs of the
community by adding residential units without rezoning to allow for unnecessary retail uses.

Thank you for your consideration.

Larry Mathews
3326 California St., #3

larrymathews@mac.com
(415) 860-6080
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:05:41 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Mark Davis <mark@markddesign.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 5:22 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016@gmail.com
Subject: 3333 California Street

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission;

As a resident of Presidio Heights and a small business owner in the Cow Hollow neighborhood | am
writing to express my concerns, opinions and preferences for the very significant proposed project at
3333 California Street. | am all for growth and development but in a controlled and appropriate
manner.

In particular, | want to strongly emphasize the following:

¢ No retail should be part of this project. Laurel Village is right next door with 2 coffee shops, 2
grocers, a few restaurants, retail, wine shop and more. Not to mention Trader Joes, Target
and Geary Street retail just a few blocks away.

e At the very least, REMOVE FLEXIBLE RETAIL from the developer’s proposal. If retail succeeds
in being part of the project please limit its hours of operation to 11:00PM at the latest.

Prohibit night time entertainment, adult businesses, massage parlors. tattoo parlors, gaming
arcades...etc.
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e Reduce the proposed build out schedule. 15 years? The developer wants to disrupt our
neighborhood with construction traffic and congestion for FIFTEEN years, that is absurd. Put
yourselves in our shoes, would you want to live through that much disruption for that long?
Cut that build out to 1/3 or 5 years.

e Support the Community Alternatives. Again, not opposing the development just very specific
aspects of it. | am all about more housing units and the developer can achieve a profitable
number of units AND preserve many more of the existing trees and the treasured green space
than they are proposing. And please send the proposal back to the design team requesting
the design be more in keeping with the neighborhood architecture. This is not SOMA, China
Basin or the Mission.

| strongly urge you vote consistent with the above points in mind. Yes to more housing, well
designed housing. No to more retail and for sure no to a 15 year build out.

3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019
Planning Commission Hearing.

Respectfully,
Mark Davis

Mark Davis: Architect
AlA, LEED Green Associate

2088 Union Street, Suite 3
San Francisco, CA 94123

415.990.8491

www.markddesign.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning Commission
Hearing.

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:05:30 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Cristina Morris <cmomorris@outlook.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 5:40 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis -
Commission President <richhillissf@gmail.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016 @gmail.com
Subject: California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019
Planning Commission Hearing.

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

Dear Sirs/Madams,

| am writing in support of the Community plan for 3333 California Street. | object to the Developer’s
plan based on the following:

The developer’s plan should include and respect the changes requested by the community
alternative plans, a copy of which you have. Additionally, we request NO retail, especially flexible
retail. This is a quiet residential neighborhood and we don’t want the type of noise and congestion
businesses which are open late would bring to this area. Further, the Sacramento Street and Laurel
Village businesses would be adversely impacted by any more retail. | walked the neighborhood
today and there are 4+ empty businesses on those streets; one which has been empty for months.
We have adequate retail with the Target Center and Trader Joes.

Additionally, the neighborhood cannot support a 15 year project as the developers are proposing.
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The impact on residents should be considered above all else, especially those adjacent to the site.

In addition to the points above, | am copying my recent email to Supervisor Stefani:

| think the Supervisor should consider the following:
1. Preserving as much as possible the historic green space of the site.

2. Honoring the historic designation
of the buildings as classic mid century architecture.

3. Inevitable traffic and congestion impact on the neighborhood if the developers' plans are
not modified.

4. Evaluation of whether the developers' reliance on the current tech-dominated economy
supports this massive project considering the future economy of the city. E.g., many new
developments are vacant and not renting or selling as the market is changing and more
people flee San Francisco and California due to taxes, expense and political
mismanagement. Many businesses are relocating out of state.

5. Monitoring the number of vacant commercial spaces in the neighborhood on California
and Sacramento streets...there are many currently empty. It is evident that no more
commercial development is needed in the area. Again, look at the economic trends.

Please allow a 30 day continuance so that the proponents of the community alternative can
evaluate the impacts of flexible retail, social services and philanthropic facilities, which were
not included in the original EIR.

Finally, please listen to and seriously consider the residents’ concerns. We know our
neighborhood better than any developer.

Thank you,

Cristina Morris (Presidio Heights)

Sent from Mail for Windows 10


https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 33 Capra Way 2018-001940DRP

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:05:19 AM

Attachments: 33 Capra Way 2018-001940DRP.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Ben Libbey <ben@carlaef.org>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 5:52 PM

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC)
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>

Subject: 33 Capra Way 2018-001940DRP

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

8/27/2019

San Francisco Planning Commission
City Hall, Room 400

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; david.winslow(@sfgov.org;
Via Email

Re: 33 Capra Way
2018-001940DRP

Dear Planning Commissioners,

The California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund (CaRLA) submits this letter to
inform you that the San Francisco Planning Commission has an obligation to abide by all
relevant state housing laws when evaluating the above captioned proposal, including the
Housing Accountability Act.

California Government Code § 65589.5, the Housing Accountability Act, prohibits localities
from denying housing development projects that are compliant with the locality’s Zoning
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California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund

1260 Mission St

San Francisco, CA 94103

hi@carlaef.org C&RLA

8/27/2019

San Francisco Planning Commission

City Hall, Room 400

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

commissions.secretary@sfgov.org; david.winslow@sfgov.org;
Via Email

Re: 33 Capra Way
2018-001940DRP

Dear Planning Commissioners,

The California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund (CaRLA) submits this
letter to inform you that the San Francisco Planning Commission has an obligation to
abide by all relevant state housing laws when evaluating the above captioned
proposal, including the Housing Accountability Act.

California Government Code § 65589.5, the Housing Accountability Act, prohibits
localities from denying housing development projects that are compliant with the
locality’s Zoning Ordinance and General Plan at the time the application was deemed
complete, unless the locality can make findings that the proposed housing
development would be a threat to public health and safety. The most relevant section
is copied below:

(j) When a proposed housing development project complies with applicable,
objective general plan and zoning standards and criteria, including design
review standards, in effect at the time that the housing development project's
application is determined to be complete, but the local agency proposes to
disapprove the project or to approve it upon the condition that the project be
developed at a lower density, the local agency shall base its decision regarding
the proposed housing development project upon written findings supported by
substantial evidence on the record that both of the following conditions exist:

(1) The housing development project would have a specific, adverse
impact upon the public health or safety unless the project is disapproved
or approved upon the condition that the project be developed at a lower
density. As used in this paragraph, a "specific, adverse impact" means a
significant, quantifiable, direct, and unavoidable impact, based on
objective, identified written public health or safety standards, policies, or
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conditions as they existed on the date the application was deemed
complete.

(2) There is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the
adverse impact identified pursuant to paragraph (1), other than the
disapproval of the housing development project or the approval of the
project upon the condition that it be developed at a lower density.

The Applicant proposes to add 2 vertical stories and a rear addition to an existing
single family home. The resulting building will be comprised of 3 units.

The above captioned proposal is zoning compliant and general plan compliant,
therefore, your local agency must approve the application, or else make findings to
the effect that the proposed project would have an adverse impact on public health
and safety, as described above.

CaRLA is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation whose mission is to restore a legal
environment in which California builds housing equal to its needs, which we pursue
through public impact litigation and providing educational programs to California city
officials and their staff.

Sincerely,

Dylan Casey
Executive Director
California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund

California Renters Legal Advocacy and Education Fund - hi@carlaef.org
1260 Mission St, San Francisco, CA 94103
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CaRLA is a 501(c)3 non-profit corporation whose mission is to restore a legal environment in
which California builds housing equal to its needs, which we pursue through public impact
litigation and providing educational programs to California city officials and their staff.

Sincerely,

Dylan Casey
Executive Director
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning Commission
Hearing

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:04:37 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Michael Coholan <michael@hilltopllc.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 6:30 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016@gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019
Planning Commission Hearing

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

Dear Commissioners:

In advance of the September 5, 2019 Planning Commission Hearing regarding the
3333 California Street project, | felt compelled as a native San Franciscan and a 36
year resident of Laurel Heights to request the following considerations from each of
you:

1. | support the Community Alternative proposal and oppose the Developer’s
project

2. The Community Plans saves the beautiful green space

3. Retail is not needed adjacent to Laurel Village (which is already suffering from
vacant spaces!)
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4. The Developer’s 15-Year construction period jeopardizes the long-term
viability of Laurel Village

5. Please consider a 30 Day Continuance and request the Developer make
changes to its plans to reflect the Community Alternative plan that includes
No retail.

With great appreciation in advance,

Michael Coholan

Michael Coticlan, CAFC

Principal & Founder

Hilltop Advisors LLC

Mailing address: 3145 Geary Blvd. #502
San Francisco, CA 94118

Ph (415) 781-4500

Fx (415) 781-4501

email: michael@hilltopllc.com

website: www.hilltopllc.com

Investment and Wealth Advisory Dedicated to High-Touch Client ServiceSM

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments, may contain confidential and privileged client or employee information.
You are hereby notified that any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution of such information is strictly prohibited. If you are not the
intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy the original transmission and any attachments without reading or saving
in any manner.

Fﬁ Please consider the environment before printing.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:04:17 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Marlayne Morgan <marlaynel6@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 7:46 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis <richhillissf@gmail.com>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Kathy Devincenzi <laurelheights2016 @gmail.com>; Rahaim,
John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Krisanthy Desby <kdesby@sandhill.com>; Richard Frisbie
<frfbeagle @gmail.com>; Rose Hillson <gumby5@att.net>; Jim Warshell <jimwarshell@yahoo.com>;
Adam McDonough <amcdonough2004@yahoo.com>; ozzie rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>
Subject: Re: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.
Correction- the Commission hearing on this project is scheduled for September 5, 2019.

On Tue, Aug 27, 2019 at 3:18 PM Marlayne Morgan <marlaynelb6@gmail.com> wrote:

August 27, 2019
Dear President Melgar and Commissioners:

As a community member interested in land use and transportation planning, | have been following
the proposals for the development of 3333 and 3700 California for some time.

These are the largest parcels to become available for major housing developments on the west
side of the city in decades, due to the shift of the previous medical institutional uses to Van Ness
Avenue and Mission Bay.
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Shifting to the new locations required intensive research on the impacts of these institutions on
the surrounding areas. A city-wide Coalition worked on the relocation of the CPMC hospitals over
an eight year period, resulting in significant changes to the original proposal from the project
sponsor and a community driven Development Agreement.

It does not seem that the same level of attention is being given to the impact on these vacated
sites on California Street for the two proposed large housing developments, starting with 3333
California.

At the very least, there will be significant impacts on the California and Sacramento transportation
lines and traffic corridors, adjacent medical office uses on California and Sacramento, retail on
California, Sacramento and Masonic Streets as well as impacts on the surrounding residential
neighborhoods. In addition to the 744 units proposed for 3333, there is a cumulative impact on
this area with the additional 238 new residential units at 3700 California and the 121 new housing
units approved for the Lucky Penny site on Masonic.

The project sponsor needs additional time to present all the details of his proposal both to the
Commissioners and to the general public. Two things in the current proposal seem especially odd-
building new retail in an era of empty storefronts and requesting permission to complete the
project over a 15 year period.

Therefore, | would request that time be reserved on 9/5 for an in-depth presentation by the
project sponsor, and that approval of the existing proposal be continued until a later date.

Regards,
Marlayne Morgan
President, Cathedral Hill Neighbors

Co-Chair, Van Ness Corridor Neighbors Council
Transportation Chair, CPMC H2J2 Coalition



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Comments on 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019
Planning Commission Hearing

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:04:04 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: John Burns <johnmburns48@yahoo.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 10:14 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: 'Usha Burns' <ushaburns@msn.com>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>;
laurelheights2016@gmail.com

Subject: Comments on 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA
September 5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing

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

RE: 3333 California St Proposed Development

Dear Members of the Planning Commission,

My wife and I live in Presidio Heights at 3616-18 Sacramento St at Locust about 3 blocks
away from the subject property and have been following this proposed development
closely.

Although we recognize that the City is in great need of middle and lower income housing,
we do not support the developer’s plans as currently proposed. We do support the
Community Alternative Plans that build the same number of housing units as the
developer's plans - 744 units including 185 units of affordable senior housing - and are
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better because they do not build on the historic green space and will be built in a shorter

period of time because they involve less excavation and demolition.

The specific areas of the proposed development that are most concerning and need
modification are:

e We oppose adding retail uses to the site as there is adequate retail in Laurel Village
and surrounding areas with many vacancies for plenty of growth.

e The prolonged 15 year construction period would jeopardize the survival of Laurel
Village merchants, such as the independent quality groceries of Cal-Mart and
Bryan's.

e The project phasing over the 15 year period is not definite and the Planning
Commission has no guarantee that the developer will complete the senior affordable
housing on a definite schedule.

o Flexible Retail uses, which were not evaluated by the EIR, should not be allowed at
all in this project (they are not allowed anywhere else in District 2 or in the
Sacramento or Fillmore Street commercial districts) as they will bring adverse uses to
our otherwise well planned neighborhoods.

We urge this Commission to require the project be redesigned according to one of the well
planned Community Alternatives. These alternatives do not remove the significant trees
along California Street and retain more on-site Redwoods and trees on the historically
significant Eckbo Terrace.

We respectfully request that the Commission continue this hearing for at least 30 days to
allow time for all parties to review the newly proposed Flexible Retail and the final EIR.

Sincerely,
John and Usha Burns

3616-3618 Sacramento St.
San Francisco 94118



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California St. - 5 September 2019 Planning Commission Hearing
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:03:57 AM

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: D Gilson <dfgi@pacbell.net>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 10:14 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
mooreurban@aol.com; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016@gmail.com; Stefani,
Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>

Subject: 3333 California St. - 5 September 2019 Planning Commission Hearing

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

Dear Commissioner,

I am a resident of Laurel Heights and request that you consider the following points concerning the proposed project
at 3333 California Street:

Support Community Alternatives to the Developer’s Project
I support the Community Alternative Plans that build the same number of housing units as the developer’s plans -
744 units including 185 units of affordable senior housing. The alternative plans are superior to the developer’s
proposal because they do not build on the historic green space on the property and they limit the disturbance from
construction to seven years rather than the 15-year period proposed by the developers. A protracted construction
period would jeopardize the survival of locally-owned independent business in the Laurel Village shopping area.
Remove Flexible Retail Which the EIR Did Not Evaluate
The EIR failed to evaluate impact on traffic, noise and air quality from multiple flexible-retail uses sharing the same
retail space. The EIR only evaluated single use retail and restaurant uses. Flexible retail is not allowed anywhere
else in District 2 or in the Sacramento or Fillmore Street commercial districts.

Retail Operations

Limit hours of retail operation from 6 am to 11pm. Do not allow retail to operate until 2 am. Prohibit outdoor
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amplified sound. Prohibit the non-residential uses including nighttime entertainment, fast food restaurants and a
homeless navigation center.

Order the Project Redesigned like one of the Community Alternatives
I urge the commission to require the project be redesigned according to the Community Preservation Lookalike
Variant or the Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2. The Lookalike Variant replicates the developer’s
site plan with key changes that retain the historic characteristics of the parcel. Alternative Variant 2 retains the 744
units including 185 units of affordable housing, but does not demolish major portions of the main building.

Hearing Continuance

I respectfully request that you continue this hearing for 30 days to allow time to review the impacts of the new
information on flexible retail uses and the final EIR.

Thank you for your consideration,
Donald Gilson

33 Heather Avenue

3333 California Street
Record Number: 2015-014028 CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5, 2019 Planning Commission Hearing



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning
Commission Hearing

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:03:42 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Laura R. <laura.rubenstein@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 10:25 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: M.J. Thomas <laurelheights2016@gmail.com>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>

Subject: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September
5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

| write with regard to the 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-
014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing.

| will not be able to attend this hearing in person but wanted to notify you of my thoughts.

| am a resident of Laurel Heights. | own a condo on Lupine Avenue and live there with my husband
and two daughters. This is a block away from the subject property.

- | support the Community's Proposal and Oppose the Developer's Proposal that includes Flexible
Retail at the subject property.
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- | support a 30-Day Continuance.

- | ask that the Commission send the Developer's Plan back for changes more compatible with the
Community Plan, which does not allow for Flexible Retail at the subject property. Additionally, it
does not allow for an unreasonably long development period of 15 years.

Sincerely,

Laura Rubenstein

28 Lupine Avenue

San Francisco, California 94118
Laura Rubenstein MD

office: 415-862-7135

fax: 415-900-4599
www.laurarubensteinmd.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Voicing my Concern: 3333 California St.
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:03:31 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Sonya Dolan <sonya.pa.365@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 10:31 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>;
richhillisst@gmail.com

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>

Subject: Voicing my Concern: 3333 California St.

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

Dear City Officials,

I am writing to you today because I feel that the neighborhood community where I have
lived and worked for the last 10 years, is being threatened by a developers plans, that if
acted upon, will adversely affect my quality of life and everyone living in our neighborhood,
the flow of traffic and the environment.

| am writing, because | feel that the needs and wants of a developer are being put above the needs
of the citizens who live in the city you have been tasked with managing.

| am writing, because last week notices of REMOVAL went up on mature trees on the property in
guestion. As wildfires intensify and the Amazon burns, you are considering the removal of trees, vital
to clean air and the beauty of our city.

I am writing to:

1. Support the Community's Proposal and Oppose the Developer's Proposal that includes
Flexible Retail.

2. Ask for a 30 Day Continuance.
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3. Ask that the Commission send the Developer's Plan back for changes more compatible
with the Community Plan-No Retail; No 15 years.

Thank you for considering the needs of your constituents, above those of developers.

Sonya Dolan
3433 Sacramento St.

3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019
Planning Commission Hearing.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning
Commission Hearing

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:03:26 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Adam McDonough <amcdonough2004 @yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 10:31 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016 @gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September
5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing

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

Commissioners,

As a 10-year resident of Laurel Heights, I'm writing to express my support for the Community Alternative
Proposal, and opposition to the Developer's Proposal, at 3333 California Street.

The Community proposal includes the same number of housing units, preserves the green space we all

cherish, and can be built in a shorter time period than the Developer's proposal. Don't we all want more

housing now? The developer has proposed a construction period of up to 15 years. How does that help
solve our housing crisis today? It doesn't.

I am also vehemently opposed to the developer's proposal to include flexible retail at this site. Retail is
dying in this part of town, and more retail will only hasten the death of many independently owned and
operated businesses at Laurel Village. Plus, flexible retail allows for adult businesses, such as massage
and tattoo parlors, in the neighborhood. This was not contemplated in the EIR!

| cordially request a 30-day continuance of this hearing to allow more time to evaluate the impact of
flexible retail on the community. | also request that you send the Developer's plan back for changes more
compatible with the Community plan.
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Thank you for your consideration.

Adam McDonough

545 Laurel Street

San Francisco, CA 94118
(415) 305-8776



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Comments to the Planning Commission September 5 Hearing on 3333 California Street.
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:03:15 AM

Attachments: EMAIL"d COMMENTS FOR SEPT. 5 HEARING.docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Richard Frisbie <frfbeagle@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 10:37 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis -
Commissioner <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>

Cc: Laurel Heights Email <laurelheights2016 @gmail.com>; Marlayne Morgan
<marlaynelb6@gmail.com>; Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>; Adam McDonough
<amcdonough2004@yahoo.com>; Linda Glick <lindaglick@hotmail.com>; Kris Desby
<kdesby@sandhill.com>; Michelle Ewoldt <mjewoldt@gmail.com>; Cristina Morris
<cmomorris@outlook.com>; Paul Webber <pwebber928 @aol.com>; George Wooding
<gswooding@gmail.com>; Rose Hilson <gumby5@att.net>; Victoria Underwood
<victoria.underwood@att.net>

Subject: Comments to the Planning Commission September 5 Hearing on 3333 California Street.

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

As I will be unable to attend this hearing I am sending you them via email at this time.
Find them attached.

Regards,

Dick Frisbie

Reference: 3333 California Street
Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA
September 5, 2019 Planning Commission Hearing.
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COMMENTS TO PLANNING COMMISSION-Sept. 5 Hearing

I won’t be able to join you at the September 5 Hearing on 3333 California Street due to a long standing  commitment. If I rate priorities in life they would be: family, health, spiritual (which comes in many, many forms.) So, the week of Sept. 2 I’m going to be honoring those priorities.

However, over the past couple of months I’ve had the opportunity to address the Commission on 3333 California Street and have always appreciated your attention and forbearance. Thank you.

I would ask that: After hearing the presentations on September 5 approval of the existing proposal be continued for 30 days so that the all the new information can be absorbed, processed and fairly evaluated.                                                                                                                                                                                      I would like to reiterate Marlayne Morgan’s comments sent to you on August 27, “Therefore, I would request that time be reserved on 10/5 for an in-depth presentation by the project sponsor, and that approval of the existing proposal be continued until a later date.”

I would ask that: The Commission take a serious look at both new Variants presented by the Community, which I spoke to you about at your August 22 Hearing.                                                                                            Both the Community Full Preservation Alternative Variant 2(CFPAV2) and the Community Preservation Lookalike Variant(CPLV) are deserving of a detailed review by Planning before the Planning Commission approves any version of the project.                                                                                                                                                       Why are these being presented so late you might ask? Fair question.                                                                       The short, and accurate, answer is that working with limited resources puts the Community at a huge disadvantage when dealing with/responding to wealthy, powerful developers and the full weight of multiple City departments.                                                                                                                                      The SUD, the Development Agreement and the EIR Comments simply add to the level of effort.                                                                                                                                                                We got to our two latest designs as fast as we could-no excuses, no apologies.                                            We believe the two latest Variants are the basis for a credible and effective compromise between the Community and the developer but there needs to be sufficient time for this to take place.                            These two plans, CFPAV2 and CPLV, offer an opportunity to bring all the Stakeholders together but Sept. 5 is not realistic.

I would ask that: the 7-15 year entitlement period be scaled back to something a little more human.    The basis for this extended period appears to be preparing, phasing, financing and market conditions, the latter two are essentially about profit.                                                                                                                      Nowhere are the human aspects discussed. What about the neighbors who live around the site? How is their peace of mind, quality of life and essential well-being factored into the decision? What is San Francisco’s commitment to balancing efficiency against humanity? Or is this simply someone else’s problem.                                                                                                                                                                               I believe it is grossly unfair asking the Community to support an uncertain, open-ended long-term development period. We deserve certainty.

[bookmark: _GoBack]I would ask that: no retail be approved for 3333 California Street. It is unwanted and unneeded and threatens the very livelihood of our existing small and family owned businesses.                                               One only need walk along Sacrament Street, Presidio Avenue and even Laurel Village to see the empty storefronts and to appreciate the increasing stress that the “Amazon” effect is creating.                                   San Francisco got it wrong on the Uber/Lyft impact and the damage is obvious to everyone in San Francisco, so much so that it is on the November 5 election.                                                                                                                                                          Let’s not fail again and replicate this shortsightedness by failing to recognize the Amazon effect.                                                                                                                                    And Flexible Retail is the worst of all. The types of businesses it permits is hardly appropriate for a development that extols its neighborhood friendliness, family orientation, senior friendly intent.                   The developer has even wrapped himself in the name of Laurel Hill Partners to feed off the quality of the area.                                                                                                                                                                                         The Law of Unintended Consequences states that “if it can happen, it will happen.”                                   What prevents a future unscrupulous landlord opening an internet gambling site, or a massage parlor that exceeds the term, or a marijuana dispensary, or………under the guise of Flexible Retail?                              It has happened in a San Francisco neighborhood already. Internet gambling was touted as a “computer learning center”; the massage parlor “branched out”; ………….                                                                                              And then it became a Public Safety problem involving SFPD.                                                                                                                                                              Are these appropriate businesses to be sitting side-by-side with a senior housing project AND a childcare center? Potentially sharing the very same building.                                                                                   Can anyone guarantee this won’t happen? 

Is this the future of San Francisco?

I stand by our credo “Build Housing and Build It Now!”

Respectfully, 

Dick Frisbie

                                                                                                                        


From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Townes, Chris (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 461 29th Street (2008.0023CUA) Supplemental Exhibit to PC From Project Sponsor for Packet- 8/29/19
Hearing

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:02:05 AM

Attachments: Supplemental Exhibit to PC From Project Sponsor (461 29th Street- 2008.0023CUA).pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Townes, Chris (CPC) <chris.townes@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 3:31 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>

Cc: Washington, Delvin (CPC) <delvin.washington@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC)
<david.winslow@sfgov.org>; Earle Weiss <earle@eeweiss.com>;
tommcgrathconstruction@yahoo.com

Subject: 461 29th Street (2008.0023CUA) Supplemental Exhibit to PC From Project Sponsor for
Packet- 8/29/19 Hearing

Commission Secretary,

On behalf of the Project Sponsor and Staff, I’d like to request that you please forward attached
supplemental exhibit to the Planning Commissioners for the upcoming 8/29/19 PC hearing. Your
response to confirm is appreciated. Relevant parties copied for shared reference.

Thank You,

Chris Townes

Senior Planner

SF Planning, SW Quadrant
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E.E. WEISS 21 Corte Madera. Suite 4

Architects, Inc. Mill Valley, CA 94941
415.381.8700 telephone

27 August 2019

Planning Department
1650 Mission Street
San Francisco, CA

RE: 461 29" Street
2018-0326-4615

Dear Commissioners:

I am writing with additional materials that may address very recent neighborhood concerns. But, first, |
owe everyone an apology; an old massing model was inadvertently placed on the cover of the drawing
set that went out. This was two iterations ago, and bears little resemblance to the final proposal as

agreed by the Planner and RDAT.

Unfortunately, given the very short timeframe, we cannot generate photo realistic drawings. Instead, we
have submitted the most recent massing models, and included a project with similar finishes. While
similar, this proposal will further emphasize the control joints in the stucco to further break up the

massing.
We have also included a couple of detail drawings for you reference.

If | can answer any further questions, please do not hesitate to call or write

Sincerely

.

Earle Weiss
415.531.5270
earle@eeweiss.com
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Subject Property (461 29" Street)- Proposed Front Elevation w/Material Palate





Subject Property (461 29" Street) Rendering #1:

Massing Model (6-Feet Above Mid-Street) From Left






Subject Property (461 29" Street) Rendering #2:

Massing Model (6-Feet Above Mid-Street) From Right





Subject Property (461 29" Street) Rendering #3:

Massing Model (6-Feet Above Mid-Street) From Center
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2755 McAllister Street- Built Comparable Facade Material/Finishes Example
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854 Capp Street- Built Comparable Deck Material/Finishes Example





3305 Broderick Street- Built Comparable Facade Material/Finish At Entry Example
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Sanchez, Diego (CPC)

Subject: FW: Allowing Long Term Parking of and Overnight Camping in Vehicle and Ancillary uses at 2340 San Jose
Avenue (Board File #1812)

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 11:01:27 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Steven Currier <stevencurrier@icloud.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 6:37 PM

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

Cc: Chinchilla, Monica (BOS) <monica.chinchilla@sfgov.org>; Sandoval, Suhagey (BOS)
<suhagey.sandoval@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>;
valle.brown@sfgov.org; Ken <kenkalani@icloud.com>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>
Subject: Allowing Long Term Parking of and Overnight Camping in Vehicle and Ancillary uses at 2340
San Jose Avenue (Board File #1812)

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

sources.
TO: San Francisco Planning Commissioners
FROM: Steven R. Currier
DATE: Thursday August 29, 2019
ITEM NUMBER: 10
AGENDA: 2019-014759PCA

Dear Commissioners:

This letter/email is in support of the above-mentioned related item that will be heard at the Planning
Commission on Thursday August 29th.

[, on behalf of myself and Kenneth Kalani, we support Supervisor Ahsha Safai’s implementation of a
trial program, for a “Triage Vehicle Center” at the above-referenced address at the Balboa Transit

Center at San Jose Avenue/Geneva Avenue.

This proposal is in line with the agreements, proposed by Supervisor Matt Haney and agreed by the
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eleven supervisors, to support and help alleviate the crisis suffered by San Francisco, the agencies,
residents, tourists, and all who are involved with this city regarding this homeless epidemic.

As we believe in all districts helping to start solving this homeless problem as it stands, this small
gesture in helping those living in their vehicles to triage them and their families, helping them with
the services that are proposed in providing, the hopes of long term housing and services will be
welcomed by those in need the most. | think our District would benefit, in this cause and ordinance
in keeping our streets and neighborhoods safe and free from those living in their vehicles.

Please vote to move this forward to the Board of Supervisors for approval.

Steven R. currier
Kenneth K. Kalani

NOTE: This email is being sent from New York. We will not be able to testify at the hearing.



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan
Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES SUCCESSFUL SUMMER FOR MUSUEMS FOR
ALL PROGRAM

Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 10:59:27 AM

Attachments: 8.28.19 San Francisco Museums for All.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 6:07 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES SUCCESSFUL SUMMER FOR
MUSUEMS FOR ALL PROGRAM

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, August 28, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES SUCCESSFUL
SUMMER FOR MUSUEMS FOR ALL PROGRAM

Museums for All provides free admission to local museums and cultural institutions for
San Francisco residents who receive public benefits

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the success of the first
summer of the San Francisco Museums for All program, which provides free admission to
more than 15 museums and cultural institutions for residents who receive public benefits,
including Medi-Cal and CalFresh. During the summer, many participating museums noticed
an increased number of visitors using the Museums for All program. The program ends on
Monday, September 2, and Mayor Breed encouraged eligible San Franciscans to visit
participating museums and cultural institutions over Labor Day weekend.

“Our City’s museums and cultural institutions are wonderful resources and should be
accessible to everyone, regardless of income,” said Mayor Breed. “We want everyone to get
out there this weekend and use the Museums for All program to visit one of the participating
museums.”
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, August 28, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED CELEBRATES SUCCESSFUL
SUMMER FOR MUSUEMS FOR ALL PROGRAM

Museums for All provides free admission to local museums and cultural institutions for
San Francisco residents who receive public benefits

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today celebrated the success of the first summer
of the San Francisco Museums for All program, which provides free admission to more than 15
museums and cultural institutions for residents who receive public benefits, including Medi-Cal
and CalFresh. During the summer, many participating museums noticed an increased number of
visitors using the Museums for All program. The program ends on Monday, September 2, and
Mayor Breed encouraged eligible San Franciscans to visit participating museums and cultural
institutions over Labor Day weekend.

“Our City’s museums and cultural institutions are wonderful resources and should be accessible
to everyone, regardless of income,” said Mayor Breed. “We want everyone to get out there this
weekend and use the Museums for All program to visit one of the participating museums.”

The program, which began on June 1 and will run through September 2, 2019, builds on

Mayor Breed’s commitment to provide equitable access to the City’s resources and institutions.
San Francisco residents who currently receive Medi-Cal or CalFresh benefits from the Human
Services Agency (HSA) can receive free admission at participating museums for up to four
individuals when they present their Electronic Benefits Transfer or Medi-Cal card and proof of
San Francisco residency. Nearly one in four San Franciscans receive public benefits from HSA.

“When a diversity of people visit a museum, bringing their unique perspectives and experiences,
it enriches the life of the museum and of the community as a whole,” said Trent Rhorer,
Executive Director of HSA. “The staff of the city’s cultural institutions know this, and I’m
thrilled to be able to work with them to broaden their reach.”

Admission fees at many institutions can range from $20 to $150 for a family of four to visit,
creating a barrier for many people to access the cultural and educational benefits that these
institutions offer. To address this challenge, Mayor Breed worked with City departments,
nonprofit arts organizations, and leaders of participating local museums and cultural centers to
ensure free or discounted summer admission for more than 210,000 San Francisco residents that
are eligible to participate in the program.

Demand for the program was high amongst eligible San Franciscans. Almost all of the
participating museums reported an increase in attendance and in the first weeks after the program
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was announced, and the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, Japanese Tea Garden, and the
de Young Museum each reported several hundred new visitors as a result of the program. The
Children’s Creativity Museum, which was the first museum to participate in the program, also
identified a significant increase in attendance.

“I am grateful to all of the organizations who participated, making their programs more
welcoming, available, and accessible,” said Director of Grants for the Arts Matthew Goudeau.

“We live in a vibrant community with countless cultural assets, and San Franciscans of all
backgrounds should have the opportunity to visit them.”

The program was created in collaboration with Treasurer José Cisneros’s Financial Justice
Project, which works to ensure that lower-income residents receive discounts on fines and fees
that place a disproportionate burden on low-income families, and to streamline eligibility
processes for these discounts.

“Museums are for all of us,” said Treasurer José Cisneros. “San Francisco has world-class
museums and cultural institutions, but too many San Franciscans are priced out. This program
proves that when we remove the cost barrier, more San Franciscans will participate in the
cultural life our city. I’m proud of our City for pulling together to make this happen.”

“Research tells us that exposure to the arts increases health and educational outcomes for all
people,” says San Francisco Arts Commission Director of Cultural Affairs Tom DeCaigny. “We
hope this program will have a lasting positive effect on the community and foster more
participation in the arts across the City.”

The participating museums and cultural institutions are:

e Asian Art Museum e Japanese Tea Garden

e Botanical Garden e Legion of Honor

e California Academy of Sciences e Museum of the African Diaspora
e Cartoon Art Museum e Museum of Craft and Design

e Children's Creativity Museum e San Francisco Museum of Modern
e Conservatory of Flowers Art (SFMOMA)

e Contemporary Jewish Museum e Yerba Buena Center for the Arts

e de Young Museum

San Francisco’s program builds on the national Museums for All initiative, which works with
museums across the country to offer free or discounted admission fees to individuals and
families that receive public benefits.

To participate, eligible families need to bring the following to participating museums:
1. An Electronic Benefits Transfer or Medi-Cal card.
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2. Proof of San Francisco residency such as a driver’s license, student or college 1D, or
library card.

More information can be found at sfmuseumsforall.org, or by calling 3-1-1 or
emailing sfmuseumsforall@sfgov.org.

HiH
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The program, which began on June 1 and will run through September 2, 2019, builds on
Mayor Breed’s commitment to provide equitable access to the City’s resources and
institutions. San Francisco residents who currently receive Medi-Cal or CalFresh benefits from
the Human Services Agency (HSA) can receive free admission at participating museums for
up to four individuals when they present their Electronic Benefits Transfer or Medi-Cal card
and proof of San Francisco residency. Nearly one in four San Franciscans receive public
benefits from HSA.

“When a diversity of people visit a museum, bringing their unique perspectives and
experiences, it enriches the life of the museum and of the community as a whole,” said Trent
Rhorer, Executive Director of HSA. “The staff of the city’s cultural institutions know this, and
I’'m thrilled to be able to work with them to broaden their reach.”

Admission fees at many institutions can range from $20 to $150 for a family of four to visit,
creating a barrier for many people to access the cultural and educational benefits that these
institutions offer. To address this challenge, Mayor Breed worked with City departments,
nonprofit arts organizations, and leaders of participating local museums and cultural centers to
ensure free or discounted summer admission for more than 210,000 San Francisco residents
that are eligible to participate in the program.

Demand for the program was high amongst eligible San Franciscans. Almost all of the
participating museums reported an increase in attendance and in the first weeks after the
program was announced, and the San Francisco Museum of Modern Art, Japanese Tea
Garden, and the de Young Museum each reported several hundred new visitors as a result of
the program. The Children’s Creativity Museum, which was the first museum to participate in
the program, also identified a significant increase in attendance.

“I am grateful to all of the organizations who participated, making their programs more
welcoming, available, and accessible,” said Director of Grants for the Arts Matthew Goudeau.

“We live in a vibrant community with countless cultural assets, and San Franciscans of all
backgrounds should have the opportunity to visit them.”

The program was created in collaboration with Treasurer José Cisneros’s Financial Justice
Project, which works to ensure that lower-income residents receive discounts on fines and fees
that place a disproportionate burden on low-income families, and to streamline eligibility
processes for these discounts.

“Museums are for all of us,” said Treasurer José Cisneros. “San Francisco has world-class
museums and cultural institutions, but too many San Franciscans are priced out. This program
proves that when we remove the cost barrier, more San Franciscans will participate in the
cultural life our city. I’'m proud of our City for pulling together to make this happen.”

“Research tells us that exposure to the arts increases health and educational outcomes for all
people,” says San Francisco Arts Commission Director of Cultural Affairs Tom DeCaigny.
“We hope this program will have a lasting positive effect on the community and foster more
participation in the arts across the City.”

The participating museums and cultural institutions are:



Asian Art Museum

Botanical Garden

California Academy of Sciences
Cartoon Art Museum

Children's Creativity Museum
Conservatory of Flowers
Contemporary Jewish Museum
de Young Museum

Japanese Tea Garden

Legion of Honor

Museum of the African Diaspora
Museum of Craft and Design
San Francisco Museum of Modern Art (SFMOMA)
Yerba Buena Center for the Arts

San Francisco’s program builds on the national Museums for All initiative, which works with
museums across the country to offer free or discounted admission fees to individuals and
families that receive public benefits.

To participate, eligible families need to bring the following to participating museums:
1. An Electronic Benefits Transfer or Medi-Cal card.
2. Proof of San Francisco residency such as a driver’s license, student or college ID, or
library card.

More information can be found at sfmuseumsforall.org, or by calling 3-1-1 or
emailing sfmuseumsforall@sfgov.org.

HiHt
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 461 29th Street: Conflicts and Omissions in the permit
Date: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 10:58:29 AM

Attachments: 08 28 19 Petition for CU hearing re 461 29th St.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Andy Levine <andy@Ievinearch.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2019 7:47 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: Townes, Chris (CPC) <chris.townes@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Noe
Neighborhood Council <info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com>; Tom McGrath
<tommcgrathconstruction@yahoo.com>; earle@eeweiss.com

Subject: Re: 461 29th Street: Conflicts and Omissions in the permit

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

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission:

Please see the attached petition signed to date by 28 neighbors who live on the 400
block of 29th Street, along with a few supportive relatives and friends

In less than a week since our first viewing of the permit drawings, we have uncovered
considerable opposition from the neighbors regarding the proposed project at 461
29th Street. This is case #13 on Planning Commission agenda at the 8/29/19
meeting, for a mandatory Conditional Use hearing based on demolition and rebuild.

Thanks for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Andy Levine
Levine Architects
415.282.4643
www.levinearch.com
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Foe /
Petition
8/24/19

461 29t Street

Demolition DBI permit application #2018 /03 / 26 / 4612
Construction DBI permit application #2018 / 03 / 26 / 4615

I am opposed to the proposed design for the development at 461 29t Street.
I want the Planning Commissioners at the Conditional Use Hearing on 8/29/19 to
require the developer to:
a) Reduce the height to 3 stories to be compatible with the houses on the block.
b) Decrease the bulk of the proposed development to make its scale more
appropriate to the surrounding neighborhood.

c) Revise the front facade details and material palette to be more in character
with the context of quality houses on the block.

Emme Klams)
I F news HJoma #97-377 €
2 f//&“u‘_ 7/{(7 4 P4 — R927% s ( Tevesa 1—/430

| &b 247 5¢- ( Daisy Santos)

/f 54 Edin cdé\ ) éé&no{j Ho mag)
gl7 294 S (sosie Smimy)

{e1 2% &t (dowon Froumkin)

d- N27. 7/71‘@“'[7(' ( Knuhn Belchac) )

6 d23 2ah or (Ruy b))

2. (z/ugg% b 407 29™ T (e Kint-thinst=1>
10-@")/\ 451

a8 2 ir / EVAir/ MW/W/QL)
o 243 CdoF Clake AN
u-%&i%‘,ﬁ a (s 2010

G\UT





Petition
8/24/19
461 29t Street

Demolition DBI permit application #2018 /03 / 26 / 4612
Construction DBI permit application #2018 /03 / 26 / 4615

I am opposed to the proposed design for the development at 461 29t Street.
I want the Planning Commissioners at the Conditional Use Hearing on 8/29/19 to
require the developer to:
a) Reduce the height to 3 stories to be compatible with the houses on the block.
b) Decrease the bulk of the proposed development to make its scale more
appropriate to the surrounding neighborhood.

c) Revise the front facade details and material palette to be more in character
with the context of quality houses on the block.
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461 29t Street

Demolition DBI permit application #2018 / 03 / 26 / 4612
Construction DBI permit application #2018 / 03 / 26 / 4615

I am opposed to the proposed design for the development at 461 29t Street.
I want the Planning Commissioners at the Conditional Use Hearing on 8/29/19 to
require the developer to:
a) Reduce the height to 3 stories to be compatible with the houses on the block.
b) Decrease the bulk of the proposed development to make its scale more
appropriate to the surrounding neighborhood.

c) Revise the front fagade details and material palette to be more in character
with the context of quality houses on the block.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning
Commission Hearing

Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 2:45:05 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Erik Olson <erik.c.olson@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 2:27 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Stefani, Catherine (BOS) <catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; laurelheights2016 @gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September
5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commission,

| write with regard to the 3333 California Street, Record Number: 2015-
014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA September 5,2019 Planning Commission Hearing.

I will not be able to attend this hearing in person but wanted to notify you of my thoughts.

| am a resident of Laurel Heights. | own a condo on Lupine Avenue and live there with my wife and
two daughters. This is a block away from the subject property.

- | support the Community's Proposal and Oppose the Developer's Proposal that includes Flexible
Retail at the subject property.

- | support a 30-Day Continuance.


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

- | ask that the Commission send the Developer's Plan back for changes more compatible with the
Community Plan, which does not allow for Flexible Retail at the subject property. Additionally, it
does not allow for an unreasonably long development period of 15 years.

Respectfully,

Erik Olson

28 Lupine Avenue

San Francisco, California 94118
erik.c.olson@gmail.com
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 45 Culebra Terrace - Letter of Support

Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 2:07:53 PM

Attachments: 21-25 Culebra Terrace - PC LOS for 45 Culebra Terr V3 - 082719.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Bill Hutcheson <bhutch819@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 1:40 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 45 Culebra Terrace - Letter of Support

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

Please find attached my letter of support for the project located at 45 Culebra Terrace in San
Francisco.

Thank you,
Bill Hutcheson
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE ..

August 27, 2019

Delivered by Email (Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org)

Myrna Melgar, Commission President
San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94107

Re: 45 Culebra Terrace — Letter of Support
Planning Case Number: 2018-009534CUAVAR
Hearing Date: August 29, 2019
Our File No.: 11464.01

Dear President Melgar and Commissioners:

This office represents William E. Hutcheson, the owner of the 21-25 Culebra Terrace. We
write in support of the proposed project at 45 Culebra Terrace under consideration by the Planning
Commission (“Commission”) on August 29, 2019. The proposal calls for the demolition of the
existing single family dwelling and the construction of a new four-story, two-unit building, with
one off-street parking space, which will be accessed by a curb cut on Culebra Terrace (the
“Project”).

21-25 Terrace is located two lots to the south of the Project site (Lot 028). Owned by Mr.
Hutcheson since 1997, it is a double-wide lot improved with a four-unit building. Culebra Terrace
is @ mapped street that is approximately 27°-5” wide with 12 lots fronting it. Each lot extends out
to the center of the street line, as shown below:
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However, Culebra Terrace is in fact is a private street that is individually owned by each
of the 12 owners. The street is accessible by the public but it is the individual owners that possess

San Francisco Office Oakland Office
One Bush Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94104 827 Broadway, 2" Floor, Oakland, CA 94607
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President Myrna Melgar
August 27, 2019
Page 2

the right to allow access and use of their property. Currently one half of the street, the east side,
is maintained as open area to allow for emergency vehicles access and the other half, the west side,
is used as parking spaces for the owners. Persons who do not own property on the street are
prohibited from using these spaces.

The project at 45 Culebra Terrace is proposing to add a curb-cut to allow access to one off-
street parking space in the new building. There has been concern by other owners — not shared by
Mr. Hutcheson — regarding this feature, as some owners claim that there is a prescriptive easement
allowing the owners to collectively park along the street. Their assertion is that Culebra Terrace
is not in fact private property but is land that is part of the collective whole.*

This assertion is incorrect. There is not a prescriptive easement along Culebra Terrace. A
prescriptive easement requires that the use of land is (1) open and notorious, (2) continuous and
uninterrupted, and (3) adverse to the true owner, and that is all of these things (4) for a period of
five years. Whether each of these elements is satisfied is a question of fact for the court to decide
(Windsor Pacific LLC v. Samwood Co., Inc. (App. 2 Dist. 2013) 152 Cal.Rptr.3d 518, 213
Cal.App.4th 263)).

Here, the elements of a prescriptive easement have not been met. While the use of each
owners land is open and notorious in that the use of the land is known to the owner (Warsaw v.
Chicago Metallic Ceilings, Inc. (1984) 35 Cal.3d 564, 570, 199 Cal.Rptr. 773, 676 P.2d 584.)), it
is not in fact being used an a manner that is adverse to the property owners. The court, in Aaron
v. Dunham (App. 1 Dist. 2006) 41 Cal.Rptr.3d 32, 137 Cal.App.4th 1244), citing Felgenhauer v.
Soni ((2004) 121 Cal.App.4th 445, 450, 17 Cal.Rptr.3d 135), said that “adverse use” means that
the property was used without permission of the owner of the land. The owners along Culebra
Terrace have given permission for other owners to park on their private property. As evidenced
in the materials submitted on July 17, 2019 by the neighbors, there have been many arrangements
over the years about access and parking on this street. Because they knowingly allowed multiple
owners and users to use their land for parking, the key element of a prescriptive easement has not
been met. There was explicit knowledge of this arrangement and at no time were the owners
giving a permanent and unrevokable right to use their land.

Instead, there is a revocable license to use the property(ies) for access and parking along
Culebra Terrace. When a landowner allows someone else to use their land, the owner is granting
a license (Emerson v. Bergin (1888) 76 Cal. 197, 201, 18 P. 264). A revocable license is
permission by an owner of land to another person(s) to use it. The owner retains dominion over
their land. A license in land confers on the licensee no interest in the premises, rather it is a mere
personal privilege. More importantly, it is revocable (Fisher v. General Petroleum Corp., 123
Cal.App.2d 770, 776, 267 P.2d 841), and courts use their power to create irrevocable licenses
sparingly (Shoen v. Zacarias, (2019) 33 Cal.App.5th 1112).

! See letter to the Planning Commission from the Law Offices if Edward C. Singer, Jr., dated July 17, 2019.
REUBEN.JUNIUS& ROSE.LLP www.reubenlaw.com
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President Myrna Melgar
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The owners along Culebra Terrace have acknowledged that they have given permission to
other owners to allow both access and parking on a portion of their properties. This permission to
use their land is completely revocable by each owner. As the owners admit in their letter to the
Commission, at no time did they grant a prescriptive easement or any other permanent use or
ownership of land along Culebra Terrace. The character of Culebra Terrace is not a question to
be decided by the Commission and should not prevent the Commission from approving the project
at 45 Culebra Terrace.

The project at 45 Culebra Terrace is proposing to add a curb cut and driveway access that
is located on private property. They have this ability since there is a revocable license for the
parking spaces on their land. The curb-cut will still allow access across their property — it is not
blocking access to the southern properties on the street. There is a long history of the City granting
curb cuts on both public and private land. Mr. Hutcheson supports the project at 45 Culebra
Terrace and we ask that the project be approved as proposed, with the addition of the curb-cut.

For these reasons, we urge you to approve the requested Conditional Use Authorization
application for the project.

Very truly yours,

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP

Daniel Frattin

cc: myrna.melgar@sfgov.org
Joel Koppel, Commission Vice-President
Frank S. Fung, Commissioner
Milicent A. Johnson, Commissioner
Rich Hillis, Commissioner
Kathrin Moore, Commissioner
Dennis Richards, Commissioner
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Request for Continuance: Item 3: 101 Bayshore
Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 2:07:08 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Barnes, Bill (ADM) <bill.barnes@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 1:49 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) <elizabeth.watty@sfgov.org>;
Liang, Xinyu (CPC) <xinyu.liang@sfgov.org>; Ellouise Patton <bvcac.chair@gmail.com>

Subject: Request for Continuance: Item 3: 101 Bayshore

Honorable Commissioners:

We are respectfully requesting a continuance of Item 3 on Thursday’s calendar to the September

12th meeting so the Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee can consider the matter
and potentially make a recommendation to the Planning Commission.

Background on the Bayview Hunters Point CAC

The Bayview Hunters Point Citizens Advisory Committee makes recommendations to the Planning
Commission and Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure on matters located in
the Bayview Hunters Point community (former Redevelopment Zone 2). After the dissolution of
redevelopment in the state, the Board of Supervisors established the CAC to ensure a community
voice in local land use matters in this area.

Background on 101 Bayshore Project

The item is a Conditional Use Authorization that would convert an auto service facility into a formula
retail convenience store that would sell beer and wine. The sale of beer and wine requires a
Conditional Use authorization. The CAC has not held a meeting to discuss the project. According to
the Planning Department staff memorandum, the Planning Department has not received public
comment on the Project as of the date of the Executive Summary. Our office has no record of a
formal notification to the CAC regarding the project.
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Request

The CAC's next meeting is September 4, 2019. A continuance will allow the CAC to review the project
and potentially make a recommendation to the Planning Commission in time for your September 12
meeting.

Please feel free to contact me with any questions on this matter.
Sincerely,

BILL BARNES

Office of the City Administrator
City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 362

San Francisco, CA 94102
415.554.7554 (direct)
415.554.4148 (main)



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Please Help Stop ADU Abuse
Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 1:06:03 PM
Attachments: enfeeafmnphbfnif.ong
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Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: ROGER DAWSON - CPOST <roger@cpost.com>

Sent: Friday, August 16, 2019 1:31 PM

To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Brown,
Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Fewer, Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS)
<matt.haney@sfgov.org>; Mar, Gordon (BOS) <gordon.mar@sfgov.org>; Ronen, Hillary
<hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>; Walton, Shamann (BOS) <shamann.walton@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS)
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Mandelman, Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>

Cc: Hepner, Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@sfgov.org>; Sider, Dan (CPC) <dan.sider@sfgov.org>; Conner, Kate (CPC)
<kate.conner@sfgov.org>; Kwiatkowska, Natalia (CPC) <natalia.kwiatkowska@sfgov.org>; Boudreaux, Marcelle
(CPC) <marcelle.boudreaux@sfgov.org>; Sayed, Khaled M. (KGO-TV) <Khaled.M.Sayed@abc.com>; Smeallie, Kyle
(BOS) <kyle.smeallie@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Teague, Corey (CPC)
<corey.teague@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Temprano,
Tom (BOS) <tom.temprano@sfgov.org>; Jennifer Fieber <jennifer@sftu.org>; Renee Curran
<sfmeancat@yahoo.com>; Dan.Noyes@abc.com; KPIXNEWSASSIGN.EDITORS@CBS.COM;
KTVU2Investigates@foxtv.com; stories@nbcbayarea.com; breakingnews@kron4.com;
metrodesk@sfchronicle.com; acooper@sfchronicle.com; Breed, Mayor London (MYR)

<mayorlondonbreed @sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Horn, leffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>;
Woodrow, Melanie <Melanie.Woodrow@abc.com>; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>;
office@greensteinmcdonald.com

Subject: Please Help Stop ADU Abuse

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

Dear Board of Supervisors (especially Aaron Peskin & Rafael Mandelman),

Just an hour ago I thought I'd step out for a walk and found the abusive ADU developer Joe
Peters lurking near my unit.
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Joe Peters,®
ADU Explo

























Joe Peters ~

He is doing everything he can to intimidate & evict me for objecting to his ADU plans that will
take away our parking and subject us to 2 years of construction disruption & unbearable noise.
When I confronted him today about his bullying and trying to evict me he just stood there with
a sickly smirk on his face enjoying the torment he is causing me. He refused to speak a single
word, not explaining anything.

Our City must take action to enhance tenant's rights when it comes to proposed ADU projects.
The ADU has brought the worst most predatory developers into our town and myself along
with 30 residents of 801 Corbett are ongoing victims of the abuse this poorly thought out
legislation has instigated. Developers would not so blatantly abuse tenants here in San
Francisco if they knew that the City would evaluate the impact to existing tenants of any

submitted ADU project (especially those of us who are low income seniors in rent controlled
buildings).

| am doing all | can (for nearly a year now) to get the City to solve this problem. I've spoken
before the Planning Commission...
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...alerted and discussed the issue with many of you in City Government and solicited the help of



tenants rights organizations and the local news media to run stories about the abuse. Why is
there no solution yet?

Thousands of us are suffering abuse at the hands of greedy out of town developers who have
descended on SF to exploit the ADU. In my case, since my building at 801 Corbett...

Nomer s

...was recently sold to wealthy Newport Beach registered Republican Mark E. Hyatt (aka MEH
Pioneer LLC) at the urging of his developer Joe Peters, the worst human being I've ever met:

Joe Peters

I have been the victim of an ongoing campaign of abuse that has left me (a senior citizen with
disabilities) terrified and a nervous wreck. As regards my situation, I need help stopping the
ongoing harassment I am suffering:

1. Harassment and intimidation late at night at my door by Joe Peters.
2. Destruction of my property.

3. Deliberate removal of the garage security system resulting in an immediate rash of 4+ auto
burglaries.

4. Repeatedly threatening me with eviction for opposing their ADU.

5. Refusal to respond to requests, completely ignoring requests I make as a tenant, emails &
phone calls ignored, not returned. Joe Peters literally closed the door in my face as I tried to
ask questions about his ADU plans. The owner Mark Hyatt (aka: MEH Pioneer, LLC) is
deliberately shutting me out, his people don't respond - a campaign of isolation to try and drive
me out.



6. Deliberate failure to maintain our building, a large hole from water damage in the garage
ceiling affecting the fire sprinkler system hasn't been fixed in over 9 months.

This is very alarming to us all since Mark E. Hyatt's other building in Redwood City turned into a
tragic inferno *.

Your help is desperately needed to stop these attacks on me and the 30 tenants here by Joe
Peters and Mark E. Hyatt (aka MEH Pioneer LLC).

The only thing that will end this kind of abuse for thousands of renters in SF is immediate
action to enable the Planning Commission to reject ADU's that harm existing rent controlled
tenants. If there is evidence of abusive/deceptive behavior, destruction of parking for seniors
that depend on it, negative impacts from construction disruption and noise, then please give the
Commission the immediate powers to say '""NO, we won't tolerate this in San Francisco".

Landlords here in San Francisco have a virtual monopoly on the rental market and they relish
it. Tenants are trapped, especially rent controlled tenants, and they are scared to confront
abuses. Look at my case as I've spoken up and the vitriol I'm suffering. Landlords abuse their
power by colluding on rent increases, sharing ever restrictive lease agreement boiler plate
facilitating evictions, disregarding maintenance and ignoring their tenants. This monopoly has
been worsened by the ADU as it's invited even more abusive tactics by landlords feverishly
racing to add units to buildings so they can flip them for big profits. Tragically, the ADU has
not contributed to any significant increase in housing and has actually diverted resources away
from developing larger scale, more efficient developments that include affordable housing.

The ADU has turned life here into something akin to a concentration camp. When I first
inquired about my new owner's plans for the garage, I was told by developer Joe Peters: "We're
not going to tell you, it doesn't concern you, stop asking questions, go back to your unit".
""Doesn't concern you", a flat out lie and he knew it... like hell it doesn't when they want to
destroy the garage parking for senior citizens who need it and have no concern for the
unbearable noise that demolition and construction would subject us to for two years at least.

If Mark E. Hyatt (aka MEH Pioneer LLC) and Joe Peters are allowed to proceed with an ADU
at 801 Corbett, I'll surely suffer a heart attack from the unbearable noise the reverberating
garage sends up through the very thin floors here. There is no escape for me since I'm old,
retired, handicapped and spend 90% of time at home. The added stress of my difficulty



walking and losing my car parking mobility will further stress and likely put me in the hospital.

When these despicable individuals submit an application for an ADU here at 801 Corbett and
I'm standing before the Commissioners presenting the negative repercussions, I pray that that
they'll have the authority to consider the lives of low income senior rent controlled tenants and
deny such flagrant abuse of the residents of San Francisco.

Immediate Board of Supervisors action is needed to enable the Planning Commission to deny
approvals for ADU projects that will negatively impact the lives of existing tenants. I know
that you, Supervisors Peskin and Mandelman have done work on this, but immediate action is
needed now by all to protect those of us who are about to suffer damages.

Sincerely,

e

Roger Dawson
Cell: (650) 218-5431

801 Corbett, # 15
San Francisco, CA 94131

* Mr. Hyatt's troubled history as a Bay Area landlord speaks for itself and should set off alarm bells for
those tasked with regulating his activities. This from the San Mateo County Times in 2013:

The six-alarm fire in the 72-unit Hallmark House Apartments at 531 Woodside Road displaced 97
residents and killed one tenant — 48-year-old Darin Michael Demello-Pine. About 20 people,
including three firefighters, were injured as a result of the fire, first reported around 2 a.m. on July
7. A lawsuit, filed in San Mateo County Superior Court on behalf of Jorge and Juanita Chavez,
states that Hallmark House residents “suffered displacement, fear, emotional trauma, and the loss of
most of their life’s possessions” because of the fire. The building’s owner, KDF Hallmark LP, is to
blame for the way the fire spread, according to the lawsuit, because it failed to “properly inspect,
maintain and safeguard the property from a foreseeable unit fire.” KDF founder Mark Hyatt said in
a phone interview that he can’t comment on the pending legal action.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Request for correction Planning Commission July 25 2019 draft minutes
Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 1:00:15 PM

Attachments: August 22 2019 public comment meeting minutes July 25 2019 final .docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: dratler@sonic.net <dratler@sonic.net>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 11:12 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>
Subject: Request for correction Planning Commission July 25 2019 draft minutes

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

Please see attached request for correction to item 20, July 25 2019 Planning Commission draft
minutes.
Jerry Dratler
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To:	Planning Commission President Melgar, Vice President Koppel, Commissioners Fung, Hillis, Johnson, Moore, and Richards 

From: Jerry Dratler

Subject:  Request for correction to item 20 of the draft July 25, 2019 Planning Commission meeting minutes. 

Date: August 21, 2019

cc: Mr. Winslow, Mr. Ionin

The July 25,2019 Planning Commission draft minutes for agenda item 20, 27 17th Avenue  are incorrect.  The Planning Commission did not approve building permit 2018.0625.2842. The meeting minutes should be revised to exclude the approval of building permit 2018.0625.2842.

A review of the captioned transcript below clearly shows it was not the intent of the Planning Commission to approve building permit application 2018.0625.2842 and approving the new construction building permit without an accurate boundary line survey would be a clear violation of Section 107.2.5 of the California Building Code. 



The information below demonstrates building permit 2018.625.2842 was not approved at the July 25,2019 Planning Commission meeting:

1. [bookmark: _Hlk17207167]Approving a building permit for the proposed new construction at 27 17th Avenue (permit 2018.0625.2842) without a valid boundary line survey would be a direct violation of Section 107.2.5 of the California Building Code which requires an accurate boundary line survey. I do not believe the Planning Commission intended to approve this permit. 



a. The project sponsor’s surveyor submitted the correct document, a draft Survey of Record (attached), to the Department of Public Works on December 27, 2018. As of July 24, 2019, the application for the Survey of Record was unapproved at DPW waiting for the mylars. 



b. The “Architectural Site Survey” (attached) the project sponsor submitted with the plans for 27 17th Avenue in December of 2018 is a map and not a survey. 

i. The map’s boundary note states that the document’s boundary line representations cannot be relied on. The note also states a Record of Survey would be required under California Law to establish the property’s boundary lines. 



2. Items 19 and 20 were heard at the July 25, 2019 Planning Commission as a single project. A motion was made, seconded and approved to “revert the project back to its previous condition.” The approved motion can be interpreted many ways. 





3. The Planning Department’s interpretation of the July 25, 2019 motion is reflected in DRAs 0657 and 0658 which are referenced in the July 25, 2019 Planning Commission draft minutes to be approved at the August 22, 2019 meeting. 



i. DRA 0657 (25 17th Avenue) states that the Commission finds exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and takes DR and approves building permit application 2017.0707.1206 for 25 17th Avenue with the condition enumerated, “revert the existing building to its previous existing condition by restoring the 3-story bay.” 



ii. DRA 0658 (27 17th Avenue) states that the Commission finds exceptional and extraordinary circumstances and takes DR and approves building permit application for 2018.0625.2842 with the conditions enumerated, “revert the existing building on adjacent lot to its pervious existing condition by restoring the 3-story bay.” The restored bay would extend over the lot line and encroach onto the subject lot. Therefore, a new proposal with plans for the new construction at 27 17th Avenue will need to respond to this condition.



4. A review of the captioned transcript below clearly shows it was not the intent of the Planning Commission to approve building permit application 2018.0625.2842 . Prior to approving the motion, Commissioners questioned whether a new plan was required, Mr. Winslow told the Commissioners they could not approve the project on the other lot prior to voting to approve the motion. 



5. Below is a summary of the captioned transcript. 

a. Mr. Ionin read Commissioner Richard’s motion 

b. Commissioner Richards confirmed the motion by saying, “exactly”.

c. President Melgar asked a qualifying question, “I’m sorry, you said entertain a new plan submitted for the other lot?”

d. Commissioner Richards responds to the question. “yeah, fine if they bring up project four on the other lot, that is great, let's reconstruct the building, make sure that the new project adheres to the existing site conditions that they need to get a demolition permit, or adjust the lot line, whatever they need to do”

e. President Melgar responded, “I’m sorry, so can we not approve the building on the other lot today? That already has been submitted. It has to be new-“

f. Commissioner Richards, “I would like to see a new project because it doesn’t take into consideration the three-story bay”. 

g. Mr. Winslow, “I don’t believe you can approve the project on the other lot today. Building the three-story bay would encroach over that lot and physically change the plan of that building on 27 17th Avenue”.

h. Mr. Ionin read the approved motion.

























ATTACHMENTS



A portion of the captioned transcript of items 19 and 20 from the July 25, 2019 Planning Commission meeting that clarifies the motion that was made, seconded and approved. 



Mr. Ionis >> commissioner his, there is a motion that has been seconded. If I understand the motion correctly, it is take D.R. And require that the property we reverted back to its previous condition. 



Commissioner Richards>> exactly.

President Melgar >> I'm sorry, you said entertain a new plan submitted for the other lot?

Commissioner Richards >> yeah, fine if they bring up project four on the other lot, that is great, let's reconstruct the building, make sure that the new project adheres to the existing site conditions that they need to get a demolition permit, or adjust the lot line, whatever they need to do



President Melgar>> I'm sorry, so can we not approve the building on the other lot today? That already has been submitted. It has to be a new – 



Commissioner Richards>> I would like to see a new project because it doesn't take into consideration the three-story bay.



Mr. Winslow  >> I don't believe you can approve the project on the other lot today. Building the three-story bay would encroach over that lot and physically change the plan of that building on 27 17th avenue. 



Mr. Ionis>> on that motion to take D.R. And revert the property back to its previous condition. On that motion...[Roll Call] So moved. That motion passes 5-0 -- 5-1.
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ACTION

‘The Commission finds exceptional and extraordinary circumstances with respect to the project and hereby
takes Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2017-000987DRP-02 and approves Building Permit
Application 2017.0707.1206 with the conditions enumerated below:

1. Revert the existing building to its previous existing condition by restoring the 3-story bay.
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ACTION

‘The Commission finds exceptional and extraordinary circumstances with respect to the project and hereby
takes Discretionary Review requested in Record No. 2017-000987DRP-04 and approves Building Permit
Application 2018.0625.2842 with the conditions enumerated below:

1. Revert the existing building on the adjacent lot to its previous existing condition by restoring the
3-story bay. The bay would extend over the lot line and encroach onto the subject lot, therefore a
new proposal will need to respond to this condition.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Foster, Nicholas (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: YBCBD Letter regarding the 95 Hawthorne Project

Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:50:06 PM

Attachments: Planning Commission - YBCBD Ltr re 95 Hawthorne.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Cathy Maupin <cmaupin@ybcbd.org>

Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 1:41 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Haney, Matt (BOS) <matt.haney@sfgov.org>
Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Constance Cavallas <ccavallas@ybcbd.org>
Subject: YBCBD Letter regarding the 95 Hawthorne Project

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

Dear Ms. Melgar,

Attached you’ll find a letter from the Yerba Buena Community Benefit District on the 95 Hawthorne
project. The letter outlines our requests of the developer to ensure the project is an overall benefit
for the neighborhood. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Cathy

Cathy Maupin

Executive Director

Yerba Buena Community Benefit District
5 Third Street, Suite 914

San Francisco, CA 94103

P: 415-644-0728 x 2

F: 415-644-0751

E: cmaupin@ybcbd.org
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YERBA BUENA
COMMUNITY
BENEFIT
DISTRICT

August 23, 2015

Commission President Myrna Melgar
San Francisco Planning Department
1650 Mission St, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

RE: Letter Regarding the 95 Hawthorne Development Project
Dear Commissioner Melgar,

As the Yerba Buena neighborhood continues to evolve, the YBCBD is one of many organizations that works to
improve the vitality of the neighborhood. We recognize that the neighborhood is a hub for many uses —
residential, business, visitor and convention, retail, non-profit, arts —and we encourage projects in the
neighborhood to make deliberate decisions that will enhance those experiences.

The 95 Hawthorne development project, located at the intersection of two significant neighborhood through-
streets, has great opportunity to implement public realm enhancements in line with the second edition of the
Yerba Buena Street Life Plan. The Yerba Buena Community Benefit District encourages Trammell Crow
Residential, the project’s developer, to incorporate improvements to the public realm to add to the vibrancy and
livability of the neighborhood for all. The YBCBD requests:

= Improve sidewalk usability and comfort — The sidewalks on Hawthorne Street and Folsom Streets along
the edges of this project are narrow and do not meet the recommended width outlined in the San
Francisco Better Streets Plan. We encourage the project to improve these conditions to accommodate
the anticipated increase in usage, and to promote healthy transportation alternatives by enhancing the
comfort and safety of sidewalks.

= Effective curbside management — Hawthorne is a narrow, one-way street that absorbs the effects of car
congestion during peak travel times, especially during street closures. The growth of transportation
network companies and the increase in online shopping has added stress on our streets due to
increased demands on the curb for passenger pick-ups and drop-offs and deliveries. We encourage the
project sponsor to develop a plan to ensure pedestrian safety and smooth circulation on both
Hawthorne and Folsom streets given these demands.

= Add Amenities such as Greening, Lighting and Street Furnishings, coordinated for pedestrian safety — We
urge the project sponsor to fund improvements along both Hawthorne and Folsom streets including
greening, lighting, landscaping, and street furnishings. Ta be most effective, the amenities should be
thoughtfully coordinated to ensure pedestrian safety. Such amenities will serve current and future
residents, employees, guests, and the general public.

= Public Art “We encourage the project sponsor to infuse highly visible public art into the project that
recognizes and celebrates the neighborhood’s culture, heritage, and history. The Yerba Buena
neighborhood is home to many of the city’s finest museums and galleries and art is infused in the
character of neighborhood streets and alleyways. Public art is especially important in its ability to break
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down barriers of access to arts and culture. We recommend the project incorporate public art to the
building facades and/or adjacent streets to ensure unfettered access.

= Activation and Transparency — We recommend that the project bring life to Hawthorne and Folsom
streets by including active retail frontages and safe and inviting pedestrian access. Such improvements
should make the sidewalks safer, more inviting, vibrant, accessible and ecologically sustainable.
Frontages should have an element of transparency to connect the building with adjacent street activity.
Storefronts should be accessible from the street and serve both daytime and evening uses.

= Usable Open Space- We advocate for the project sponsor to include at least the minimum of required
usahle open space per residential unit outlined in the SF Planning Code. SoMa has less green space and
fewer recreational facilities than other parts of City neighborhoods. The YBCBD views publicly open
space and private/common usable open space to be complementary. Including open usable space in
new residential developments will help keep a balanced use of the existing open public space in the
neighborhood.

= Dog Facilities- Dogs are becoming common neighbors in Yerba Buena as more residences, hotels, and
work places begin to welcome pets. The YBCBD is currently working with community partners to build
dog relief areas in the neighborhood. If dogs are allowed in the 95 Hawthorne residences, the YBCBD
recommends the project sponsor share responsibility in keeping the neighborhood clean by including
amenities to accommodate pet relief within the development.

= Bicycle Parking- Use of transit, walking, and biking are correlated with a safer street environment. The
SFMTA counted a 1.2% increase the number of bicycles from 2017 to 2018. In addition to Yerba Buena
neighborhood design public bike racks outside of the building, we recommend the project sponsor
include secure bike parking in the development’s garage space to accommodate and encourage this
alternative mode of transportation.

The YBCBD's requests will improve the 95 Hawthorne project and provide community benefits to the people
who live, work and visit Yerba Buena. All development projects in the neighborhood provide an opportunity to
improve the public realm and we look forward to working in partnership with you and the project sponsor to
incorporate these recommendations.

Sincerely,

Lynn Farzaroli, Bo&rd Chair Director

YBCBD Board of Directors YBCBD

CC: Supervisor Matt Haney, Trammell Crow Residential
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Sanchez, Diego (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Upper yards site / lacking prior Renewal of BPSACAC

Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:06:26 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 7:53 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: Fw: Upper yards site / lacking prior Renewal of BPSACAC

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

Please forward to the SF Planning Commissioners in regards to concerns on the impacts and
causes of the RV phenomenon. I am supportive of the general concept, but feel there is much
that has not been discussed or vetted between agencies on the impacts, the supportive issues,
and the transit impacts that are not being solved, especially larger replanning of the Balboa
Bart station and connectivity between lines as a major hub.

Sites adjacent are filling in, and therefore we will soon lose time and ability to solve for an
intermodal connective east to west side solution between D11 /D10 / D7 districts.

It is important that the SF Commissioners, and planners realize the closing window due to the
Upper Yards, Geneva Car Barn, projects in D11 that directly impact the station, and projects
in D7 Balboa Reservoir, CCSF, and LWHS that already impact the surrounding streets.

Sincerely

A.Goodman D11 (prior chair BPSACAC)

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>

To: diego.sanchez@sfgov.og <diego.sanchez@sfgov.og>
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 07:17:34 PM PDT
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Subject: Fw: Upper yards site / lacking prior Renewal of BPSACAC

Diego Sanchez

Please include my comments below regarding the concerns on the Triage Lot 2019-
014759PCA at Balboa BART station.

As a side note, I drove today by the SFSU campus UPN site and noted over 20 campers along
Lakeshore Blvd and near SFSU-CSU's University Park North UPN parcel adjacent to the prior
enterprise rent a car. There are numerous RV's parked in D7/D10/D11 and having them all
parked in one area can lead to other concerns such as waste, break-downs, and
visual/noise/pollution impacts. Much of the Housing impacts co-creates this RV phenomenon.
SFSU-CSU in D7 has some blame in this impact. The other areas are more a scattering of
vehicles.

We noted this prior during the SFSU-CSU Master-planning Process and the institutional
growth impacts that drive up costs of housing adjacent to campus's and hospitals, and schools.
This creates more homeless, and those forced to live out of RV's due to costs. Some are
teachers, and public servants. Some prefer this method of living, and some use it to escape
other restrictions.

The best solution is to build the essential social housing required, and make up for lost years
of building rental housing affordable to the existing communities. Building co-ops, and
communal living, vs. just for-profit housing.

The SFSU-CSU campus has a direct effect not-mitigated by their impacts on the prior largest
rental community in SF.

The future upper yards site, as a 100% affordable project, should not be impacted negatively
by any temporary uses.

The safety of the pedestrians in the area, school children crossing the streets, and users of the
Geneva Car-Barn and community facilities should take precedence in any decision, and to
ensure that seniors, disabled, and children's safety crossing the areas is not compromised.
Security, services, SFDPH, and SFDPW must be a part of any temporary use of this site.

The lack of a CAC to engender the discussion, means that there is a lack of communication on
how these projects are being implemented and should require further outreach and possible
solutions that may come from a more open process inclusive to more than one meeting and
one view of what should be done with these sites, and how best to place RV's or collect them
in one location if that is a proper system/process to work with the RV owners on relocation, or
a safer and more environmentally suitable solution.

Thank you for listening and thinking on the problem and solutions.

A.Goodman D11

----- Forwarded Message -----
From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>


mailto:amgodman@yahoo.com

To: "tthadani@sfchronicle.com" <tthadani@sfchronicle.com>

Cc: Robert Muehlbauer <rmuehlbauer@live.com>; Dan Weaver <djpweaver@gmail.com>;
Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org <Ahsha.Safai@sfgov.org>; SafaiStaff@sfgov.org <SafaiStaff@sfgov.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 16, 2019 09:40:46 AM PDT

Subject: Upper yards site / lacking prior Renewal of BPSACAC

T Thadani @ SF Chronicle
your air view shows only part of the issues and concerns.

A major concern that was being addressed prior is safety at the intersection due to the congestion and
concerns on the deboarding trains and crossings to the balboa park station. The prior Balboa Park Station
Area plan and CAC would have had this agendized and at a public hearing had the opportunity to discuss
the concerns and important safety issues of placing more people or larger vehicles at this site. There
were concerns voiced prior on buses parking gear along San Jose when the SFMTA re routed bus stops
adjacent and part of the changes initially proposed deal with site visibility and the safety of the crossings.

The upper yards future site and Geneva car barn are just as important as homeless housing and the
concerns communities have on safety security cleanliness and the general improvements to he CAC was
seeking from agencies prior. We are hopeful that the supervisor realizes that the prior CAC was the
correct hearing public input body for these projects and that the lacking renewal of the CAC now leaves a
single meeting vs a public process that should have allowed agencies and the public to meet and discuss
the proposal and solutions or improvements the community would want as a part of this.

There are good RV owners and bad RV owners and concerns on funding and enforcement of rules
already visible in existing city processes. Therefore the need for public discussion on it and public input.

The short notice and lacking information is troubling when we see how currently not all proposals by the
city are properly vetted prior to implementation. Many safety and other concerns raised for this
intersection have not been funded or implemented for traffic and safety concerns.

Process and steps MUST include public input and at times this takes more than one meeting and
provision for agencies to be requested to attend and speak on concerns.

Hopefully this will occur or the prior CAC will be re energized to discuss these and other concerns of
traffic and safety before the area becomes a vehicle turn around or large vehicle parking impact that
imperils citizens even further when crossing San Jose and Geneva.... not to mention the transit impacts
on bus and trains in this already congested and dangerous intersection.

| personally am for addressing homeless concerns in an expedient and well thought through process that
includes mental health and financial services, along with SFDPW and HOTSs services alongside. My
concern is that the CAC that prior worked on the traffic and development and safety issues was not fully
supported by city agencies and now was allowed to expire vs re-energizing the CAC for the best public
forum on district proposals and concerns around the balboa park station as the second largest transit
hub in the city. | do hope that the supervisor and agencies working on this issue heed the prior concerns
raised in traffic and safety due to development and existing traffic and pedestrian concerns in the area.

Sincerely
Aaron Goodman

(Prior Chair BPSACAC)

Sent from my iPhone
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); White, Elizabeth (CPC)

Subject: FW: HUB Plan - there are solutions - feedback to thursday"s agenda item - A.Goodman

Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:06:13 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 8:00 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: HUB Plan - there are solutions - feedback to thursday's agenda item - A.Goodman

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

I am unable to attend, but noted Tim Redmond's article on the Thursday planning commission
meeting where the HUB is being discussed.

The lacking vision on this area is astounding. I see LYFT/UBER vehicles circling and
blocking 9/9R buses on 11th constantly along with 49/47 and 14/14R buses. They circle the
area like sharks.

The solution on the BRT to link south of van-mess down to Cesar Chavez and loop over to
SFGH linking 3 hospitals CPMC, St.Luke's and SFGH would provide a much needed system
that can connect to the mission bay hospital as well meaning 4 hospitals, inclusive of staff
being able to get from one to another in a simple loop system.

Its not rocket science, its a basic connect the dots approach to transit hub, loop and linkages
that I have emailed SFMTA staff and city agencies on prior.

Why we cannot get solutions for the HUB prior to the SOTA site moving downtown, or any
other facility opening (see the music center being built) or another tower in progress including
the city agencies on Van Ness and Mission.

This cannot be a non-impact. The transit and increase at such a major two intersections Van
Ness and Market and Van Ness and Mission even down to the interchange and freeway on-
ramps requires a more birds-eye-view and solutions that will solve for the future transit needs.
The Van Ness corridor could have been an LRV extension down from the T/F line extensions,
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and routing more people down Van Ness to Cesar Chavez and Mission Bay...

Please do not ignore the growth impacts any longer, the rest of the city cannot get to where it
needs to go, when the mess that is Van Ness continues without seriously un-clotting the
system of cars, and providing adequate capacity, and speed to get people around town in 20
min. or less, without an uber or lyft.

Sincerely

Aaron Goodman D11



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support 258 Noe Street Retail Cannabis Case # 2018-002060CUA

Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:05:35 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: alix lutnick <alix.lutnick@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 7:43 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
<jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Board of
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>

Cc: 258NoeStore@gmai.com

Subject: Support 258 Noe Street Retail Cannabis Case # 2018-002060CUA

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

Dear SF Planning Department and District Supervisor Mandelman,

I am writing to ask for your yes vote on the Conditional Use request for a cannabis retail store
at 258 Noe Street scheduled for hearing on September 19, 2019. Cannabis retail at 258 Noe
will be a positive impact on the surrounding businesses, bringing new and much needed
shoppers, add heightened security, offer good paying jobs and give a boost to the commercial
diversity of the Upper Market and Castro areas.

A little about me. My name is alix lutnick. I have been a resident of SF for over 20 years. |
first met Terrance in 2002 when I was working for the St. James Infirmary (SJI), the nation's
first and only peer run clinic for sex workers. At that time Terrance was a board member and I
was directing a study for SJI and UCSF. Since then I have had the honor of being Terrance's
friend and watching as he tries to make San Francisco a better place for all its citizens. From
supporting SJI, to being a part of the eclectic arts scene, owning and operating small
businesses, and most recently with his work and advocacy around cannabis, Terrance is that
person that San Francisco is lucky to have.

I strongly support 258 Noe Street receiving a conditional use permit. It will be a wonderful
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addition to the neighborhood. It will offer a much needed service for patients and adult users,
it will improve upon a property that in its current state needs some love, and will be an
important community gathering spot on this special block.

Thank you for considering my request. If you have any questions please do not hesitate to
contact me.

All the best,
alix lutnick

August 27,2019



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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan
Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FUNDING FOR MENTAL HEALTH
RESOURCES FOR SAN FRANCISCO STUDENTS

Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:04:40 PM

Attachments: 8.27.19 Student Mental Health.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 8:10 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FUNDING FOR MENTAL
HEALTH RESOURCES FOR SAN FRANCISCO STUDENTS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 27, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FUNDING FOR
MENTAL HEALTH RESOURCES FOR SAN FRANCISCO

STUDENTS

The City budget includes 33.5 million to help youth gain skills to cope with complex issues
such as stress, trauma, suicide, bullying, depression, self-esteem, drug and alcohol use, sexual
health and relationships

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, in partnership with the San Francisco
Unified School District (SFUSD), today announced an expansion of programs to promote
mental health for San Francisco’s youth. With funding from the City budget, SFUSD will
create and expand free school-based health and wellness program at nine high-potential
schools. Starting this fall, students at select K8 and middle schools, and at all high schools,
will be able to access wellness services in a safe and supportive environment at their school.
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, August 27, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES FUNDING FOR

MENTAL HEALTH RESOURCES FOR SAN FRANCISCO
STUDENTS

The City budget includes $3.5 million to help youth gain skills to cope with complex issues such
as stress, trauma, suicide, bullying, depression, self-esteem, drug and alcohol use, sexual health
and relationships

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, in partnership with the San Francisco Unified
School District (SFUSD), today announced an expansion of programs to promote mental health
for San Francisco’s youth. With funding from the City budget, SFUSD will create and expand
free school-based health and wellness program at nine high-potential schools. Starting this fall,
students at select K8 and middle schools, and at all high schools, will be able to access wellness
services in a safe and supportive environment at their school.

“Middle school and high school can be a difficult time for a lot of students, and this funding will
support programs that help students navigate and deal with the challenges they face in a healthy
and safe way,” said Mayor Breed. “With students now back to school, they should know that
their City and the adults in their lives support them and want them to be healthy and happy.”

SFUSD’s existing Wellness Initiative currently serves students in all 19 high schools, bringing
necessary health and wellness services to over 15,000 students. On-site experts in adolescent
health help teens gain the skills they need to cope with complex issues such as stress, trauma,
suicide, bullying, depression, self-esteem, drug and alcohol use, sexual health and relationships.
Students also learn positive, lifelong habits that contribute to their well-being and success, and
ultimately, to the health of the communities in which they live. Through on-campus
programming and community-based partnerships, students receive coordinated health education,
assessment, counseling and other support services at no cost.

“Students who access wellness services tell us that they feel better about themselves, get along
better with family and friends, are better able to cope when things go wrong, and come to school
more often,” said Superintendent Dr. Vincent Matthews. “We are grateful to the City for
providing additional funding so we can continue to provide students with the tools they need to
be successful in school and in life.”

The City budget includes $3.5 million over two years to provide trained staff to expand the
Wellness Initiative and provide additional clinical mental health services at high-potential
schools. High-potential schools serve historically marginalized communities and experience the
highest achievement gap compared to their peers within the District.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

Currently, every SFUSD middle school has limited mental health and wellness services, which
include one nurse and one social worker. With $2 million in new funding, the school district will
expand these mental health services by hiring one wellness coach for each of the nine high-
potential schools. The wellness coach will provide a combination of counseling, case
management, and restorative practice to resolve conflict and reduce harm. Select high schools
will also get a designated wellness coach, who will support and bolster the existing Wellness
Initiative at the school.

In addition to the mental health supportive services, $1.5 million will be used to expand clinical
mental health support at 21 middle schools and provide one-on-one clinical therapy services for
their students. All middle and high schools offer some level of clinical services, however there is
currently a waiting list for students to access services. This funding will allow the district to
collaborate with community-based organizations in order to serve all students who are referred
or request mental health services.

The Wellness Initiative is the only school-based program for adolescent health and wellness of
its kind. The Initiative is made possible through a unique partnership between SFUSD, the
Department of Children, Youth and Their Families, and the Department of Public Health. Within
SFUSD, the Office of School Health Programs supports and staffs the Initiative.

HiH

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






“Middle school and high school can be a difficult time for a lot of students, and this funding
will support programs that help students navigate and deal with the challenges they face in a
healthy and safe way,” said Mayor Breed. “With students now back to school, they should
know that their City and the adults in their lives support them and want them to be healthy and

happy.”

SFUSD’s existing Wellness Initiative currently serves students in all 19 high schools, bringing
necessary health and wellness services to over 15,000 students. On-site experts in adolescent
health help teens gain the skills they need to cope with complex issues such as stress, trauma,
suicide, bullying, depression, self-esteem, drug and alcohol use, sexual health and
relationships. Students also learn positive, lifelong habits that contribute to their well-being
and success, and ultimately, to the health of the communities in which they live. Through on-
campus programming and community-based partnerships, students receive coordinated health
education, assessment, counseling and other support services at no cost.

“Students who access wellness services tell us that they feel better about themselves, get along
better with family and friends, are better able to cope when things go wrong, and come to
school more often,” said Superintendent Dr. Vincent Matthews. “We are grateful to the City
for providing additional funding so we can continue to provide students with the tools they
need to be successful in school and in life.”

The City budget includes $3.5 million over two years to provide trained staff to expand the
Wellness Initiative and provide additional clinical mental health services at high-potential
schools. High-potential schools serve historically marginalized communities and experience
the highest achievement gap compared to their peers within the District.

Currently, every SFUSD middle school has limited mental health and wellness services, which
include one nurse and one social worker. With $2 million in new funding, the school district
will expand these mental health services by hiring one wellness coach for each of the nine
high-potential schools. The wellness coach will provide a combination of counseling, case
management, and restorative practice to resolve conflict and reduce harm. Select high schools
will also get a designated wellness coach, who will support and bolster the existing Wellness
Initiative at the school.

In addition to the mental health supportive services, $1.5 million will be used to expand
clinical mental health support at 21 middle schools and provide one-on-one clinical therapy
services for their students. All middle and high schools offer some level of clinical services,
however there is currently a waiting list for students to access services. This funding will
allow the district to collaborate with community-based organizations in order to serve all
students who are referred or request mental health services.

The Wellness Initiative is the only school-based program for adolescent health and wellness of
its kind. The Initiative is made possible through a unique partnership between SFUSD, the
Department of Children, Youth and Their Families, and the Department of Public Health.



Within SFUSD, the Office of School Health Programs supports and staffs the Initiative.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: CHA comments on 3333 California Street Project (Case No. 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA)
Date: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 12:03:46 PM

Attachments: CHA Comments on 3333 California Street Project.pdf

Jonas P. Ionin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Lori Brooke <lorimbrooke@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, August 27, 2019 10:15 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank
(CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>;
Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Ionin,
Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Sherry Archer <sherry.archer88@gmail.com>; Veronica Taisch <vtaisch@gmail.com>; Cynthia Gissler
<cgissler@testlabs.com>; Geoff Wood <ggwood2@gmail.com>; David Bancroft <sfdavidbancroft@gmail.com>;
Lori Brooke <lorimbrooke@gmail.com>; Don A. Emmons <daemmons@mindspring.com>; Anne Boswell
Bertrand <bossbien@aol.com>; Karen Fraser Laughlin <fraserlaug@aol.com>; Claire Mills
<clarable@yahoo.com>; Foster, Nicholas (CPC) <nicholas.foster@sfgov.org>; DBragg@pradogroup.com;
LaurelHeights2016@gmail.com

Subject: CHA comments on 3333 California Street Project (Case No. 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA)

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

Dear San Francisco Planning Commissioners,
Please see the attached letter with Cow Hollow Association’s comments on the 3333 California Street project.
Best,

Lori Brooke
President, Cow Hollow Association
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COW HOL IQ\\ ASSOCIATION 2

August 26, 2019

President Myrna Melgar and Commissioners
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103-2479
Commissions.Secretary@sfgov.org

RE: 3333 California Street
Case No. 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA

President Melgar and Honorable Commissioners,

The Cow Hollow Association (CHA) is dedicated to the preservation of the
residential character of the Cow Hollow neighborhood. Likewise, we present our
position on proposed projects outside our immediate area when there is concern
for the proposal, such as the 3333 California Street development scheduled to
come before the Planning Commission on September 5, 2019.

The CHA supports the Community Alternative Plan (Laurel Heights
Improvement Association of SE, Inc.) that proposes the same number of housing
units as the developer’s plan, 744 units including 185 units of affordable senior
housing, but preserves the historic Open Space (aka Green Space) instead of
building over it and retains the existing Main Building. Keeping open green
space is particularly important in urban development.

We understand this Community Alternative Plan will involve less excavation
and demolition, allowing the development to be completed in a shorter period of
time and perhaps at less cost. The proposed 15-year construction timeframe is
untenable for neighbors, both residential and commercial. Finally, in an era
when online retail is seriously challenging brick and mortar retail, the Alternative
Plan ties in an established Laurel Village Shopping Center located across the
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COW HOLLOW ASSOCIATION

street as the retail component, rather than adding unnecessary retail (including
Flexible Retail which is not permitted in District 2) that will most certainly create
economic and parking duress for the neighborhood.

The CHA urges the Planning Commission to continue this item for thirty (30)
days to allow time to review the Final EIR and other forthcoming information.

Regards,

Lori Brooke
President, Cow Hollow Association

cc: CHA Board






From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Subject: FW: HAND - 3333 California Letter

Date: Monday, August 26, 2019 4:34:27 PM

Attachments: 3333 California Street HAND Letter of Support.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: HAND <hand4sf@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 10:09 AM

To: Brown, Vallie (BOS) <vallie.brown@sfgov.org>; Stefani, Catherine (BOS)
<catherine.stefani@sfgov.org>

Cc: BrownStaff <brownstaff@sfgov.org>; Herzstein, Daniel (BOS) <daniel.herzstein@sfgov.org>; CPC-
Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: HAND - 3333 California Letter

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

On behalf of the Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density (HAND), we'd like to submit our letter of
support for 3333 California Street.

Please let us know if there are any questions.

HAND

Haight Ashbury Neighbors for Density

To opt out of future emails, respond to this email with "unsubscribe"
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FOR DENSITY

August 26th, 2019

Supervisor Vallie Brown

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

CC Supervisor Catherine Stefani
CC San Francisco Planning Commission

RE - Housing Development at 3333 California

On behalf of the members of the Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density (HAND), we want to
express our support for the proposed housing development at 3333 California Street. HAND is
the volunteer run, District 5 pro-housing group that supports more housing and transit in our
district.

This remarkable housing proposal will bring 744 much needed homes, including 186 below
market rate homes, right to the District 5 border. Further, we understand the “Neighborhood
Preference” legislation means that some of the below market rate homes will be available for
District 5 residents.

We can’t make housing decisions in a vacuum and this project has significant implications for
the entire City. As you’re well aware, the significant majority of new homes over the last two
years have been concentrated on the eastern half of San Francisco. We understand that the
number of new homes is not what many neighbors are use to, but that is why it's so important.

Near or at the top of the list of accolades for this project is the much needed senior housing that
will be provided to aging San Franciscans. Providing alternatives options for seniors means that
more family housing will open up in neighborhoods across the City, increasing the chances that
families can live and thrive in San Francisco.

We understand that the site needs a rezoning in order for the housing to move forward and we

thank you for your leadership in making it happen.

Respectfully,

Haight-Ashbury Neighbors for Density
https://www.facebook.com/haightfordensity/
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street - proposed development
Date: Monday, August 26, 2019 4:34:05 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Judy D'Este <greatjuditherine@comcast.net>

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 4:24 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
Mooreurban@aol.com; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillisst@gmail.com; Koppel,
Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Cc: laurelheights2016@gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street - proposed development

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

RE: 3333 California Street / Record Number: 2015-014028CUA/PCS/MA/DVA

Dear Commissioners,

| have been a resident on Pine Street near Presidio Avenue for 28 years.

| oppose the developer’s project as proposed and support the COMMUNITY ALTERNATIVES.

This neighborhood is residential and peaceful, with trees and hills and lovely victorians. People
locate here for the serenity of the area, not for nightlife and bright lights.

This project is dangerous to the character of the neighborhood for many reasons, stated here:
1 - the 15 year construction period is really outrageous! Existing small businesses in the area as well

as those in Laurel Village will be adversely affected by this long timeline. The community timeline of
7 years, while also long, is more reasonable.
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2 - the neighborhood does NOT NEED more retail. If retail is allowed, we would like to see closures
by 11 pm, not 2 am. — the area would be destroyed by Nighttime entertainment venues, adult
businesses, massage parlors, fast food restaurants, and other retail that requires those longer hours
of operation. Laurel Village as it exists now as well as businesses along the Laurel end of Sacramento
Street close on the early side for a reason. This area is not appropriate and | do not support this area
to become a “hot spot” for night life.

3 - assure that the 185 units of much-needed affordable housing for seniors is included

4 - the plan to remove existing healthy trees on California Street and Euclid Street is unacceptable.
The beautiful redwood trees on the site also need to be retained.

PLEASE continue this hearing for 30 days to allow time to review the impacts of the new information
on flexible retail and the final EIR.

Thank you for your kind consideration,
| remain, a concerned neighbor,
Judy D’Este

3065 Pine Street
San Francisco CA 94115



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Foster, Nicholas (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 3333 California Street, Record No. 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA
Date: Monday, August 26, 2019 11:58:12 AM

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Steven Zeluck <s_zeluck@yahoo.com>

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 11:40 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; myra.melgar@sfgov.org;
dennisrichards@sfgov.org; mooreurban@aol.com; frankfung@sfgov.org; richhill@gmail.com;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>
Cc: laurelheights2016@gmail.com

Subject: 3333 California Street, Record No. 2015-014028CUA/PCA/MAP/DVA

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

Dear Sirs/Madams,

I live in Western Addition (aka Lower Pacific heights), at
Sutter and Presidio Avenues.

1. I support the Community Alternative Plans that build the
same number of housing units as the developer's plans - 744
units including 185 units of affordable senior housing. As a
senior myself I highly value the senior housing, if not for
myself then for others.

2. As I spoke in an earlier email, I consistently oppose the
killing of perfectly healthy trees only to replant other trees
in the same spaces later on. It seems anti-environment and
anti-community.

3. I am opposed to building any retail space on the site. Wwe
have the popular and valued Laurel village. We just recently
Tost two shops in the the village (Noah's and Beautifull) and I
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would hate to see a competitive situation set up of which
Laurel village can only lose business.

4. 15 years as a ridiculous length of time for building this
place when if you think about it it only took three years to
build the Empire State Building. The maximum time of
construction that is truly bearable for the community would be
three years.

Thank you.
Regards,
Steven C. zeluck

2750 Sutter Street #8
San Francisco, CA 94115



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to the Project at 4363 26th Street
Date: Monday, August 26, 2019 11:31:38 AM

Attachments: 4363 26th Street - NNC Opposition in Support of DR.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 25, 2019 11:29 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Pantoja, Gabriela (CPC) <gabriela.pantoja@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposition to the Project at 4363 26th Street

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

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission,

Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council in opposition to the
proposed project at 4363 26th Street.

Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm
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NOE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

Fair Planning for Noe Valley

August 25, 2019

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (NNC), | am writing to express our opposition regarding the
proposed project at 4363 26" Street. Our reasons are as follows:

The proposed design is out of scale and not in keeping with the height and bulk of the homes on this
street. Great majority of homes on the opposite side of the street from the proposed project are only
one story over the garage. On the same side of the street as the proposed project, the predominant
pattern is one or two story over the garage. A three-story building over the garage with a deep
incursion into the rear yard is an outlier and shouldn’t be allowed.

The proposed project fails every principle of the Residential Design Guidelines. Specifically, it fails to
respect the topography and stepping down rooflines. It ignores the mass and scale of the surrounding
homes and the strong mid-block open space pattern.

The total square footage of the project is missing. The plans only state the “conditioned” square
footage of the project while omitting the “unconditioned” space and thereby, obfuscate the actual size
of the building.

Even the Planning staff’s initial’s review agreed with us. In NOPDR #2, the RDAT required the project
sponsor to eliminate the 3" floor over the garage, which in fact is the 4™ floor of this project.
Ultimately, the project sponsor ignored this requirement and still kept a 4™ floor that is effectively a
penthouse designed for panoramic views of the City at the cost of depriving neighbors of light, air, and
privacy. At 366 square feet, this 4" floor is less than 10% of the size of this project. A 10% reduction
hardly makes any dent in a 4000+ square foot building but it DOES make a remarkable difference for
the lives of the surrounding neighbors who will be deprived of their light, air, and privacy.

Above all, the proposed project is an affront to our affordability crisis. Who can afford over 4000
square feet of luxury dwelling other than a tiny percentage of the San Francisco population? And if
you think that carving an ADU will mitigate this injustice, please think again. How will this ADU ease
our housing and affordability crisis? Who will be residing in this multi-million-dollar ADU other than
family members, nannies, and Airbnb travelers?

These are the reasons for which we urge you to take DR and require the project sponsor to eliminate the
4" floor and reduce the mass and scale of this project.

Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm
For the 300+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council






From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Support 258 Noe Street Retail Cannabis Case # 2018-002060CUA

Date: Monday, August 26, 2019 11:29:22 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: darren odesnik <odesnikd @hotmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 6:08 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)
<jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; MandelmanStaff, [BOS] <mandelmanstaff@sfgov.org>; Board of
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Office of Cannabis (ADM)
<officeofcannabis@sfgov.org>

Cc: Tinyness <carlygoldsteinb@gmail.com>

Subject: Support 258 Noe Street Retail Cannabis Case # 2018-002060CUA

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

On behalf of my wife, Carly and myself we are writing this email to convey our unconditional
support for and to sincerely request you vote yes on, the Conditional Use request for a
cannabis retail store at 258 Noe Street scheduled for hearing on September 19, 2019. We
strongly feel that to have a Cannabis retail at 258 Noe will only result in a positive impact on the
surrounding businesses, bring new and much needed shoppers, add heightened security,
provide good paying jobs to the local community residents, and further give a boost to the
commercial diversity of the Upper Market and Castro areas.

Carly and I reside in Boca Raton, FL and were introduced initially to this project through Co-
Founder Aaron Silverman in early 2016. During that time our goal was to find a way to invest into
the cannabis space in northern California with the potential of moving there permanently.
Knowing our specific investment goals and ideas through our relationship, Aaron personally
escorted us around the San Francisco Bay and Oakland areas to visit various investment
opportunities including warehouse spaces and existing dispensaries. It was during this visit that
we visited the Castro neighborhood. Aaron led us straight to Café Flore (now re-branded as
Flore) where we were introduced to Co-Founder Terrance Alan. After lunch and discussions
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together at Café Flore we conveyed our investment ideas and goals to Terrence. He and Aaron
explained their idea of the Flore Store and the concept of the expansion of cannabis retail into
the Castro Neighborhood. Terrence explained his background and current active presence in the
San Francisco cannabis space and it was at that time we knew this was a project we wanted to be
a part of.

Aaron and Terrance proceeded to take us around the Castro Neighborhood explaining the
background of its residents and key figures. As we learned more about Terrance’s background in
helping those residents of the LBGTQ Community through Cannabis, the more our interest grew
in the Flore Store project. At this point the project was still in its infancy. No investors had yet
committed, but nevertheless Carly and I very much shared Aaron’s and Terrance's vision and
soon after our return to our home in Florida we decided to commit as the first investors of Flore.
In early 2017 we invested as the first shareholders of Flore.

Currently almost 3 years later and while there were certainly ebbs and flows along the way, we
never diverted from our faith and trust in Aaron, Terrance, Co-Found Luke Brunner to continue
the journey to make our vision a reality. Further, sharing in the positive connection cannabis has
had and continues to have on a community ravaged by the crisis of AIDS and other illnesses, this
project has brought us such satisfaction having made the right choice.

The specific renovations proposed for Flore Store will undoubtedly provide a new and much
needed "modernization” to the neighborhood, while sensitively housing a modern retail
operation inside a tastefully updated Victorian era storefront.

Carly and I hereby implore and urge this Board to vote YES and help Flore go from a
dream into a reality for everyone.

Thank you and sincerely,

Darren and Carly Odesnik



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: We are in opposition to the proposed plans for 461 29th Street, San Francisco
Date: Monday, August 26, 2019 11:25:52 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: sybil meyer <sybilkmeyer@yahoo.com>

Sent: Sunday, August 25, 2019 9:28 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Townes, Chris (CPC) <chris.townes@sfgov.org>
Subject: We are in opposition to the proposed plans for 461 29th Street, San Francisco

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

Dear Planning Commissioners:

| am writing in opposition to the proposed plans for a 4-story house to be built at 461
29th Street.

This house has been abandoned for a long time. We only recently received the first
communication from the architect/developer for this project.

There is no precedent set for a 4-story, 2-unit building on 29th Street. We would
prefer not to have a repeat of the single homes (#438 and #440) that were built above
the allowed height limit, even with repeated requests to the Building Department to
not allow this to happen.

In fairness to those of us who have lived here for 25 years+, we would have
appreciated any correspondence from the architect/developer or the City. Other
residences have been renovated or re-built with much more notice than we received
for 461 29th Street.
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Please take into account that this is a mostly single-home neighborhood, which is
what attracted us to this area initially. It doesn't seem right to us that a developer
comes into the neighborhood and with hardly any prior notice, sends out a plan for a
4-story house.

We will be at the hearing on Thursday, 8/29/19.

Thank you,

Sybil Meyer
Mary Anne Ruyle
435 29th Street



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Opposition to the CUA for 461 29th Street
Date: Monday, August 26, 2019 11:25:41 AM
Attachments: 461 29th Street - NNC Opposition to CU.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Ozzie Rohm <ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Sunday, August 25, 2019 9:34 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Townes, Chris (CPC) <chris.townes@sfgov.org>
Subject: Opposition to the CUA for 461 29th Street

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

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission,

Please see the attached letter from Noe Neighborhood Council in opposition to the
Conditional Use Authorization of the proposed project at 461 29th Street.

Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm
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NOE NEIGHBORHOOD COUNCIL

Fair Planning for Noe Valley

August 25, 2019

President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission:

On behalf of Noe Neighborhood Council (NNC), | am writing to express our opposition regarding the
proposed project at 461 29" Street. Our reasons are as follows:

The proposed design is out of scale and not in keeping with the height and bulk of the homes on this
street. This block of 29" street is mostly comprised of two- or three-story buildings. There are only

two exceptions to this norm and that is exactly why we are opposed to this four-story behemoth that
will further erode the predominant pattern of homes on this block.

The plans miss important information such as the height of each floor as indicated by the Section plan
on page A-4.1. The overall height of the building, which per Planning Code is supposed to be no more
than 30 feet at the curb level is undefined on this page. The drawing shows 30’ next to a line that
starts at the curb level and ends somewhere between the 3 and 4" floor!

The proposed project does not fully respect the neighboring light wells and instead of matching them, it
only goes as far as 70% of the existing adjacent light wells. Yet worse, the project blocks the
neighboring light wells on lower levels because the proposed building’s light wells are only at the top
floors and don’t extend all the way down.

Most importantly, the proposed project is an insult given our affordability crisis. To demolish a 750
square foot home to build a luxury duplex of 6,459 square feet does nothing to address our
affordability crisis. Each unit of the proposed project will be worth at least $3MM dollars at today’s
prices. Most likely, both units will be acquired by a single buyer at a price attainable to only 1% of San
Franciscans. Does the extra unit that justifies the demolition of this modest home do anything for our
housing shortage? Who can afford a $3MM dollar condo assuming that these units are sold
separately?

As these are serious issues that should have been addressed, we are puzzled as to how the Planning
staff has seemingly overlooked them in order to recommend approval. We trust that the Commission will
scrutinize this further and hopefully, will reach the same conclusion as we have: a modest and relatively
affordable home should not be demolished to make room for an out of scale and out of reach
development. Please require the project sponsor to eliminate the 4" floor and reduce the expansion into
the rear yard to ensure the proposed units are affordable by design and the new building is within the
mass and scale of surrounding homes.

Sincerely,

Ozzie Rohm
For the 300+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council






From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Asbagh, Claudine (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2018-009534CUA

Date: Monday, August 26, 2019 11:24:35 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Lorraine Lin <lorrainehlin@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 11:21 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC)
<kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Adina, Seema (CPC) <seema.adina@sfgov.org>; Dennis Budd <dbudd@gastarchitects.com>;
Lucas Eastwood <lucas@eastwoodsf.com>

Subject: 2018-009534CUA

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

Dear Commissioners,

I'm the owner of the building immediately next to 45 Culebra, located on the
westside of the private street. Sadly, what could have been a good-faith (if not
vigorous) debate about the proposed garage & opportunity to brainstorm longer-
term solutions for Culebra parking has degenerated (yet again) into a thinly-veiled
and shameful land-grab.

Recent absurd claims in the letters & documents sent to SF Planning (dated
7/18/2019) by the hired lawyer Michele Scott and my neighbor & friend Jim Carter
have the potential to violate my and other westside owners’ property rights. These
claims include:

1) the “right to park” in perpetuity in existing (westside) parking spaces based on an
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mailto:Josephine.Feliciano@sfgov.org
mailto:jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
http://www.sfplanning.org/

established prescriptive easement,

2) implying these shared “parking rights” take precedence over the rights of individual
owners to access their own property,

3) that Mr. Eastwood (or anyone else) could unilaterally privatize parking on Culebra
Terrace (a private street), as parking is already privatized, and

4) “the 13 parking spaces approximately 2 feet shorter than standard parking space is

a deliberate choice made by Culebra residents”, but rather one imposed by Mr. Carter
(and former owners). It is not the consensus of current owners or is it aligned with
changing transportation trends in the city — but has led to repeated car damage and loud
public arguments often late at night.

A brief recap: the property line for all Culebra buildings is located at centerline of
the dead-end street. A long-established prescriptive easement protects right-of-way
access for pedestrians and vehicles (not parking). The eastside serves as a one-way
lane for vehicle access with no space for U-turns. Nearly all shared parking spaces
are located on westside properties. Legally, prescriptive easements have no
requirement for reciprocity of use.

Ms. Scott and Jim Carter are claiming “parking rights” on westside properties based
on the establishment of a prescriptive easement for parking. This is not a uniformly
held interpretation by Culebra property owners of parking privileges. Moreover,
they have implied that these “parking rights” take precedence over the right of
westside owners to access and use our own property, depriving us of the option to
build curb-cuts, driveways, or garages anytime in the future — in spite of a well-
established precedent for constructing garages on both sides of the street.

Unfortunately, these absurd claims have opened a Pandora’s box: many westside
owners now believe no such prescriptive easement exists for parking. It is not
sufficient only to prove “continuous and uninterrupted use for 5 years” to establish
a prescriptive easement. It also requires “hostile occupancy of the property”

or adverse use. This translates to use without the owner’s permission. In our case,
during the neighborhood meeting held on November 17, 2013, westside

owners publicly granted all owners permission to park (at the exclusion of non-
residents) in marked spaces located within our property boundaries, along with the
issuance and acceptance of parking passes. This is well documented, including in
Ms. Scott’s 7/18/2019 letter to commissioners. As she correctly stated, all owners
have followed the arrangement since then (more than 5 years ago) with fewer
problems.

If shared parking has worked well in recent years, it’s because
of cooperation among owners, not legal threats or assertions of “parking rights.”



Regards,
Lorraine Lin, Ph.D., P.E.



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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan
Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES EXPANSION OF GROUNDBREAKING DRINK
TAP STATION PROGRAM

Date: Monday, August 26, 2019 11:23:04 AM

Attachments: 8.26.19 Drink Tap Stations.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 9:04 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES EXPANSION OF
GROUNDBREAKING DRINK TAP STATION PROGRAM

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, August 26, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES EXPANSION OF
GROUNDBREAKING DRINK TAP STATION PROGRAM

Investment of more than 3800,000 in the City budget will increase presence of drinking water
in schools, parks and other public spaces

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the expansion of drink tap
stations to provide San Franciscans with access to free, high-quality tap water. With a total of
$805,000 in funding set aside in this year’s budget, San Francisco’s innovative drink tap
stations are set to expand across the City, as every public school and more parks and open
spaces will soon be enrolled in the program.

In the City budget for Fiscal Years 2019-20 and 2020-21, Mayor Breed set aside $640,000
over two years for the Recreation and Parks Department and the San Francisco Unified School
District (SFUSD) to install drink tap stations throughout the City. With the new funding
allocation, SFUSD will install approximately 22 additional stations at schools, and Rec and
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, August 26, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES EXPANSION OF
GROUNDBREAKING DRINK TAP STATION PROGRAM

Investment of more than $800,000 in the City budget will increase presence of drinking water in
schools, parks and other public spaces

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today announced the expansion of drink tap
stations to provide San Franciscans with access to free, high-quality tap water. With a total of
$805,000 in funding set aside in this year’s budget, San Francisco’s innovative drink tap stations
are set to expand across the City, as every public school and more parks and open spaces will
soon be enrolled in the program.

In the City budget for Fiscal Years 2019-20 and 2020-21, Mayor Breed set aside $640,000 over
two years for the Recreation and Parks Department and the San Francisco Unified School
District (SFUSD) to install drink tap stations throughout the City. With the new funding
allocation, SFUSD will install approximately 22 additional stations at schools, and Rec and Park
will install approximately 14 more water stations in parks and open spaces. SFUSD currently has
78 drink taps, and Rec and Park currently has 29 drink taps installed.

The funding allocated by Mayor Breed is from part of the City’s Soda Tax, which was
introduced to protect children from the harmful impacts of sugary beverages. This is the first
year that Soda Tax funding has been issued directly to Rec and Park to install drink tap stations,
and the second year it has been used to benefit the SFUSD.

“If we’re serious about moving children away from sugary, unhealthy beverages then we need to
provide healthy alternatives,” said Mayor Breed. “We have worked hard to address this equity
issue by installing clean, healthy water tap stations throughout San Francisco. Thanks to the
City’s Soda Tax, we are expanding this important program, ensuring that every student in our
public school system has access to our great tap water.”

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) started the drink tap program in 2010,
installing lead-free water bottle refilling stations to provide everyone with free access to high-
quality tap water while on the go. The tap stations enable residents to reuse their own container
rather than purchase costly single-use bottled water. This encourages conserving natural
resources and reduces waste from plastic water bottles.

“We have great tasting drinking water, and we are excited to make our product more accessible
to the people of San Francisco,” said SFPUC General Manager Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. “Not only are

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

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

our residents—and in particular our youth—getting a healthy alternative to soda and other sugary
drinks, they are also helping to reduce wasteful practices by moving away from plastic bottles.”

The SFPUC works with City agencies, the Board of Supervisors, community-based
organizations, health professionals, and community advocates to select station locations that
meet the collective goal of increasing water access, especially to the City’s most vulnerable
communities. Historically, the SFPUC has installed drink tap stations in communities with equity
issues and lack of access to healthy drinking options. Each drink tap station completes water
quality testing prior to being available for public consumption.

“Drink tap stations are a way to look after both our planet and our children, who can enjoy clean
water while they exercise their bodies and imaginations in our playgrounds,” said Recreation and
Parks Department General Manager Phil Ginsburg. “Through Soda Tax money, we’re improving
play spaces in neighborhoods that need it most, providing healthy alternatives to sugary drinks
and reducing waste from plastic bottles.”

“Installing more Water Hydration Stations in schools will encourage students and school staff to
experience the benefits of drinking water,” said SFUSD Superintendent Dr. Vincent Matthews.
“We’re grateful to the City for ensuring all schools receive these stations.”

In addition to installing the hydration stations in schools, SFUSD is collaborating with the
Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee to implement lessons for students and
families to encourage them to drink more water. Student-led projects at schools will be an
integral part of improving the health and academic outcomes for themselves and their families,
as well as their schools and local communities. Educators will also receive professional
development to help them promote the importance of drinking more water.

Along with the Soda Tax revenue, $165,000 will be allocated directly to the SFPUC for
installation of drink tap stations in various public areas. Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer advocated
for that additional funding for drink tap stations during the Board of Supervisors budget addback
process during the summer of 2018.

“This investment in Drink Tap infrastructure is truly an equitable investment in the health of our
communities and neighborhoods,” said Supervisor Fewer. “I hope that by making stations readily
available and accessible we are able to promote water as the preferred and healthy alternative
while discouraging consumption of sugary-sweetened-beverages.”

To date, more than 155 stations have been installed across San Francisco, with another 18
currently pending installation.

HiH
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Park will install approximately 14 more water stations in parks and open spaces. SFUSD
currently has 78 drink taps, and Rec and Park currently has 29 drink taps installed.

The funding allocated by Mayor Breed is from part of the City’s Soda Tax, which was
introduced to protect children from the harmful impacts of sugary beverages. This is the first
year that Soda Tax funding has been issued directly to Rec and Park to install drink tap
stations, and the second year it has been used to benefit the SFUSD.

“If we’re serious about moving children away from sugary, unhealthy beverages then we need
to provide healthy alternatives,” said Mayor Breed. “We have worked hard to address this
equity issue by installing clean, healthy water tap stations throughout San Francisco. Thanks
to the City’s Soda Tax, we are expanding this important program, ensuring that every student
in our public school system has access to our great tap water.”

The San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) started the drink tap program in
2010, installing lead-free water bottle refilling stations to provide everyone with free access to
high-quality tap water while on the go. The tap stations enable residents to reuse their own
container rather than purchase costly single-use bottled water. This encourages conserving
natural resources and reduces waste from plastic water bottles.

“We have great tasting drinking water, and we are excited to make our product more
accessible to the people of San Francisco,” said SFPUC General Manager Harlan L. Kelly, Jr.
“Not only are our residents—and in particular our youth—getting a healthy alternative to soda
and other sugary drinks, they are also helping to reduce wasteful practices by moving away
from plastic bottles.”

The SFPUC works with City agencies, the Board of Supervisors, community-based
organizations, health professionals, and community advocates to select station locations that
meet the collective goal of increasing water access, especially to the City’s most vulnerable
communities. Historically, the SFPUC has installed drink tap stations in communities with
equity issues and lack of access to healthy drinking options. Each drink tap station completes
water quality testing prior to being available for public consumption.

“Drink tap stations are a way to look after both our planet and our children, who can enjoy
clean water while they exercise their bodies and imaginations in our playgrounds,” said
Recreation and Parks Department General Manager Phil Ginsburg. “Through Soda Tax
money, we’re improving play spaces in neighborhoods that need it most, providing healthy
alternatives to sugary drinks and reducing waste from plastic bottles.”



“Installing more Water Hydration Stations in schools will encourage students and school staff
to experience the benefits of drinking water,” said SFUSD Superintendent Dr. Vincent
Matthews. “We’re grateful to the City for ensuring all schools receive these stations.”

In addition to installing the hydration stations in schools, SFUSD is collaborating with the
Sugary Drinks Distributor Tax Advisory Committee to implement lessons for students and
families to encourage them to drink more water. Student-led projects at schools will be an
integral part of improving the health and academic outcomes for themselves and their families,
as well as their schools and local communities. Educators will also receive professional
development to help them promote the importance of drinking more water.

Along with the Soda Tax revenue, $165,000 will be allocated directly to the SFPUC for
installation of drink tap stations in various public areas. Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
advocated for that additional funding for drink tap stations during the Board of Supervisors
budget addback process during the summer of 2018.

“This investment in Drink Tap infrastructure is truly an equitable investment in the health of
our communities and neighborhoods,” said Supervisor Fewer. “I hope that by making stations
readily available and accessible we are able to promote water as the preferred and healthy
alternative while discouraging consumption of sugary-sweetened-beverages.”

To date, more than 155 stations have been installed across San Francisco, with another 18
currently pending installation.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; CTYPLN - SENIOR MANAGERS; STACY, KATE (CAT); JENSEN, KRISTEN
(CAT); YANG, AUSTIN (CAT)

Subject: CPC Calendars for August 29, 2019

Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 2:43:56 PM

Attachments: 20190829 cal.docx

20190829 cal.pdf
Advance Calendar - 20190829.xlIsx
CPC Hearing Results 2019.docx

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for August 29, 2019. The case report for 2621 Ocean Avenue under your Consent
Calendar was not included in your packets. It is available on-line and will be sent to you via USPS.

Please be reminded that the Racial & Social Equity all day training is scheduled for September 26th,

Commissioner Fung,
Please review the hearings and materials for 42 Ord Court and 45 Culebra Terrace.

Commissioner Hillis,
Please review the hearing and materials for 45 Culebra Terrace.

Hopefully, City Hall will have fixed the AC by next Thursday.

Enjoy the weekend,

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

jonas.ionin@sfgov.org
www.sfplanning.org
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Commission Chambers, Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, August 29, 2019

1:00 p.m.

Regular Meeting



Commissioners:

Myrna Melgar, President

Joel Koppel, Vice President

Frank Fung, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



Commission Secretary:

Jonas P. Ionin





Hearing Materials are available at:

Website: http://www.sfplanning.org

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

Voice recorded Agenda only: (415) 558-6422





Commission Hearing Broadcasts:

Live stream: http://www.sfgovtv.org

Live, Thursdays at 1:00 p.m., Cable Channel 78

Re-broadcast, Fridays at 8:00 p.m., Cable Channel 26







Disability and language accommodations available upon request to:

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




Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

[bookmark: _Hlk879281]Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. 



For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

 

Privacy Policy

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 



Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy.



San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance

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

 

Accessible Meeting Information

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



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



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



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



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



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



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



CHINESE: 規劃委員會議程。聽證會上如需要語言協助或要求輔助設備，請致電415-558-6309。請在聽證會舉行之前的

至少48個小時提出要求。



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



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





ROLL CALL:		

[bookmark: _Hlk429617]		President:	Myrna Melgar		Vice-President:	Joel Koppel

		Commissioners:                	Frank Fung, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

			Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE



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



1.	2017-006245DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

50 SEWARD STREET – between 19th and Douglass Streets; Lot 024A in Assessor’s Block 2701 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2017.0419.4301 for construction of a horizontal front addition and a third-story vertical addition to an existing two-story two-family house within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 18, 2019)

Note: On June 6, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 18, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent).

On July 18, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Richards, Hillis absent).

(Proposed Continuance to September 12, 2019)



2.	2017-014849CUA	(C. ASBAGH: (415) 575-9165)

220 POST STREET – northern side of Post Street between Stockton Street and Grant Avenue; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 0294 (District 3) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to establish a change of use from an existing Retail Sales and Service use to an Office use on the third, fourth, and fifth floors of the subject building, within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and 80-130-F Height and Bulk District.  The Project also includes interior tenant improvements, storefront façade changes on Post Street and Compton Place, and the addition of a roof deck. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Proposed Continuance to October 24, 2019)



B.	CONSENT CALENDAR 



All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing



3.	2019-001568CUA	(X. LIANG: (415) 575-9182)

101 BAYSHORE BOULEVARD – east side of Bayshore Boulevard between Jerrold Avenue and Oakdale Avenue; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 5559 (District 10) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 210.3, and 303, to convert an existing automobile service building to a Formula Retail (d.b.a. Extra Mile) use that sells beer and wine within an existing automobile gas station in a PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning District, Bayshore Boulevard Home Improvement Special Use District, and 65-J Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions



4.	2019-006116CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

2621 OCEAN AVENUE – south side of Ocean Avenue; Lot 019 in Assessor’s Block 7226 (District 7) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant Planning Code to 303, 303.1, 703.4, and 710 to establish a Formula Retail use (dba “Mathnasium”) in an existing 1,780 square foot one-story commercial space in a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial, Cluster) Zoning District and 26-X Height and Bulk District.  This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 



C.	COMMISSION MATTERS 



5.	Commission Comments/Questions

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

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


D.	DEPARTMENT MATTERS



6.	Director’s Announcements



7.	Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic Preservation Commission

	

E.	GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 



At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items.  With respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the item is reached in the meeting.  Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment may be moved to the end of the Agenda.





F. REGULAR CALENDAR  



The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal.  Please be advised that the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



8a.	2018-000547CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

42 ORD COURT – through lot bounded by Ord Court and States Street, Lot 060 in Assessor’s Block 2619 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to construct a vertical and horizontal addition to an existing 1,430 gross square foot, two-story single-family home located on a through lot that extends to States Street. An unpermitted dwelling unit is located within a 320 square foot, non-confirming (6’-10” internal height) area of the 1st floor. The existing structure will remain but be lifted 2 feet in height, two floors will be added on top of the rear portion of the existing structure and a 4-story horizontal rear addition will be constructed. In total, the proposed structure is 4,242 gross square feet in size and will provide a 3,310 square foot main unit, will legalize and expand the 2nd Unit to 932 square feet and add a new one-car garage. The project is within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District, 40-X Height and Bulk District, and Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District (Planning Code Sec 249.77). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

Note: On April 25, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 11, 2019 by a vote of +6 -0.

On July 11, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 22, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Hillis and Melgar absent).

On August 22, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +7-0.



8b.	2018-000547VAR	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

42 ORD COURT – through lot bounded by Ord Court and States Street, Lot 060 in Assessor’s Block 2619 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 132. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential – House, Two Family) Zoning District, the Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)



9.	2015-000878DNXCUAOFA	(C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724)

300 GRANT AVENUE – west side of Grant Avenue between Sutter Street and Bush Street, Lots 013 and 014 in Assessor’s Block 0287 (District 3) – Informational Presentation for the one-percent on-site public art requirement.

Preliminary Recommendation: None – Informational 



10.	2019-014759PCA	(D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)

ALLOWING LONG TERM PARKING OF AND OVERNIGHT CAMPING IN VEHICLES AND ANCILLARY USES AT 2340 SAN JOSE AVENUE (BOARD FILE NO.190812) – Planning Code Amendment introduced by Supervisor Safai amending the Planning Code to allow temporary long-term parking of and overnight camping in vehicles, and ancillary uses including administrative offices, restrooms, showering or bathing facilities, kitchen or other food preparation facilities, and eating areas at 2340 San Jose Avenue, Assessor’s Parcel Block No. 6973, Lot No. 039, subject to compliance with all other Municipal Code requirements, including but not limited to requirements of the Overnight Safe Parking Pilot Program; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making findings of public necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.  

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications



11.	2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV	(E. WHITE: (415) 575-6813)

THE HUB PLAN, 30 VAN NESS AVENUE PROJECT, 98 FRANKLIN STREET PROJECT, AND HUB HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT – Review and Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  The Hub Plan proposes to amend the 2008 Market and Octavia Area Plan of the San Francisco General Plan for the easternmost portions of the Market and Octavia Area Plan.  The Hub Plan would change current zoning controls applicable to the area and implement public realm improvements.  The Planning Department also proposes the designation of all or portions of the Hub Plan area as a Housing Sustainability District to allow the City of San Francisco to exercise streamlined ministerial approval of residential and mixed-use development projects meeting certain requirements.  The Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) also evaluates environmental impacts of two individual development projects located within the Hub Plan Area at 30 Van Ness Avenue and 98 Franklin Street.  

Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment



12.	2019-000268CUA	(K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816)

121 GATES STREET – between Eugenia and Powhattan Streets, Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block 5651 (District 11) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 317, to legalize the unauthorized demolition of a two-story single-family residence and construct a new, code-complying, two-story single-family residence within a RH-1 (Residential House, Single Family) Zoning District, Bernal Heights Special Use District, and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 11, 2019)



13.	2008.0023CUA	(C. TOWNES: (415) 575-9195)

461 29TH STREET – south side of 29th Street between Noe Street and Sanchez Street; Lot 033 of Assessor’s Block 6631 (District 8) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 317 to demolish an existing, two-story, 750 square foot, single family residence and construct a new four-story, 6,459 square foot, two-dwelling unit building up to 40-feet tall and including two parking spaces, and two Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. Per Planning Code Section 317, any application for a permit that would result in the removal of one or more residential units shall require a Conditional Use Authorization for the removal and replacement of the units. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions



14a.	2018-002602CUA	(N. TRAN: (415) 575-9174)

[bookmark: _Hlk14940622][bookmark: _Hlk14944965]4118 21ST STREET – north side of 21st Street between Eureka and Diamond Streets, Lot 017 of Assessor’s Block 2750 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the tantamount to demolition of a one-story dwelling unit and authorize the re-construction of the dwelling unit, within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height & Bulk District. The proposed re-construction would add a new third floor and changes to the facade. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions 



14b.	2018-002602VAR	(N. TRAN: (415) 575-9174)

4118 21ST STREET – north side of 21st Street between Eureka and Diamond Streets, Lot 017 of Assessor’s Block 2750 (District 8) – Request for Variances from the Zoning Administrator to construct within the required front setback and rear yard. Planning Code Section 132 requires a front setback of 2 feet – 6 inches and construction is proposed to the front property line. Section 134 requires a rear yard of 43 feet – 11 inches (45% of the total lot depth) and the proposal provides only 32 feet – 9 inches. The property is legally non-complying as the existing structure encroached into the required front setback and rear yard. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height & Bulk District.



15.	2019-014314CUA	(J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)

49 HOPKINS AVENUE – southeast corner of the intersection of Hopkins Avenue and Burnett Avenue; Lot 042 in Assessor’s Block 2799 (District 8) – Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the demolition of a single-family home and propose the new construction of a single-family home with a 1,200 square foot accessory dwelling unit and a 355 square foot one-car garage. The subject property is located within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

On August 22, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +7-0.



16a.	2015-006356CUA	(M. DITO: (415) 575-9164)

336 PIERCE STREET – east side of Pierce Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 of Assessor’s Block 0844 (District 5) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the demolition of a two-story dwelling unit at the rear of the subject lot and authorize the reconstruction of the dwelling unit, within a RM-1 (Residential, Mixed –Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. The existing dwelling unit was located above a two-car garage. The proposed re-construction would eliminate the garage and reduce the volume of the building. The subject property has an existing, separate, eight-family dwelling at the front of the lot. The project is also seeking a variance from the rear yard requirement, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

On August 22, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +7-0.



16b.	2015-006356VAR	(M. DITO: (415) 575-9164)

[bookmark: _Hlk16857936][bookmark: _Hlk16857924]336 PIERCE STREET – east side of Pierce Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 of Assessor’s Block 0844 (District 5) – Request for a Variance pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 to permit the construction of a replacement dwelling unit in the required rear yard. The dwelling unit would be located in the rear 45% of the lot. The proposed dwelling unit is two stories tall and approximately 700 square feet in size. The subject property is located in a RM-1 (Residential, Mixed - Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)



17a.	2018-009534CUA	(C. ASBAGH: (415) 575-9165)

45 CULEBRA TERRACE – west side of Culebra Street; Lot 025 in Assessor’s Block 0500 (District 2) – Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to demolish an existing single-family home and construct a new four-story 4,038 square-foot building with two dwelling units, one off-street parking space, and two Class I bicycle spaces within a RH-2 (Residential, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h). 

Preliminary Recommendation:  Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

Note: On June 6, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 18, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent).

On July 18, 2019, after hearing and closing Public Comment, continued to August 22, 2019 by a vote of +4 -2 (Johnson, Richards against; Hillis absent).

On August 22, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Fung and Johnson absent).



17b.	2018-009534VAR	(C. ASBAGH: (415) 575-9165)

45 CULEBRA TERRACE – west side of Culebra Street; Lot 025 in Assessor’s Block 0500 (District 2) – Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 and 140.  The project is to allow an encroachment of approximately two-feet two-inches into the required rear yard and a variance for exposure for both dwelling units. The subject property is located in a RH-2 (Residential, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. 

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)













G. [bookmark: OLE_LINK2][bookmark: OLE_LINK1]DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR  



The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project.  Please be advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.



18a.	2018-009551DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

3847-3849 18TH STREET – between Church and Sanchez Streets; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block 3585 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.06.22.2714 proposing to legalize horizontal and -infill additions, the expansion of the garage with unpermitted property line walls, legalize an enlarged dormer,  replacement of the front gable window to original size and legalize other unpermitted alterations to bring the building into compliance with Planning Enforcement case no. 2018-002303ENF. The parcel is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 18, 2019)

Note: On May 9, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 18, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent).

On July 18, 2019, adopted a Motion of Intent to Take DR and approve with two flats and a third ground floor unit, and Continued to August 29, 2019, by a vote of +5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent).



18b.	2018-009551VAR	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

3847-3849 18TH STREET – between Church and Sanchez Streets; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block 3585 (District 8) – Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 132 and rear yard requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 134. The subject property is located within a RH-3 (Residential – House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 18, 2019)



19.	2018-011962DRP 	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

869 ALVARADO STREET – southside between Hoffman Avenue and Douglass St.; Lot 037 in Assessor’s Block 2802 (District 8) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0823.8143, to construct a one-story attached garage in the existing side drive way on an existing three-story, single-family dwelling within a RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 27, 2019)



20.	2019-000297DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

1608-1610 VALLEJO STREET – north side of Vallejo Street between Franklin Street and Van Ness Avenue; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 0551 (District 2) – Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.0208.2501 for the addition of one Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) in the garage of an existing 5-unit property within a RH-3 (Residential House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation:  Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 27, 2019)



21.	2018-002777DRP	(D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)

[bookmark: _GoBack]4363 26TH STREET – between  Diamond and Douglass Streets; Lot 024A in Assessor’s Block 6561 (District 8)- Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No. 2018.0223.2056 for construction of a 2-story, vertical addition, rear horizontal addition, and façade alterations to an existing 2-story one-family house within a RH-1 (Residential-House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications



ADJOURNMENT


Hearing Procedures

The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org. 



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

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



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



For most cases (CU’s, PUD’s, 309’s, etc…) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers.  The intent of the 10 min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the organized opposition.  The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized presentation to represent their testimony, if granted.  Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.  Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.

4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal:  An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three (3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

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

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



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



For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:



1. A thorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

3. Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

4. A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

5. Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

6. DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

7. Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

8. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.



The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under Discretionary Review.  A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.



Hearing Materials

Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing.  All submission packages must be delivered to1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part of the public record for any public hearing. 



Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.



Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary (commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.



These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.



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



Appeals

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



		Case Type

		Case Suffix

		Appeal Period*

		Appeal Body



		Office Allocation

		OFA (B)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals**



		Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit Development

		CUA (C)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Building Permit Application (Discretionary Review)

		DRP/DRM (D)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		EIR Certification

		ENV (E)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Coastal Zone Permit

		CTZ (P)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Planning Code Amendments by Application

		PCA (T)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors



		Variance (Zoning Administrator action)

		VAR (V)

		10 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Large Project Authorization in Eastern Neighborhoods 

		LPA (X)

		15 calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown Residential Districts

		DNX (X)

		15-calendar days

		Board of Appeals



		Zoning Map Change by Application

		MAP (Z)

		30 calendar days

		Board of Supervisors







* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission hearing).  Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision letter.



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



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



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections 328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184. 



An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within 15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. 



Challenges

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4) the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.



CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16.  This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project.  Typically, an appeal must be filed within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to CEQA.  For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184.  If the Department’s Environmental Review Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.



Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in accordance with 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.   



The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.
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Know Your Rights Under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the
City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and that City
operations are open to the people's review.

For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or to report a violation of
the ordinance, contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 409; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415)
554-7854; or e-mail at sotf@sfgov.org. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San
Francisco Library and on the City’s website at www.sfbos.org/sunshine.

Privacy Policy
Personal information that is provided in communications to the Planning Department is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act

and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Planning Department and its
commissions. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Department regarding projects or hearings will be made
available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Department does not redact any information from these submissions. This
means that personal information including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit
to the Department and its commissions may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents that members of the public may
inspect or copy.

San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist

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

Accessible Meeting Information

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

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

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

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

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

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

SPANISH: Agenda para la Comisién de Planificacién. Si desea asistir a la audiencia, y quisiera obtener informacién en Espafiol o solicitar un aparato
para asistencia auditiva, llame al 415-558-6309. Por favor llame por lo menos 48 horas de anticipacion a la audiencia.

CHINESE: 1 #| & B &g i . BB e L ants Bl S WBhal BRI ER M, 55303 415-558-6309, (LR E 81T 2 AiAd
/D48 /INREE H B R

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

RUSSIAN: NoBecTka aHst Komuccum no nnaHNpoBaHUIO. 3a nomouybio nepesoavunka nnun 3a scrnomMoratesibHbIM CI1yXOBbIM
yCTpOVICTBOM Ha BpeMA CJ'IyLLIaHI/II7I o6pau.|,a|7|Ter no Homepy 415-558-6309. 3anp00b| JOJKHbI AenaTtbcsa MUHUMYM 3a 48 YacoB
00 Havyana cnywaHus.
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, August 29, 2019

ROLL CALL:

President: Myrna Melgar
Vice-President: Joel Koppel
Commissioners: Frank Fung, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson,

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

A. CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE

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

1.

2017-006245DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
50 SEWARD STREET - between 19t and Douglass Streets; Lot 024A in Assessor’s Block
2701 (District 8) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2017.0419.4301 for construction of a horizontal front addition and a third-story vertical
addition to an existing two-story two-family house within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two
Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 18, 2019)

Note: On June 6, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 18,
2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent).

On July 18, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0
(Richards, Hillis absent).

(Proposed Continuance to September 12, 2019)

2017-014849CUA (C. ASBAGH: (415) 575-9165)
220 POST STREET - northern side of Post Street between Stockton Street and Grant
Avenue; Lot 007 in Assessor's Block 0294 (District 3) — Request for Conditional Use
Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 210.2 and 303 to establish a change of
use from an existing Retail Sales and Service use to an Office use on the third, fourth, and
fifth floors of the subject building, within a C-3-R (Downtown-Retail) Zoning District and
80-130-F Height and Bulk District. The Project also includes interior tenant improvements,
storefront facade changes on Post Street and Compton Place, and the addition of a roof
deck. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA,
pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Proposed Continuance to October 24, 2019)

B. CONSENT CALENDAR

All matters listed hereunder constitute a Consent Calendar, are considered to be routine by the
Planning Commission, and may be acted upon by a single roll call vote of the Commission. There
will be no separate discussion of these items unless a member of the Commission, the public, or
staff so requests, in which event the matter shall be removed from the Consent Calendar and
considered as a separate item at this or a future hearing
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3. 2019-001568CUA (X. LIANG: (415) 575-9182)
101 BAYSHORE BOULEVARD - east side of Bayshore Boulevard between Jerrold Avenue and
Oakdale Avenue; Lot 018 in Assessor’s Block 5559 (District 10) — Request for a Conditional
Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 202.2, 210.3, and 303, to convert an
existing automobile service building to a Formula Retail (d.b.a. Extra Mile) use that sells
beer and wine within an existing automobile gas station in a PDR-2 (Core Production,
Distribution, and Repair) Zoning District, Bayshore Boulevard Home Improvement Special
Use District, and 65-) Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action
for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code
Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

4. 2019-006116CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)
2621 OCEAN AVENUE - south side of Ocean Avenue; Lot 019 in Assessor’s Block 7226
(District 7) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant Planning Code to 303,
303.1, 703.4, and 710 to establish a Formula Retail use (dba “Mathnasium”) in an existing
1,780 square foot one-story commercial space in a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial,
Cluster) Zoning District and 26-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the
Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco
Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

C COMMISSION MATTERS

5. Commission Comments/Questions

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

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

D. DEPARTMENT MATTERS
6. Director’s Announcements

7. Review of Past Events at the Board of Supervisors, Board of Appeals and Historic
Preservation Commission

E. GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT

At this time, members of the public may address the Commission on items of interest to the public
that are within the subject matter jurisdiction of the Commission except agenda items. With
respect to agenda items, your opportunity to address the Commission will be afforded when the
item is reached in the meeting. Each member of the public may address the Commission for up to
three minutes. When the number of speakers exceed the 15-minute limit, General Public Comment
may be moved to the end of the Agenda.
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F. REGULAR CALENDAR

The Commission Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff; followed by the project
sponsor team; followed by public comment for and against the proposal. Please be advised that
the project sponsor team includes: the sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,
expediters, and/or other advisors.

8a.

8b.

10.

2018-000547CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)
42 ORD COURT - through lot bounded by Ord Court and States Street, Lot 060 in Assessor’s
Block 2619 (District 8) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 249.77 and 303(c), to construct a vertical and horizontal addition to an
existing 1,430 gross square foot, two-story single-family home located on a through lot
that extends to States Street. An unpermitted dwelling unit is located within a 320 square
foot, non-confirming (6’-10” internal height) area of the 1st floor. The existing structure
will remain but be lifted 2 feet in height, two floors will be added on top of the rear portion
of the existing structure and a 4-story horizontal rear addition will be constructed. In total,
the proposed structure is 4,242 gross square feet in size and will provide a 3,310 square
foot main unit, will legalize and expand the 2" Unit to 932 square feet and add a new one-
car garage. The project is within a RH-2 (Residential House, Two-Family) Zoning District,
40-X Height and Bulk District, and Corona Heights Large Residence Special Use District
(Planning Code Sec 249.77). This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for
the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

Note: On April 25, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 11,
2019 by a vote of +6 -0.

On July 11, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 22, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Hillis
and Melgar absent).

On August 22, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +7-0.

2018-000547VAR (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)
42 ORD COURT - through lot bounded by Ord Court and States Street, Lot 060 in Assessor’s
Block 2619 (District 8) — Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback
requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 132. The subject property is located
within a RH-2 (Residential — House, Two Family) Zoning District, the Corona Heights Large
Residence Special Use District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

2015-000878DNXCUAQFA (C. ALEXANDER: (415) 575-8724)
300 GRANT AVENUE - west side of Grant Avenue between Sutter Street and Bush Street,
Lots 013 and 014 in Assessor’s Block 0287 (District 3) — Informational Presentation for the
one-percent on-site public art requirement.

Preliminary Recommendation: None — Informational

2019-014759PCA (D. SANCHEZ: (415) 575-9082)
ALLOWING LONG TERM PARKING OF AND OVERNIGHT CAMPING IN VEHICLES AND
ANCILLARY USES AT 2340 SAN JOSE AVENUE (BOARD FILE NO.190812) — Planning Code
Amendment introduced by Supervisor Safai amending the Planning Code to allow
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11.

12.

13.

temporary long-term parking of and overnight camping in vehicles, and ancillary uses
including administrative offices, restrooms, showering or bathing facilities, kitchen or
other food preparation facilities, and eating areas at 2340 San Jose Avenue, Assessor’s
Parcel Block No. 6973, Lot No. 039, subject to compliance with all other Municipal Code
requirements, including but not limited to requirements of the Overnight Safe Parking
Pilot Program; affirming the Planning Department’s determination under the California
Environmental Quality Act; making findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the
eight priority policies of Planning Code, Section 101.1; and making findings of public
necessity, convenience, and welfare under Planning Code, Section 302.

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Modifications

2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV (E. WHITE: (415) 575-6813)
THE HUB PLAN, 30 VAN NESS AVENUE PROJECT, 98 FRANKLIN STREET PROJECT, AND HUB
HOUSING SUSTAINABILITY DISTRICT — Review and Comment on the Draft Environmental
Impact Report. The Hub Plan proposes to amend the 2008 Market and Octavia Area Plan of
the San Francisco General Plan for the easternmost portions of the Market and Octavia
Area Plan. The Hub Plan would change current zoning controls applicable to the area and
implement public realm improvements. The Planning Department also proposes the
designation of all or portions of the Hub Plan area as a Housing Sustainability District to
allow the City of San Francisco to exercise streamlined ministerial approval of residential
and mixed-use development projects meeting certain requirements. The Draft
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) also evaluates environmental impacts of two
individual development projects located within the Hub Plan Area at 30 Van Ness Avenue
and 98 Franklin Street.

Preliminary Recommendation: Review and Comment

2019-000268CUA (K. DURANDET: (415) 575-6816)
121 GATES STREET - between Eugenia and Powhattan Streets, Lot 024 in Assessor’s Block
5651 (District 11) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code
Section 303 and 317, to legalize the unauthorized demolition of a two-story single-family
residence and construct a new, code-complying, two-story single-family residence within a
RH-1 (Residential House, Single Family) Zoning District, Bernal Heights Special Use District,
and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the
project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section
31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 11,2019)

2008.0023CUA (C. TOWNES: (415) 575-9195)
461 29™ STREET - south side of 29th Street between Noe Street and Sanchez Street; Lot
033 of Assessor’s Block 6631 (District 8) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization,
pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 and 317 to demolish an existing, two-story, 750
square foot, single family residence and construct a new four-story, 6,459 square foot, two-
dwelling unit building up to 40-feet tall and including two parking spaces, and two Class 1
bicycle parking spaces. Per Planning Code Section 317, any application for a permit that
would result in the removal of one or more residential units shall require a Conditional Use
Authorization for the removal and replacement of the units. The subject property is located
within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk
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14a.

14b.

15.

16a.

District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of
CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

2018-002602CUA (N.TRAN: (415) 575-9174)
4118 215T STREET — north side of 21st Street between Eureka and Diamond Streets, Lot 017
of Assessor’s Block 2750 (District 8) — Request for a Conditional Use Authorization pursuant
to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the tantamount to demolition of a one-
story dwelling unit and authorize the re-construction of the dwelling unit, within a RH-2
(Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height & Bulk District. The
proposed re-construction would add a new third floor and changes to the facade. This
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

2018-002602VAR (N. TRAN: (415) 575-9174)
4118 215T STREET — north side of 21st Street between Eureka and Diamond Streets, Lot 017
of Assessor’s Block 2750 (District 8) — Request for Variances from the Zoning Administrator
to construct within the required front setback and rear yard. Planning Code Section 132
requires a front setback of 2 feet — 6 inches and construction is proposed to the front
property line. Section 134 requires a rear yard of 43 feet — 11 inches (45% of the total lot
depth) and the proposal provides only 32 feet — 9 inches. The property is legally non-
complying as the existing structure encroached into the required front setback and rear
yard. The subject property is located within a RH-2 (Residential-House, Two Family) Zoning
District and 40-X Height & Bulk District.

2019-014314CUA (J. HORN: (415) 575-6925)
49 HOPKINS AVENUE - southeast corner of the intersection of Hopkins Avenue and Burnett
Avenue; Lot 042 in Assessor’s Block 2799 (District 8) — Request for a Conditional Use
Authorization pursuant to Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the demolition
of a single-family home and propose the new construction of a single-family home with a
1,200 square foot accessory dwelling unit and a 355 square foot one-car garage. The
subject property is located within a RH-1 (Residential House, One-Family) Zoning and 40-X
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

On August 22, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +7-0.

2015-006356CUA (M. DITO: (415) 575-9164)
336 PIERCE STREET - east side of Pierce Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 of
Assessor’s Block 0844 (District 5) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization pursuant to
Planning Code Sections 303 and 317 to legalize the demolition of a two-story dwelling unit
at the rear of the subject lot and authorize the reconstruction of the dwelling unit, within a
RM-1 (Residential, Mixed —Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.
The existing dwelling unit was located above a two-car garage. The proposed re-
construction would eliminate the garage and reduce the volume of the building. The
subject property has an existing, separate, eight-family dwelling at the front of the lot. The
project is also seeking a variance from the rear yard requirement, pursuant to Planning
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16b.

17a.

17b.

Code Section 134. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

On August 22, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +7-0.

2015-006356VAR (M. DITO: (415) 575-9164)
336 PIERCE STREET - east side of Pierce Street between Oak and Page Streets; Lot 020 of
Assessor’s Block 0844 (District 5) — Request for a Variance pursuant to Planning Code
Section 134 to permit the construction of a replacement dwelling unit in the required rear
yard. The dwelling unit would be located in the rear 45% of the lot. The proposed dwelling
unit is two stories tall and approximately 700 square feet in size. The subject property is
located in a RM-1 (Residential, Mixed - Low Density) Zoning District and 40-X Height and
Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

2018-009534CUA (C. ASBAGH: (415) 575-9165)
45 CULEBRA TERRACE — west side of Culebra Street; Lot 025 in Assessor’s Block 0500
(District 2) — Request for Conditional Use Authorization, pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 303 and 317 to demolish an existing single-family home and construct a new
four-story 4,038 square-foot building with two dwelling units, one off-street parking
space, and two Class | bicycle spaces within a RH-2 (Residential, Two Family) Zoning
District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for
the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code
Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Approve with Conditions

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)

Note: On June 6, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 18,
2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent).

On July 18, 2019, after hearing and closing Public Comment, continued to August 22, 2019
by a vote of +4 -2 (Johnson, Richards against; Hillis absent).

On August 22, 2019, without hearing, continued to August 29, 2019 by a vote of +5 -0
(Fung and Johnson absent).

2018-009534VAR (C. ASBAGH: (415) 575-9165)
45 CULEBRA TERRACE - west side of Culebra Street; Lot 025 in Assessor’s Block 0500
(District 2) — Request for Variance, pursuant to Planning Code Sections 134 and 140. The
project is to allow an encroachment of approximately two-feet two-inches into the
required rear yard and a variance for exposure for both dwelling units. The subject
property is located in a RH-2 (Residential, Two Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and
Bulk District.

(Continued from Regular hearing on August 22, 2019)
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G.

DISCRETIONARY REVIEW CALENDAR

The Commission Discretionary Review Hearing Procedures provide for presentations by staff;
followed by the DR requestor team; followed by public comment opposed to the project; followed
by the project sponsor team; followed by public comment in support of the project. Please be
advised that the DR requestor and project sponsor teams include: the DR requestor and sponsor or
their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors.

18a.

18b.

19.

20.

2018-009551DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
3847-3849 18™ STREET - between Church and Sanchez Streets; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block
3585 (District 8) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2018.06.22.2714 proposing to legalize horizontal and -infill additions, the expansion of the
garage with unpermitted property line walls, legalize an enlarged dormer, replacement of
the front gable window to original size and legalize other unpermitted alterations to bring
the building into compliance with Planning Enforcement case no. 2018-002303ENF. The
parcel is located within a RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X
Height and Bulk District. This action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the
purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review

(Continued from Regular hearing on July 18, 2019)

Note: On May 9, 2019, after hearing and closing public comment, continued to July 18,
2019 by a vote of +5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent).

On July 18, 2019, adopted a Motion of Intent to Take DR and approve with two flats and a
third ground floor unit, and Continued to August 29, 2019, by a vote of +5 -0 (Fung, Hillis
absent).

2018-009551VAR (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
3847-3849 18™ STREET — between Church and Sanchez Streets; Lot 077 in Assessor’s Block
3585 (District 8) — Request for a Variance from the Planning Code for front setback
requirements, pursuant to Planning Code Section 132 and rear yard requirements,
pursuant to Planning Code Section 134. The subject property is located within a RH-3
(Residential — House, Three Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District.
(Continued from Regular hearing on July 18,2019)

2018-011962DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
869 ALVARADO STREET - southside between Hoffman Avenue and Douglass St.; Lot 037 in
Assessor’s Block 2802 (District 8) — Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit
Application No. 2018.0823.8143, to construct a one-story attached garage in the existing
side drive way on an existing three-story, single-family dwelling within a RH-2 (Residential,
House, Two-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 27, 2019)

2019-000297DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
1608-1610 VALLEJO STREET - north side of Vallejo Street between Franklin Street and Van
Ness Avenue; Lot 007 in Assessor’s Block 0551 (District 2) — Request for Discretionary
Review of Building Permit Application No. 2019.0208.2501 for the addition of one
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Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) in the garage of an existing 5-unit property within a RH-3
(Residential House, Three-Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This
action constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant
to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).

Preliminary Recommendation: Do Not Take Discretionary Review and Approve

(Continued from Regular hearing on June 27, 2019)

21. 2018-002777DRP (D. WINSLOW: (415) 575-9159)
4363 26™ STREET — between Diamond and Douglass Streets; Lot 024A in Assessor’s Block
6561 (District 8)- Request for Discretionary Review of Building Permit Application No.
2018.0223.2056 for construction of a 2-story, vertical addition, rear horizontal addition,
and facade alterations to an existing 2-story one-family house within a RH-1 (Residential-
House, One Family) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. This action
constitutes the Approval Action for the project for the purposes of CEQA, pursuant to San
Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.04(h).
Preliminary Recommendation: Take Discretionary Review and Approve with Modifications

ADJOURNMENT

Notice of Hearing & Agenda Page 100f 13




http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04

http://commissions.sfplanning.org/cpcpackets/2018-002777DRP-02.pdf

http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/California/administrative/chapter31californiaenvironmentalqualitya?f=templates$fn=default.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca$anc=JD_31.04



San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, August 29, 2019

Hearing Procedures
The Planning Commission holds public hearings regularly, on most Thursdays. The full hearing schedule for the calendar year

and the Commission Rules & Regulations may be found online at: www.sfplanning.org.

Public Comments: Persons attending a hearing may comment on any scheduled item.
¢+ When speaking before the Commission in City Hall, Room 400, please note the timer indicating how much time remains.
Speakers will hear two alarms. The first soft sound indicates the speaker has 30 seconds remaining. The second louder

sound indicates that the speaker’s opportunity to address the Commission has ended.

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

For most cases (CU’s, PUD's, 309’s, etc...) that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the
Commission Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:

1. Athorough description of the issue(s) by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation of the proposal by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes sponsor or their designee, lawyers, architects,
engineers, expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed 10 minutes, unless a written request
for extension not to exceed a total presentation time of 15 minutes is received at least 72 hours in advance of the
hearing, through the Commission Secretary, and granted by the President or Chair.

3. A presentation of opposition to the proposal by organized opposition for a period not to exceed 10 minutes (or a
period equal to that provided to the project sponsor team) with a minimum of three (3) speakers. The intent of the 10
min block of time provided to organized opposition is to reduce the number of overall speakers who are part of the
organized opposition. The requestor should advise the group that the Commission would expect the organized
presentation to represent their testimony, if granted. Organized opposition will be recognized only upon written
application at least 72 hours in advance of the hearing, through the Commission Secretary, the President or Chair.
Such application should identify the organization(s) and speakers.

4. Public testimony from proponents of the proposal: An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3)
minutes.

5. Public testimony from opponents of the proposal: An individual may speak for a period not to exceed three (3)
minutes.

6. Director’s preliminary recommendation must be prepared in writing.

7. Action by the Commission on the matter before it.

8. In public hearings on Draft Environmental Impact Reports, all speakers will be limited to a period not to exceed three
(3) minutes.

9. The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise
exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

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

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

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

For Discretionary Review cases that are considered by the Planning Commission, after being introduced by the Commission
Secretary, shall be considered by the Commission in the following order:

1. Athorough description of the issue by the Director or a member of the staff.

2. A presentation by the DR Requestor(s) team (includes Requestor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,

expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period not to exceed five (5) minutes for each requestor.

Testimony by members of the public in support of the DR would be up to three (3) minutes each.

4, A presentation by the Project Sponsor(s) team (includes Sponsor(s) or their designee, lawyers, architects, engineers,
expediters, and/or other advisors) would be for a period up to five (5) minutes, but could be extended for a period not
to exceed 10 minutes if there are multiple DR requestors.

w
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Testimony by members of the public in support of the project would be up to three (3) minutes each.

DR requestor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

Project sponsor(s) or their designees are given two (2) minutes for rebuttal.

The President (or Acting Chair) may impose time limits on appearances by members of the public and may otherwise
exercise his or her discretion on procedures for the conduct of public hearings.

N T

The Commission must Take DR in order to disapprove or modify a building permit application that is before them under
Discretionary Review. A failed motion to Take DR results in a Project that is approved as proposed.

Hearing Materials
Advance Submissions: To allow Commissioners the opportunity to review material in advance of a hearing, materials must be

received by the Planning Department eight (8) days prior to the scheduled public hearing. All submission packages must be
delivered t01650 Mission Street, Suite 400, by 5:00 p.m. and should include fifteen (15) hardcopies and a .pdf copy must be
provided to the staff planner. Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission after eight days in advance of a hearing
must be received by the Commission Secretary no later than the close of business the day before a hearing for it to become a part
of the public record for any public hearing.

Correspondence submitted to the Planning Commission on the same day, must be submitted at the hearing directly to the
Planning Commission Secretary. Please provide ten (10) copies for distribution. Correspondence submitted in any other fashion
on the same day may not become a part of the public record until the following hearing.

Correspondence sent directly to all members of the Commission, must include a copy to the Commission Secretary
(commissions.secretary@sfgov.org) for it to become a part of the public record.

These submittal rules and deadlines shall be strictly enforced and no exceptions shall be made without a vote of the Commission.

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

Appeals
The following is a summary of appeal rights associated with the various actions that may be taken at a Planning Commission

hearing.

Case Type Case Suffix Appeal Period* Appeal Body

Office Allocation OFA (B) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals**
Conditional Use Authorization and Planned Unit | CUA (C) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Development

Building Permit Application (Discretionary | DRP/DRM (D) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Review)

EIR Certification ENV (E) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Coastal Zone Permit CTZ(P) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Planning Code Amendments by Application PCA (T) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors
Variance (Zoning Administrator action) VAR (V) 10 calendar days Board of Appeals
Large Project Authorization in Eastern | LPA (X) 15 calendar days Board of Appeals
Neighborhoods

Permit Review in C-3 Districts, Downtown | DNX (X) 15-calendar days Board of Appeals
Residential Districts

Zoning Map Change by Application MAP (Z) 30 calendar days Board of Supervisors

* Appeals of Planning Commission decisions on Building Permit Applications (Discretionary Review) must be made within 15 days of
the date the building permit is issued/denied by the Department of Building Inspection (not from the date of the Planning Commission
hearing). Appeals of Zoning Administrator decisions on Variances must be made within 10 days from the issuance of the decision
letter.

**An appeal of a Certificate of Appropriateness or Permit to Alter/Demolish may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project
requires Board of Supervisors approval or if the project is associated with a Conditional Use Authorization appeal. An appeal of an
Office Allocation may be made to the Board of Supervisors if the project requires a Conditional Use Authorization.
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For more information regarding the Board of Appeals process, please contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880. For more
information regarding the Board of Supervisors process, please contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184 or
board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org.

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a 100% Affordable Housing Bonus Program application may be made to the Board of
Supervisors within 30 calendar days after the date of action by the Planning Commission pursuant to the provisions of Sections
328(g)(5) and 308.1(b). Appeals must be submitted in person at the Board’s office at 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244.
For further information about appeals to the Board of Supervisors, including current fees, contact the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors at (415) 554-5184.

An appeal of the approval (or denial) of a building permit application issued (or denied) pursuant to a 100% Affordable Housing
Bonus Program application by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors may be made to the Board of Appeals within
15 calendar days after the building permit is issued (or denied) by the Director of the Department of Building Inspection. Appeals
must be submitted in person at the Board's office at 1650 Mission Street, 3rd Floor, Room 304. For further information about
appeals to the Board of Appeals, including current fees, contact the Board of Appeals at (415) 575-6880.

Challenges
Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, if you challenge, in court, (1) the adoption or amendment of a general plan, (2) the

adoption or amendment of a zoning ordinance, (3) the adoption or amendment of any regulation attached to a specific plan, (4)
the adoption, amendment or modification of a development agreement, or (5) the approval of a variance, conditional-use
authorization, or any permit, you may be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing
described in this notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Planning Commission, at, or prior to, the public hearing.

CEQA Appeal Rights under Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code

If the Commission’s action on a project constitutes the Approval Action for that project (as defined in S.F. Administrative Code
Chapter 31, as amended, Board of Supervisors Ordinance Number 161-13), then the CEQA determination prepared in support of
that Approval Action is thereafter subject to appeal within the time frame specified in S.F. Administrative Code Section
31.16. This appeal is separate from and in addition to an appeal of an action on a project. Typically, an appeal must be filed
within 30 calendar days of the Approval Action for a project that has received an exemption or negative declaration pursuant to
CEQA. For information on filing an appeal under Chapter 31, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall, 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184. If the Department’s Environmental Review
Officer has deemed a project to be exempt from further environmental review, an exemption determination has been prepared
and can be obtained on-line at http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=3447. Under CEQA, in a later court challenge, a
litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or in written correspondence
delivered to the Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Planning Department or other City board, commission or
department at, or prior to, such hearing, or as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.

Protest of Fee or Exaction

You may protest any fee or exaction subject to Government Code Section 66000 imposed as a condition of approval in
accordance with 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.

The Planning Commission’s approval or conditional approval of the development subject to the challenged fee or exaction as
expressed in its Motion, Resolution, or Discretionary Review Action or the Zoning Administrator’s Variance Decision Letter will
serve as Notice that the 90-day protest period under Government Code Section 66020 has begun.
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Advance



				To:		Planning Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				August 29, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Johnson - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-006245DRP		50 SEWARD ST				fr: 6/6; 7/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: 9/12

		2017-014849CUA		220 Post Street				to: 10/24		Adina

						Change of Use from Retail to Office on Floors 3-5

		2019-001568CUA		101 Bay Shore Boulevard 				CONSENT		Liang

						Convenience store (d.b.a. Extra Mile) that sells beer and wine in an existing gas station.  

		2019-006116CUA 		2621 OCEAN Avenue				CONSENT		Horn

						Formula Retail

		2019-014759PCA		Overnight Camping/RV at Balboa		 				Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2015-000940ENV, 2017-008051ENV, 2016-014802ENV		The Hub Plan, 30 Van Ness Avenue Project, 98 Franklin Street Project, and Hub Housing Sustainability District 						White

						DEIR

		2015-000878CUADNX		300 Grant Avenue						Adina

						Public Art Informational

		2018-000547CUAVAR		42 Ord Court				fr: 3/7; 4/25; 7/11; 8/22		Horn

						Corona Heights SUD

		2019-014314CUA		49 Hopkins Avenue				fr: 8/22		Horn

						Residential Demo 

		2015-006356CUA 		336 Pierce Street 				fr: 8/22		Dito

						legalization of unauthorized demo, re-construction of rear yard dwelling unit

		2018-009534CUAVAR		45 Culebra Terrace				fr: 6/6; 7/18; 8/22		Adina

						Demolition of SFD, 2 dwelling new construction

		2008.0023CUA		461 29th Street 						Townes

						Residential Demo 

		2019-000268CUA		121 Gates St 				fr: 7/11		Durandet

						legalization of an unpermitted demolition of a single-family 

		2018-002602CUAVAR		4118 21st St						Tran

						CU for tantamount to demo

		2018-009551DRPVAR		3847-3849 18TH ST				fr: 5/9; 7/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-011962DRP		869 ALVARADO ST				fr: 6/27		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-000297DRP		1608 VALLEJO				fr: 6/27		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-002777DRP		4363 26TH STREET						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 5, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2017-008431DRP		2220 TURK BLVD				fr: 5/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: Indefinite

		2017-008412DRP		2230 TURK BLVD				fr: 5/23		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR		to: Indefinite

				1270 Mission Street						Teague

						Informational

		2015-014028ENV		3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 						Zushi

						Certification of Final EIR

		2015-014028CUA		3333 CALIFORNIA STREET 						Foster

						Entitlement

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						Informational

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Francis

						Introduction of General Plan Amendment

		2017-013309DRP-04		1 WINTER				fr: 6/6; 7/18		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013317DRP		333 CAMINO DEL MAR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013006DRP		550 10th AVENUE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 12, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-005613CUA		382 21st Avenue				CONSENT		Phung

						CB3P use size over 3,000 sf

		TBD		Balboa Reservoir 						Poling

						DEIR

		2016-004403CUA		2222 BROADWAY				fr: 1/24; 4/4; 5/2; 5/23; 7/11		Young

						increase the enrollment cap for Schools of the Sacred Heart (Broadway campus only) 

		2015-006825CUA		367 Hamilton Avenue				fr: 7/11		Flores

						317 tantamount to demo

		2018-011446CUA		399 Fremont St						Liang

						public pay parking in the existing accessory parking garage

		2017-006245DRP		50 SEWARD ST				fr: 6/6; 7/18; 8/29		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-006557DRP		20 Inverness 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-001940DRP-02		33 Capra Way						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 19, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-007313CND		31-37 Camp St. 				CONSENT		Westhoff

						E-Condo for 6 Units Condo Conversion

		2019-011975PCA 		Jobs Housing Linkage Fee				fr: 7/25		Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2017-003559ENV		3700 California St 				fr: 7/11		Poling

						DEIR

		2016-001794DNX		95 Hawthorne Street				fr: 6/27		Foster

						Downtown Project Authorization for SDB Project

		2017-000263CUAVAR		20 - 22 Church Street						Young

						dwelling unit density limit

		2019-017178CUA		1415 Market Street						Chandler

						formula retail use (DBA Philz Coffee) 

		2017-002136CUA		340 Townsend Street						Christensen

						conversion of existing parking garage to public, paid garage

		2019-004691CUA		1347 27th Avenue 						Hicks

						demo of a single-family home and new construction of a 2-unit building 

		2019-001627CUA  		459 Clipper Street						Horn

						Residential Demo 

		2018-002060CUA		258 Noe Street 						Horn

						Retail Cannabis

		2017-002545ENVAPL		2417 Green St 						Poling

						PMND Appeal

		2017-002545DRP		2417 Green St 				fr: 7/11		May

						Public Initiated DR

		TBD		2880 VALLEJO 						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-012718DRP		1980 EDDY						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-013320DRP		1520 DIAMOND ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				September 26, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Racial & Equity Training						Flores

						Training

				October 3, 2019 - Joint w/DPH

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				CPMC						Pearl

						Informational

				October 3, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-000362CUA 		1501B Sloat Blvd 				CONSENT		Cisneros

						Sprint		fr: 7/11

		2019-006951CUA		1401 19th Ave				CONSENT		Campbell

						CUA Type 20 ABC License within an Existing Fuel Station Café/Retail Establishment

		2019-005201CUA		298 Munich Street				CONSENT		Fahey

						Restaurant in a Limited and Nonconforming Use

		2019-005402CUA		50 Beale Street				CONSENT		Weissglass

						Massage establishment in Equinox Gym

		2019-001694CUA		1500 Mission Street				CONSENT		Weissglass

						Massage establishment in Equinox Gym

		2019-004164CUA 		1056-1062 Sanchez Street				CONSENT		Weissglass

						CUA per PC Section 207

		2019-003627PCA		South of Market Community Advisory Committee 						Chen

						Planning Code Amendment

		TBD		Exemption from Density Limits for Affordable & Unauthorized Units; Residential Care Facilities						Marlone

						Planning Code Amendment

				450 O’Farrell Street						Boudreaux

						Informational

		2017-000565CWP		Community Stabilization Strategy						Nelson

						Informational

		2015-010192CWP		Potrero Power Station 						Schuett

						FEIR certification and project approvals 

		2019-005575IMP		555 Post Street						Tran

						Abbreviated Institutional Master Plan for Make School

		2016-003994CUA		55 Belcher Street 				fr: 6/13; 7/11		Townes

						CUA

		2019-000013CUA		552-554 Hill Street						Campbell

						Legalization of Dwelling Unit Merger & Relocation

		2019-005500CUA		2934 Cesar Chavez Street						Christensen

						171 sq ft Retail to Cannabis Retail

		2019-014433CUA		49 Duboce						Christensen

						legalization of existing cannabis cultivation facility

		2014.0334ENX		262 7th Street						Samonsky

						LPA for two 7-story bldg containing 96 SRO units & comm space

		2018-004614DRP		16 SEACLIFF AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013111DRP		240 CHENERY ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-009175DRP		3610 WASHINGTON ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 10, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-012603CND		1046 14th Street				CONSENT		Pantoja

						6-unit Condo Conversion

		2018-017028PCA 		Controls on Residential Demolition, Merger, Conversion, and Alterations 						Butkus

						Planning Code Amendment

		2014.0012E  		Better Market Street Project 						Delumo

						Certification of the Final Environmental Impact Report

		2016-006860AHBENVIKA		65 Ocean Av						Flores

						HOME-SF, PMND, and In-Kind Agreement

		2018-015554CUA		95 Nordhoff St. 				fr: 4/11; 5/23; 6/27		Pantoja

						subdivision of an existing parcel into four new parcels

		2018-002179CUA		350 Masonic Ave 						May

						San Francisco Day School 

		2018-011717CUA 		1369 Sanchez Street						Cisneros

						Demo per PC Section 317

		2016-009538CUA 		905 Folsom Street						Jardines

						Demo (e) auto service station, NC 8-story residential bldg

		2018-016600CUA		2241 Chestnut Street						Wilborn

						CUA to for an Outdoor Activity Area

		2019-007075CUA		1410 Franklin Street 						Dito

						formula retail use (DBA UPS store) 

		2018-016040CUA		3419 Sacramento Street						Young

						legalize an existing Professional Office Use  (d.b.a. Kendall Wilkinson Design) 

		2018-016284DRP		1299 SANCHEZ ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 17, 2019 - Joint w/RP

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2015-005200CUAENX		1025 Howard Street						Samonsky

						Shadow

				October 17, 2019 - CLOSED

		Case No.		Koppel - OUT				Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-006948CUA		650 Jackson Street 				CONSENT		Lindsay

						Bona fide Public Eating Place license

		2016-003351CWP 		Racial & Social Equity Action Plan						C. Flores

						Adoption

		2019-014525PCA		Parking Requirements						Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2019-014960PCA		Fulton Street Grocery Store SUD						Flores

						Planning Code Amendment

		2014.1063DNX		633 Folsom Street 						Tran

						Public Art Informational

		2016-010589ENXOFA		2300 Harrison Street 				fr: 4/25; 5/9; 6/6; 7/18; 8/22		Hoagland

						6-story vertical addition, office/24 unit mixed use building, including State Density Bonus

		2018-004545PRJ		351 12th Street						Flores

						State Density Bonus

		2018-016625DNX		50 Post Street 				fr: 6/6; 7/11; 8/22		Perry

						Crocker Galleria

		2019-004451CUA		2075 Mission Street				fr: 7/25		Christensen

						cosmetic school to Cannabis Retail

		2019-000745CUAVAR		1100 Thomas Street						Christensen

						Legalization of (e) Industrial Agriculture facility (Cannabis Cultivation)

		2018-014774CUA		360 Spear Street 						Liang

						Internet Service Exchange (ISE) to Laboratory use.   

		2018-016955DRP		220 SAN JOSE				fr: 8/22		Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2017-012939DRP		2758 23RD ST.						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-006557DRP-02		20 INVERNESS DR						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 24, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2016-006860AHBENVIKA		65 Ocean Av						Flores

						HOME-SF, PMND, and In-Kind Agreement

		TBD		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning						Tong

						Initiation

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Initiation

				Prop M						Teague

						Office Allocation

				Water Supply 						Kern

						Informational

		2017-000655CUA 		458 Grove St						Flores

						Informational

		2017-014849CUA		220 Post Street				fr: 8/29		Adina

						Change of Use from Retail to Office on Floors 3-5

		2018-009548CUA		427 Baden St						Pantoja

						a lot line adjustment and construction of a new SFH

		2018-005768DRP		2209 BRODERICK ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				October 31, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





				November 7, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-013522PCA		Code Clean-Up 2019						Flores

						Initiation

		2018-000468CUA		3945 Judah Street						Pantoja

						HOME-SF, 20 new dwelling units

		2018-011441CUAVAR 		1846 Grove Street						Dito

						new construction of five dwelling units 

		2019-004664CUA 		57 Wentworth St.						Asbagh

						Retail to a Cocktail Bar/ Lounge

		2018-003910DRP		3252 19th St 						Sucre

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-015288DRP		1130 POTRERO AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2018-003910DRP		3252 19th Street						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 14, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-004377DRP		1301-1311 40th Avenue						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-012253DRP		463 CASTRO ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				November 21, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2018-003800CWP		Calle 24 Special Area Design Guidelines						Francis

						Adoption

				November 28, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				December 5, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		TBD		Bayview Industrial Triangle Zoning						Tong

						Adoption

		2017-012887DRP		265 OAK ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013559DRP		2517 PACIFIC AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-013559DRP-02		2517 PACIFIC AVE						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 12, 2019 - Joint w/DPH

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				Health Care Services Master Plan						Nickolopoulos

						Adoption

				December 12, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

		2019-013522PCA		Code Clean-Up 2019						Flores

						Adoption

		2019-000503DRP		2452 GREEN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-000503DRP-02		2452 GREEN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

		2019-000503DRP-03		2452 GREEN ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 19, 2019

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner





		2018-010941DRP		2028 LEAVENWORTH ST						Winslow

						Public-Initiated DR

				December 26, 2019 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner

				January 2, 2020 - CANCELED

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		Planner
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To:             Staff

From:       Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:            Hearing Results

          

[bookmark: _GoBack]NEXT MOTION/RESOLUTION No: 20505

 

NEXT DISCRETIONARY REVIEW ACTION No: 0659

                  

DRA = Discretionary Review Action; M = Motion; R = Resolution



August 22, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney-Client Privilege

		+7 -0



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a motion not to disclose

		+7 -0







August 22, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-009534CUA

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Asbagh

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-009534VAR

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Asbagh

		Acting ZA Continued to August 29, 2019

		



		

		2017-003545ENV

		2417 Green Street

		Poling

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to October 17, 2019

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		

		2018-001592CUA

		1190 Gough Street

		Dito

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		M-20499

		2018-011004CUA

		146 Geary Street

		Cisneros

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		M-20500

		2018-017311CUA

		5420 Mission Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		M-20501

		2017-013654CUA

		4720 Geary Boulevard

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fung, Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 18, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 25, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 25, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		2007.0903PHA

		Treasure Island Subphase 1C: C2.1 & C2.4

		Alexander

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report

		Bintliff

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-016955DRP

		220 San Jose Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to October 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to October 17, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to October 17, 2019

		+7 -0



		M-20502

		2017-002951ENX

		755 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20503

		2014-003160CUA

		3314 Cesar Chavez Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20504

		2019-012580CUA

		61 Cambon Drive

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -1 (Fung against)



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2018-000547VAR

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Acting ZA Continued to August 29, 2019

		



		

		2019-014314CUA

		49 Hopkins Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2015-006356CUA

		336 Pierce Street

		Dito

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2015-006356VAR

		336 Pierce Street

		Dito

		Acting ZA Continued to August 29, 2019

		







July 25, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney-Client Privilege

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to NOT Disclose

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)







July 25, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-011975PCA

		Jobs Housing Linkage Fee

		Sanchez

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20490

		2018-013387CUA

		88 Perry Street

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20491

		2019-001013CUA

		375 32nd Avenue/3132 Clement Avenue

		Jonckheer

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended, directing the Project Sponsor to continue working with the community on security mitigation measures

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for July 11, 2019

		Ionin

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Koppel absent)



		

		

		SB 35 Projects

		Conner

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-012970IMP

		Forty-Three (43) Properties Owned or Leased by the Academy of Art University (AAU) Located in the City and County of San Francisco

		Perry

		Closed the Public Hearing

		



		

		2013.0208PHA

		Mission Rock Phase 1 (aka Seawall Lot 337 and Pier 48)

		Snyder, Christensen 

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20492

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended prohibiting corporate housing

		+5 -1 (Melgar against; Hillis absent)



		M-20493

		2015-012490ENX

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions with the necessary corrections

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20494

		2015-012490OFA

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions with the necessary corrections

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2015-012490VAR

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20495

		2014.1573CUA

		2050 Van Ness Avenue & 1675 Pacific Avenue

		May

		Approved with Conditions as amended prohibiting corporate housing.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2014.1573VAR

		2050 Van Ness Avenue & 1675 Pacific Avenue

		May

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20496

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Sucre

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent) 



		M-20497

		2018-013122CUA

		2966 24th Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2019-004451CUA

		2075 Mission Street

		Christensen

		After hearing and closed PC; Continued to October 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20498

		2018-010465CUA

		349 3rd Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0656

		2018-009355DRP

		63 Laussat Street

		May

		Took DR and Approved as revised and noting on the plans the area of the roof to be unoccupied.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-0657

		2017-000987DRP-02

		25 17th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved as revised reverting the property to its previous condition

		+5 -1 (Fung against, Hillis absent) 



		DRA-0658

		2017-000987DRP-04

		27 17th Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved as revised reverting the property to its previous condition

		+5 -1 (Fung against, Hillis absent)







July 18, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-006245DRP

		50 Seward Street

		Winslow

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)



		

		2017-013309DRP-04

		1 Winter Place

		Winslow

		Continued to September 5, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)



		R-20482

		2019-011895PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction [BF 190590]

		Flores

		Approved (with K. Moore comments)

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)



		

		2018-003800CWP

		Calle 24 Special Area Design Guidelines

		Francis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 22, 2019

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 22, 2019

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20483

		2017-000663PCAMAP

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20484

		2017-000663ENX

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20485

		2017-000663OFA

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		R-20486

		2017-000663DVA

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20487

		2019-003787CUA

		3301 Fillmore Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20488

		2017-004654CUA

		1901 Fillmore (aka 1913 Fillmore) Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)



		M-20489

		2015-015199CUA

		562 28th Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Hillis absent)



		

		2018-009534CUA

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 22, 2019

		+4 -2 (Johnson, Richards against; Hillis absent)



		

		2018-009534VAR

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		ZA After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 22, 2019

		



		

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		Adopted a Motion of Intent to Take DR and approve with two flats and a third ground floor unit, and Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Fung absent)



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		ZA After hearing and closed PC; Continued to August 29, 2019

		



		

		2018-007676DRP

		3902 Clay Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-0655

		2017-013308DRM

		1 La Avanzada Street

		Lindsay

		Took DR and Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Fung absent)







July 11, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Continued to August 22, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-000547VAR

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Acting ZA Continued to August 22, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to August 22, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2019-000268CUA

		121 Gates Street

		Durandet

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-006825CUA

		367 Hamilton Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to September 12, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-003559ENV

		3700 California Street

		Poling

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2019-000362CUA

		1501C Sloat Boulevard

		Cisneros

		Continued to October 3, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street

		Jardines

		Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-012490ENX

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-012490OFA

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-012490VAR

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Acting ZA Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-003994CUA

		55 Belcher Street

		Townes

		Continued to October 3, 2019

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-013582DRP

		215 Montana Street

		Hicks

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20478

		2017-001427CUA

		2187 Market Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 20, 2019 – Joint With BIC

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 20, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 27, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		M-20479

		2019-004597CUA

		1509-1511 Sloat Boulevard

		Cisneros

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-000940CWP

		Market Octavia Plan Amendment

		Langlois

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20480

		2015-011274ENV

		150 Eureka Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		M-20481

		2015-011274CUA

		150 Eureka Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Melgar absent)



		

		2015-011274VAR

		150 Eureka Street

		Pantoja

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		







June 27, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-011962DRP

		869 Alvarado Street

		Chandler

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Durandet

		Continued to July 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to October 10, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-001794SHD

		95 Hawthorne Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-001794DNX

		95 Hawthorne Street

		Foster

		Continued to September 19, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2019-000297DRP

		1608-1610 Vallejo Street

		Weissglass

		Continued to August 29, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20473

		2018-014378CUA

		733 Washington Street

		Phung

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20474

		2018-008277CUA

		952 Clement Street

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-008277VAR

		952 Clement Street

		Weissglass

		Acting ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 13, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		

		2013.1753CXV

		1066 Market Street

		Adina

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Senate Bill 330: Housing Crisis Act of 2019

		Bintliff

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		After hearing and closing public comment and a Motion to Approve with Conditions failed +3 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Johnson, Melgar absent); Continued to July 11, 2019

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20475

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Limiting the floor to ceiling height of the living room to 12’6”; and 

2. Increasing the setback of the living room portion from 7’6” to 10’.

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20476

		2015-005763CUA

		247 17th Avenue

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended:

1. Provide five foot setbacks on the roof deck;

2. Provide an ADU behind the garage with direct access to the street; and

3. Eliminate the interior stair between ground and second level.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)



		M-20477

		2016-006164CUA

		2478 Geary Boulevard

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended, to provide a six foot opaque privacy screen.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Melgar absent)







June 20, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-017028PCA

		Controls on Residential Demolition, Merger, Conversion, and Alterations

		Butkus

		Reviewed and Commented

		







June 20, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Draft Minutes for June 6, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards, Johnson absent)



		R-20469

		2019-006421PCA

		Temporary Uses: Intermittent Activities [BF 190459]

		Flores

		Approved

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2000.0875CWP

		Downtown Plan Monitoring Report 2018

		Harris

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20470

		2014-000203ENX

		655 04th Street

		Hoagland

		Approved as amended by Staff and Corrected

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20471

		2014-000203CUA

		655 04th Street

		Hoagland

		Approved as amended by Staff and Corrected

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20472

		2016-015814CUA

		5400 Geary Boulevard

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Johnson against; Hillis, Richards absent)



		DRA-0654

		2018-016871DRP

		3600 Scott Street

		Wilborn

		Did NOT Take DR

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Richards absent)







June 13, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-003994CUA

		55 Belcher Street

		Townes

		Continued to July 11, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20463

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Oceanview Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Approved as Proposed

		+7 -0



		M-20464

		2015-007816CUA

		400-444 Divisadero Street and 1048-1064 Oak Street

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -2 (Fung, Moore against)



		

		2017-000663PRJ

		610-698 Brannan Street

		Samonsky

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20465

		2019-006418PCA

		North of Market Affordable Housing Fees and Citywide Affordable Housing Fund

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		ConnectSF

		Chan

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2017-016313CWP

		Public Land for Housing and Balboa Reservoir

		Hong

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20466

		2018-009861CUA

		1633 Fillmore Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20467

		2019-004216CUA

		3989 17th Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -1 (Fung against; Koppel absent)



		M-20468

		2019-001048CUA

		1398 California Street

		Foster

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Fung against; Hillis, Koppel absent)







June 6, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2018-016625DNX

		50 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to July 11, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2019-000183CUA

		435-441 Jackson Street

		Adina

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2017-013309DRP-04

		1 Winter Place

		Tran

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 16, 2019 – Closed Session

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 16, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 23, 2019 – Regular

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+6 -0 (Fung absent)



		

		2011.1356

		Affordable Housing in Central SoMa

		Sucre

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2019-004406CRV

		Office Development Annual Limit

		Rahaim

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20457

		2015-010013IKA

		30 Otis Street

		Langlois

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20458

		2015-015203DNX-02

		135 Hyde Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20459

		2012.0640ENX

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and adding an 18 month update report

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20460

		2012.0640B

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff and adding an 18 month update report

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		R-20461

		2012.0640PRJ

		598 Brannan Street

		Hoagland

		Directed the Planning Director to enter into Agreement

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		M-20462

		2017-013801CUA

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		

		2017-013801VAR

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2017-006245DRP

		50 Seward Street

		Campbell

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019.

		+4 -1 (Richards against; Fung, Hillis absent)



		

		2018-009534CUA

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019.

		+5 -0 (Fung, Hillis absent)



		

		2018-009534VAR

		45 Culebra Terrace

		Adina

		ZA after hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019.

		







May 23, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-013801CUA

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		Continued to June 6, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-013801VAR

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		Acting ZA Continued to June 6, 2019

		



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-008431DRP

		2220 Turk Boulevard

		Phung

		Continued to September 5, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-008412DRP

		2230 Turk Boulevard

		Phung

		Continued to September 5, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2015-007816CUA

		400-444 Divisadero Street and 1048-1064 Oak Street

		Woods

		Continued to June 13, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 9, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		R-20453

		2019-002217PCA

		Legitimization Program for Certain Non-Residential Uses at 3150 18th Street (Board File No. 190165)

		Butkus

		Approved with Modification, permitting office uses to participate in the legitimization program for up to three years.

		+7 -0



		

		2015-005255CWP

		Sea Level Rise Vulnerability and Consequences Assessment

		Varat

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2015-012490ENXOFA

		88 Bluxome Street

		Hoagland

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2014-000203ENX

		655 4th Street

		Hoagland

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20454

		2019-000189CUA

		1860 9th Avenue

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions as amended, for Sponsor to continue working with Staff in order to strengthen the ADU entrance.

		+7 -0



		M-20455

		2019-000186CUA

		828 Innes Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

1. Restricting a Type 8 license; and

2. Informational update presentation, one year from operation.

		+6 -1 (Fung against)



		M-20456

		2019-000697CUA

		1370 Wallace Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2016-009503DRP

		149 Mangels Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-0653

		2018-008362DRP

		237 Cortland Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -1 (Moore against)







May 16, 2019 Closed Session Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Conference with Legal Counsel

		Ionin

		Asserted Attorney-Client Privilege

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Richards absent)



		

		

		Closed Session discussion

		Ionin

		Adopted a Motion to NOT Disclose

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)







May 16, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2015-007816CUA

		400-444 Divisadero Street And 1048-1064 Oak Street

		Woods

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20451

		2018-016996CUA

		517 Clement Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for May 2, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted as Amended

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2015-000937CWP

		Civic Center Public Realm Plan

		Perry

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2017-003559PRJ

		3700 California Street

		May

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20452

		2018-014905CUA

		1711 Haight Street

		Wilborn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)







May 9, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-002217PCA

		Legitimization Program for Certain Non-Residential Uses at 3150 18th Street (Board File No. 190165)

		Butkus

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-013230CUA

		2215 Quesada Avenue

		Christensen

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Durandet

		Continued to June 27, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 6, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to June 6, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 25, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2019-006143CWP

		Youth Engagement in Planning

		Exline

		None - Informational

		



		R-20449

		2017-016416PCA

		Code Reorg. Phase 3: Chinatown [Board File TBD]

		Starr

		Approved with Modifications

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		R-20450

		2019-003581PCA

		Upper Market NCT and NCT-3 Zoning Districts (Board File No. 190248)

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications including a recommendation that the Board consider:

1. Including Health Services within the definition of Formula Retail; and 

2. Eliminating the Philanthropic Administrative Services use category.

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2011.1356

		Central SoMa Open Space

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		

		2012.0640

		598 Brannan Street

		Sucre

		None - Informational

		



		

		2018-009551DRP

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 18, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-009551VAR

		3847-3849 18th Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to July 18, 2019

		



		DRA-0652

		2017-013328DRP-02

		2758 Filbert Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with Staff modifications

		+4 -1 (Moore against, Johnson, Richards absent)







May 2, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-008362DRP

		237 Cortland Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2015-015199CUA

		562 28th Avenue

		Dito

		Continued to July 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2019-000189CUA

		1860 9th Avenue

		Horn

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2019-000186CUA

		828 Innes Avenue

		Christensen

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20441

		2019-001017CUA

		1700 Irving Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20442

		2019-003637CUA

		2200 Market Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 18, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		

		CASA

		Pappas

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		R-20443

		2016-011011GPR

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Adopted Findings

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20444

		2015-016326CUA

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		M-20445

		2018-012709CUA

		990 Pacific Avenue

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards recused, Melgar absent)



		M-20446

		2018-013395CUA

		10 29th Street

		Lindsay

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards recused; Moore, Melgar absent)



		M-20447

		2017-000280CUA

		915 North Point Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)



		

		2017-000280VAR

		915 North Point Street

		Perry

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20448

		2018-015127CUA

		4526 Third Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Melgar absent)







April 25, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Durandet

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2016-010589ENX

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2016-010589OFA

		2300 Harrison Street

		Hoagland

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+6 -0



		M-20433

		2018-017254CUA

		2750 Jackson Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2016-000240DRP

		1322 Wawona Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 11, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20434

		2018-011653PCA

		Temporary Uses on Development Sites

		Butkus

		Approved with Modifications

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2015-010192CWP

		Potrero Power Station

		Francis

		None - Informational

		



		R-20435

		2016-007303PCA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Approved

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-20436

		2016-007303DNX

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions as Amended

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-20437

		2016-007303CUA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions as Amended

		+5 -1 (Koppel against)



		M-20438

		2015-015789ENX

		828 Brannan Street

		Durandet

		Approved with Conditions as Amended

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to July 11, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000547VAR

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; ZA Continued to July 11, 2019

		



		M-20439

		2018-010426CUA

		2675 Geary Boulevard

		May

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20440

		2017-012697CUA

		3944a Geary Boulevard

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		DRA-0651

		2018-003223DRP

		15 El Sereno Court

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0







April 18, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2019-002217PCA

		Legitimization Program for Certain Non-Residential Uses At 3150 18th Street (Board File No. 190165)

		Butkus

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013841DRP

		295 Coso Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		

		



		M-20428

		2019-000475CND

		863 Haight Street

		Wilborn

		Approved 

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for April 4, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		1996.0013CWP

		2018 Housing Inventory Report

		Ambati

		None – Informational 

		



		M-20429

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Disapproved

		+6 -0



		M-20430

		2018-016549CUA

		40 West Portal Avenue

		Weissglass

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20431

		2018-012416CUA

		1345 Underwood Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20432

		2018-013332CUA

		1555 Yosemite Avenue

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0







April 11, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003223DRP

		15 El Sereno Court

		Winslow

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-016326GPR

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2015-016326CUA

		Seawall Lots 323 & 324

		Alexander

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-016667CUA

		3307 Sacramento Street

		Ganetsos

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20417

		2018-017057CUA

		1226 9th Avenue

		Lindsay

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 7, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20418

		2019-003571MAP

		915 Cayuga Avenue Project Zoning Map Amendments [BF 190251]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		R-20419

		2016-013850PCAMAP

		915 Cayuga Avenue Project Special Use District [BF 190250]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		M-20420

		2016-013850DVA

		915 Cayuga Avenue Development Agreement [BF 190249]

		Flores

		Approved with Staff Modifications

		+6 -0



		M-20421

		2016-013850CUA

		915 Cayuga Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		R-20422

		2019-001604PCA

		Building Standards

		Sanchez

		Approved with Staff Modifications and direction to Staff to pursue similar controls for RM districts.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Richards absent)



		R-20423

		2013.4117CWP

		San Francisco Biodiversity Resolution

		Fisher

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20424

		2017-016416PCA

		Code Reorganization Phase 3: Chinatown

		Starr

		Initiated and Scheduled a Hearing on or after May 9, 2019

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		

		2016-013156SRV

		Citywide Cultural Resources Survey

		LaValley

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2018-015554CUA

		95 Nordhoff Street

		Pantoja

		After hearing and Closing public comment; Continued to May 23, 2019 with direction from the Commission

		+6 -0



		M-20425

		2018-004711DNX

		555 - 575 Market Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20426

		2018-004711CUA

		555 - 575 Market Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20427

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include an update memo in one year.

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		DRA-0649

		2018-007006DRP

		2000 Grove Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0



		DRA-0650

		2017-010147DRP

		1633 Cabrillo Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved per private agreement

		+6 -0







April 4, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to May 2, 2019

		



		

		2017-015590DRP

		4547 20th Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20409

		2019-000325CUA

		3600 Taraval Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for March 14, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20410

		2018-000532CUA

		468 Valley Street

		Ajello-Hoagland

		After being pulled off of Consent Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2014.0012E

		Better Market Street

		Thomas

		Received Public Comment

		



		

		2019-004406CRV

		Office Development Annual Limit Program Update

		Teague; Sucre

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2017-013801CUA

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		After hearing and Closing public comment; Continued to May 23, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2017-013801VAR

		250 Randolph Street

		Campbell

		After hearing and Closing public comment; ZA Continued to May 23, 2019

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		After hearing and Closing public comment; Continued to June 6, 2019

		+6 -0



		M-20411

		2018-013413CUA

		1001 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2018-013230CUA

		2215 Quesada

		Christensen

		Continued to May 9, 2019

		+6 -0



		M-20412

		2018-015071CUA

		2166 Market Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. No Amplified music outdoors;

2. Outdoor activities limited to 10 pm daily;

3. Outdoor activities with amplified music limited to 12 am on NYE, Castro Street Fair, Folsom Street Fair, Pride Week, and Halloween, only; and 

4. Provide a Community Liaison.

		+6 -0



		M-20413

		2018-017008CUA

		3512 16th Street

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards recused)



		M-20414

		2017-010011CUA

		840 Folsom Street

		Liang

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Moore absent)



		M-20415

		2018-003066CUA

		1233 Connecticut

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended by Staff

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		M-20416

		2018-003916CUA

		1326 11th Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel absent)



		[bookmark: _Hlk5010645]DRA-0647

		2017-013473DRP

		115 Belgrave Avenue

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved as revised per the private agreement

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel absent)



		DRA-0648

		2018-001541DRP

		2963 22nd Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+4 -0 (Richards, Melgar absent)







March 14, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-007303PCA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-007303DNXCUA

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Adina

		Continued to May 2, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 21, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-004711DNXCUA

		555 - 575 Market Street

		Adina

		Continued to April 11, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2016-009503DRP

		149 Mangels Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued to May 23, 2019

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Continued Indefinitely

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2013.0655VAR

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued Indefinitely

		



		M-20402

		2018-003264CUA

		2498 Lombard Street

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 28, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		

		

		Senate Bill 50: Planning and Zoning: Housing Development: Equitable Communities Incentive (2019)

		Ikezoe

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20405

		2018-003593CUA

		906 Broadway

		Tran

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20406

		2018-007204CUA

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions as amended to include fire access to the roof be replaced by a shipladder.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-007204VAR

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20407

		2018-007460CUA

		1226 10th Avenue

		Young

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		M-20408

		2018-012687CUA

		657 - 667 Mission Street

		Adina

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0645

		2017-014420DRP

		2552 Baker Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a three-foot setback of the third-floor terrace railing.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0646

		2016-006123DRP-02

		279 Bella Vista Way

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with a condition to continue working with Staff on façade modifications.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)







March 7, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to April 11, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000547CUA

		42 Ord Court

		Horn

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to April 25, 2019

		+6 -0



		

		2015-015129DRP

		1523 Franklin Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20397

		2018-012727CUA

		3327-3380 19th Street

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20398

		2018-000813CUA

		939 Ellis Street

		Jimenez

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2018-000813VAR

		939 Ellis Street

		Jimenez

		Assistant ZA closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20399

		2016-005805CUA

		430 Broadway

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		M-20400

		2017-008875CUA

		920 North Point Street

		Salgado

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 21, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0



		R-20401

		2019-000048PCA

		Small Business Permit Streamlining

		Butkus

		Approved with modification, requiring CU for outdoor bar uses.

		+5 -1 (Moore against)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to April 11, 2019.

		+6 -0



		

		2018-010552PCA

		Employee Cafeterias Within Office Space

		Sanchez

		Disapproved

		+3 -3 (Hillis, Johnson, Koppel against)



		R-20403

		2018-016401PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction

		Flores

		Approved with Staff modifications, except No. 2

		+5 -1 (Richards against)



		M-20404

		2018-007253CUA

		3356-3360 Market Street

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0



		

		2017-007582CUA

		225 Vasquez Avenue

		Horn

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to May 9, 2019.

		+6 -0



		DRA-0643

		2016-005189DRP

		216 Head Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Approved with the condition that the lightwell be extended to accommodate the bedroom and bathroom windows.

		+5 -0 (Richards absent)



		DRA-0644

		2018-001681DRP

		120 Varennes Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+6 -0







February 28, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-007204CUA

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-007204VAR

		754 35th Avenue

		Ajello

		Acting ZA Continued to March 14, 2019

		



		

		2019-000048PCA

		Small Business Permit Streamlining

		Butkus

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 14, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		R-20394

		2019-000931PCA

		Homeless Shelters in PDR and SALI Districts

		Conner

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20395

		2018-003324CUA

		2779 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

1. Setback roof decks five feet from east and west property lines; and

2. Comply with the Planning Code.

		+4 -1 (Moore against; Johnson absent)



		

		2018-003324VAR

		2779 Folsom Street

		Jardines

		ZA Closed the PH and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		

		2009.3461CPW

		Area Plan Implementation Update and Inter-Department Plan Implementation Committee (IPIC) Report

		Snyder

		None - Informational

		



		M-20396

		2017-016520CUA

		828 Arkansas Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

1. Provide a matching lightwell in length; and

2. Provide a roof deck compliant with the Roof Deck Policy.

		+5 -0 (Johnson absent)







February 21, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-003593CUA

		906 Broadway

		Tran

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2018-003916CUA

		1326 11th Avenue

		Dito

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		2017-009224CUA

		601 Van Ness Avenue

		Woods

		Continued to April 18, 2019

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for February 7, 2019

		Silva

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20389

		2018-016400PCA

		Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Historic Buildings

		Sanchez

		Approved with Modifications

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		R-20390

		2019-000592PCA

		C-3 Retail to Office Conversion [Board File No. 190030, Previously Board File No. 180916]

		Butkus

		Approved

		+7 -0



		

		2014.0012E

		Better Market Street

		Perry

		None - Informational

		



		M-20391

		2016-011101CTZ

		Great Highway

		Hicks

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		M-20392

		2016-015997CUA

		820 Post Street

		Perry

		Approved with Conditions as amended, to work with staff on wall coloring/treatment.

		+6 -1 (Moore against)



		M-20393

		2017-009635CUA

		432 Cortland Avenue

		Flores

		Approved with Conditions as amended: 

3. Work with staff on façade design;

4. Add Construction Impact Mitigation Plan; and

5. Remove roof deck & stair penthouse.

		+6 -1 (Melgar against)



		

		2017-013537CUA

		233 San Carlos Street

		Sucre

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 21, 2019.

		+7 -0



		

		2017-012929DRP

		830 Olmstead Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2016-004967DRP

		929 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		DRA-0642

		2014-002435DRP

		95 Saint Germain Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







February 14, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-016401PCA

		Accessory Dwelling Units in New Construction

		Flores

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2018-006127CUA

		201 19th Avenue

		Weissglass

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to April 4, 2019

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+5 -0 (Johnson, Richards absent)



		

		2017-005279VAR

		448 Valley Street

		Horn

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20380

		2018-013462CUA

		3995 Alemany Boulevard

		Hoagland

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 24, 2019 – Joint with HPC

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 24, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 31, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		M-20381

		2018-015439CUA

		205 Hugo Street

		Weissglass

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions as amended to include:

1. Limiting hours of operation to 9 pm; and 

2. Restricting amplified music outdoors.

		+7 -0



		

R-20382

		2018-015471CRV

		FY 2019-2021 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Approved

		+5 -0 (Hillis, Johnson absent)



		

		

		Executive Directive on Housing (17-02) Report

		Bintliff

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

R-20383

		2019-001351CRV

		Nonprofit Organizations’ First-Right-To-Purchase Multi-Family Residential Buildings [BF 181212]

		Ikezoe

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval as amended, encouraging the pursuit of incentives.

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		

R-20384

		2018-016562PCA

		Inclusionary Housing Fee for State Density Bonus Projects [Bf 181154]

		Bintliff

		Disapproved

		+6 -0 (Fong absent)



		M-20385

		2016-007303ENV

		5 Third Street (Hearst Building)

		Pollak

		Upheld the PMND

		+7 -0



		M-20386

		2018-007049CUA

		3378 Sacramento Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -2 (Moore, Richards against; Hillis absent)



		M-20387

		2017-005279CUA

		448 Valley Street

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		M-20388

		2018-014721CUA

		1685 Haight Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-639

		2016-005555DRP-02

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		Took DR and Disapproved the BPA

		+4 -1 (Fong against; Hillis, Richards absent)



		

		2016-005555VAR

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		ZA Closed the PH and took the matter under advisement.

		



		DRA-640

		2016-009554DRP

		27 Fountain Street

		Winslow

		Took DR and approved with conditions:

1. Provide an open to the sky  privacy screen for acoustic mitigation; and

2. Continue working with staff on a more defined entry to the garden unit.

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)



		DRA-641

		2017-014666DRP

		743 Vermont Street

		Winslow

		No DR

		+6 -0 (Hillis absent)







February 7, 2019 Special Off-Site Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2013.1543

		1979 Mission Street

		Sucre

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 31, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2017-009635CUA

		432 Cortland Avenue

		Flores

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-007366CUA

		838 Grant Avenue

		Foster

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-013861PCAMAP

		Large Residence Special Use District

		Sanchez

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-016494PCA

		Central SoMa “Community Good Jobs Employment Plan”

		Chen

		Continued Indefinitely

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2017-010630DRP

		1621 Diamond Street

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-002409DRP

		1973 Broadway

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		



		M-20376

		2018-012850CND

		3132-3140 Scott Street

		Wilborn

		Approved

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		M-20377

		2018-009587CUA

		3535 California Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 17, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+4 -0 (Fong, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-016562PCA

		Inclusionary Housing Fee for State Density Bonus Projects [BF 181154]

		Bintliff

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to February 14, 2019

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		

		Housing Strategies and Plans

		Chion

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20378

		2018-007259CUA

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2018-007259VAR

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		M-20379

		2016-010079CUA

		3620 Buchanan Street

		Ajello

		Approved with Conditions

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel, Melgar absent)



		

		2016-010079VAR

		3620 Buchanan Street

		Ajello

		ZA closed the public hearing and indicated an intent to Grant

		



		DRA-638

		2015-008813DRP

		2337 Taraval Street

		Horn

		Took DR and approved with modifications:

1. Eliminating the roof deck; and

2. Providing a clear breezeway for the rear unit.

		+4 -0 (Richards, Koppel, Melgar absent)







January 24, 2019 Joint Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Communication Between Commissions

		

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		

		Retained Elements Policy

		

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 24, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-000813CUA

		939 Ellis Street

		Jimenez

		Continued to March 7, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2013.0655CUA

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Continued to March 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2013.0655VAR

		1513A-F York Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to March 14, 2019

		



		

		2016-004403CUA

		2222 Broadway

		Young

		Continued to April 4, 2019

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20373

		2018-011935CUA

		2505 Third Street

		Christensen

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		M-20374

		2018-010700CUA

		4018 24th Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for January 10, 2019

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		

		2018-015471CRV

		FY 2019-2021 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2016-003351CWP

		Racial & Social Equity Initiative

		Flores

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-20375

		2018-008877CUA

		1519 Polk Street

		Ganetsos

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Koppel absent)



		DRA-637

		2015-011216DRP

		277 Judson Avenue

		Kwiatkowska

		Took DR and reduced the depth of the top floor seven feet (allowing a deck to replace the proposed addition) and staff recommended modifications.

		+5 -0 (Koppel, Richards absent)



		

		2016-005189DRP

		216 Head Street

		Winslow

		After hearing and closing public comment; Continued to March 7, 2018 with direction for additional information.

		+5 -0 (Fong, Koppel absent)



		

		2017-013175DRP

		1979 Funston Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		







January 17, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2016-005555DRP-02

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2016-005555VAR

		1794-1798 Filbert Street/2902 Octavia Street

		Woods

		Acting ZA  Continued to February 14, 2019

		



		

		2016-015997CUA

		820 Post Street

		Perry

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012092DRP

		299 Edgewood Avenue

		Winslow

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		2018-012330CUA

		447 Broadway

		Chandler

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+7 -0



		

		2017-002545DRP

		2417 Green Street

		May

		Continued Indefinitely

		+7 -0



		

		

		Election of Officers

		Ionin

		Melgar – President;

Koppel - Vice

		+7 -0



		R-20369

		2018-015443MAP

		170 Valencia Street [Board File No. 181045]

		Butkus

		Approved

		+7 -0



		R-20370

R-20371

		2018-007888CWP

		Polk / Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines

		Winslow

		Adopted Guidelines and Approved Amendment

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)



		

		

		Economic Trends and Housing Pipeline

		Ojeda

		None - Informational

		



		

		2015-004568PRJ

		10 South Van Ness Avenue

		Perry

		None - Informational

		



		M-20372

		2018-006212CUA

		145 Laurel Street

		Lindsay

		Approved Staff’s recommended alternative with Conditions as Amended

		+6 -0 (Richards absent)







January 10, 2019 Regular Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-007259CUA

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		Continued to January 31, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-007259VAR

		88 Museum Way

		Horn

		Acting ZA Continued to January 31, 2019

		



		

		2017-001270CUA

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-001270VAR

		3140-3150 16th Street

		Sucre

		Acting ZA Continued to February 14, 2019

		



		

		2014.0948ENX

		344 14th Street/1463 Stevenson Street

		Jardines

		Continued to February 14, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-009163CUA

		77 Geary Street

		Perry

		Continued Indefinitely

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2015-008351DRP-06

		380 Holladay Avenue

		Winslow

		Withdrawn

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-007888CWP

		Polk / Pacific Special Area Design Guidelines

		Winslow

		Continued to January 17, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2017-012929DRP

		830 Olmstead Street

		Winslow

		Continued to February 21, 2019

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20364

		2018-012050CUA

		927 Irving Street

		Chandler

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 13, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		

		Draft Minutes for December 20, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20365

		2016-007467CUA

		360 West Portal Avenue Suite A

		Hicks

		After being pulled off of Consent; Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		

		2018-017238CWP

		Tall Buildings Safety Strategy

		Small

		None - Informational

		



		M-20366

		2017-007943CUA

		3848 24th Street

		Pantoja

		Approved with Conditions

		+5 -0 (Richards recused; Johnson absent)



		M-20367

		2018-009178CUA

		2909 Webster Street

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		M-20368

		2018-001936CUA

		799 Van Ness Avenue

		Dito

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)



		DRA-636

		2018-001609DRP

		144 Peralta Avenue

		Winslow

		No DR, Approved as Proposed

		+6 -0 (Johnson absent)
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Data to support the Neighbor Opposition to the permit at 49 Hopkins Avenue ( N0.2019-014314CUA )
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 12:49:28 PM

Attachments: 49 hopkinsperrmit.pptx - Read-Only.pptx - Read-Only.pptx - Read-Only.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Cheryl Traverse <cheryl@ctraverse.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 9:39 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
richhillissf@gmail.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Joan
Kim <joan.s.kim@gmail.com>; Christopher Wilson <chriswilson8 @me.com>;
devoncutler@gmail.com; Paquita Rivas <paquitaelena@gmail.com>; Margarita Sandoval
<maggiesierrabm@yahoo.com>; Michael Land <mland2@ix.netcom.com>; ken moore
<kmoorel1234@sbcglobal.net>

Subject: Data to support the Neighbor Opposition to the permit at 49 Hopkins Avenue ( No.2019-
014314CUA)

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

Please use this one. Corrected numbers.
Dear members of the SF Planning Committee,

This is a copy of the presentation (pdf doc attached) that we will give on
Thursday and the reasons why we are asking you to oppose the current
permit for 49 Hopkins Ave or work with the team to create acceptable
conditions.


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

Opposition to Permit # 2019-014314 CUA 49 Hopkins Ave

Permit proposes a structure that is
334 % larger than average house on Hopkins Ave

Presented by the Hopkins Ave. Neighbors
August 22, 2019





Historical and Current Perspective

The developer was stopped by the city on September 2018 for an illegal demolition; the
developer caused his own problem.

He was ordered to build a replica of the historic Richard Neutra original house
The permit under consideration today requests an even larger footprint than original one
The neighborhood residents have lived here for many years. We welcome a new neighbor.

Hopkins Ave neighbors ask the commission to reject this permit or create conditions that make it
acceptable with the the scale and character of the existing neighborhood.





The proposed permit does not follow the Character and Scale
directive requirements of the ADU

Section 2, (i) of Planning Administrative Codes, Construction of Accessory Dwelling Units: This infill
strategy would create more apartments in the areas of the city that are already built-out without
changing the character, increasing building heights, or altering the built form. Such small-scale residential
infill could create additional homes for existing and future San Franciscans.

Developer is asking for a 4180 sq. ft. structures (1200 sq.ft ADU, 2660 sq.ft house, 355 garage)

* The average size of the homes in this neighborhood is 1000 to 1500 sq.ft. or 1250 sq.ft. average
* Proposed structure is 334% bigger than the average house on Hopkins Ave.

* The house next door to the proposed structure is only 1063 ft.
* Proposed structure is 393% larger than the next door house

* Original structure’s living space is recorded in city records as 927sq.ft.
* Proposed structure is 459% larger than the original house





This ADU has no provision to create affordable housing

Section 2 (e) ADU’s will be small units with relatively low rents
-a 1200 sq. ft ADU is not small, nor likely to be “low rent”
-50 sq.ft. less than the average house size in our neighborhood.

Section 2(j) ADU'’s states that their purpose should become a major provider of affordable housing

-Without agreeing to recording Specific Restrictions for rent controlled or BMR rent, this
proposed housing will be market rate and not affordable

Section 2(g): allowing more residents to live within walking distance of transit, shopping and
services.

-The Twin Peaks neighborhood has no services within walking distance





We ask the commission to reject this permit reject this permit
or create conditions that make this permit acceptable with the
Character and Scale of our neighborhood

-A Smaller Footprint home
-A Smaller and Affordable ADU with Enforceable Restrictions






The problem is that the existing structure is 334% larger than the
average house on Hopkins Ave.

We have 7 of the 8 homes that exist on Hopkins supporting this
opposition and many have given you individual letters.

We have a 103 year old resident and his partner, a home owner who
lived here since 1985, a sister and brother whose mom and dad bought
two properties much earlier. | bought my home in 1987, a woman who
bought 11 years ago and the shortest time for a resident is 4 years.

We are a true representation of the multicultural nature of long time San
Franciscan citizens and we ask you to spend a couple of minutes reading
the PDF doc. |think it is self-explanatory and only 5 slides .

We definitely want a neighbor on 49 Hopkins and support your ADU
program. But the proposal of this developer is way beyond the character
and scale of our current neighborhood. We would love to work with
Jeffrey Horn and the developer to come to a more modest sized,
affordable residence.

We will be a small group at the meeting due to travel and work
commitments of others but we have incorporated the large spirit of our
entire block.

Paquito and | Look forward to meeting you tomorrow.

Cheryl Traverse

From: cheryl traverse <cheryl@ctraverse.com>

Date: Sunday, August 11, 2019 at 7:03 PM

To: "myrna.melgar@sfgov.org" <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>, "joel.koppel@sfgov.org"
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>, "millicent.johnson@sfgov.org" <millicent.johnson@sfgov.org>,

"richhillissf@gmail.com" <richhillissf@gmail.com>, "frank.funk@sfgov.org"

<frank.funk@sfgov.org>, "kathrin.moore@sfgov.org" <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>,

"dennis.richards@sfgov.org" <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>
Cc: jeffrey horn <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>, "jonas.ionin@sfgov.org" <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
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Subject: Neighbor Opposition to the latest proposed plan for 49 Hopkins Avenue

To: San Francisco Planning Commission
Re: Case No. 2019-014314CUA (49 Hopkins Ave)-August 22, 2019

Dear Members of the San Francisco Planning Commission:

My name is Cheryl Traverse and | have lived at 44 Hopkins since 1987.
| have participated in nonprofits Boards (Horizons, OpenHouse, Haight
Street Art Center) after retiring in 2010 and continue to work with my
supervisor to make the city better. | am coming back from a NAPA
vacation and would love to speak you in person. [f | hit traffic from my
vacation in NAPA | may not make it and this letter will stand as my
opinion.

The purpose of this letter is to strongly oppose the latest proposed plan
and design for the structure at 49 Hopkins Avenue.

Here are the reasons for the opposition:

. The proposed new plan is for a total of 4160 square
feet of space with 6 bedrooms. This is triple the
living space of the original Neutra-designed house
(1300 square feet) and the original house had only
2 bedrooms.

. It goes against the goal of the commission of
maintaining the look and feel of the existing
neighborhood and does not create affordable housing.

. All of the houses on our block are modest. This 4150
sq. ft. structure will sit next to a 1063 sq. ft. house
and dwarf the neighborhood we have all been living in
for more than 40-50 years. This 6 bedroom giant
house will sit next to a 1 bedroom house. The
contrast is eye opening.

. It is in fact the anthesis of the intent of the
commission’s goal, and reinforces the “get rich
scheme” of the “out of town” developers.



. Additionally, this particular developer has already
shown his disregard for your rules and our community.

IN SUMMARY:

The new plan not only disregards the spirit of the
Commission’s order to restore the illegally demolished 1,300 sq.
ft historic Neutra-designed House, but proposes a new main
dwelling design that is totally out of character with the
existing neighborhood and does not contribute to the goal of
more affordable housing.

Importantly, the new design appears to be an example of this
developer’s continued lack of knowledge for San Francisco
planning codes and decisions.

Historical Detalils:

1. In August of 2015, the developers submitted permit
application and plans for renovations to the existing Neutra-
designed House (1300 square feet 2 bedroom home). By
September 2017, however, the developer completely and illegally
demolished all but one partial wall of the structure, far exceeding
the approved permit to renovate the existing home.

2.  The Planning Commission then ordered that the original
1,300 sq. ft Neutra House be restored. Despite that, in submitting
the permit application to acknowledge and retrospectively reflect
the illegal demolition already done, the developer then submitted a
plan to build a huge 4160 square foot home — disregarding the
spirit of the Commission’s decision.

3.  The Planning Commission denied the 3,280 sq ft plan. Now
in response to the denial of 3,280 sq ft plan, the developer has
proposed building a 4160 sq ft dwelling with 6 bedrooms.

NOT ONLY IS the house plan inappropriately huge, the inclusion
of the ADU in the new plan appears to be an attempt to take
advantage of San Francisco’s program to expand accessory



dwelling units in order to bulldoze an even larger footprint
through.

The proposed dwelling does not capture the underlying spirit of
the existing of “sf-ADU” manual for Existing Units by Open
Scope Studio, December 2018” (a thorough and excellent
handbook). Additionally the proposed dwelling does not create or
preserve more affordable housing units in the City of San
Francisco. As included in these latest plans, the ADU is used
merely to maximize the square footage of the rentable space that
the developer is seeking to build (and monetize).

The developer has not only shown disregard for the building codes and
permitting protocols of the City, and the prior decisions of the Planning
Commission, he has shown equal disregard for the neighbors of
Hopkins and Burnett:

-While illegally demolishing the existing structure at 49 Hopkins
Ave far in excess of the permit to “renovate,” the developers
excavated the foundation in an effort to further increase the
footprint; this is on a hill with 14-20% grade — potentially
jeopardizing the structural integrity of the adjacent homes and the
hill itself (I recommend the city should check the hill to see if it
structurally sound).

- It was a scary time for us on Hopkins. The violence of the
vibrations damaged 2 homes with no compensation.

-Toxic smoke and debris were rampant with no protection for the
neighborhood. | had an asthma attack.

Commissioners: Hopkins Avenue is exactly the kind of neighborhood
that is rapidly disappearing in San Francisco; it is a one block stretch
made up entirely of modestly-sized (1100-1600 sq. ft) homes,

owned and lived-in by families. To approve this plan would be allowing
a developer to build a dwelling triple the size — in direct defiance of the
Commission’s prior decisions — and use the City’s focus on ADUs as a
money motivated strategy to expand the square footage for profit.



Please Do not allow this plan to be approved. Preserve San
Francisco neighborhoods and uphold your prior decisions. Do not allow
out-of-state developers to profit in direct defiance of your codes.

Thank you

Cheryl Traverse
44 Hopkins
San Francisco, CA 94131



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Notice of Proposed Public Hearing for 461 29th Street
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 12:04:57 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Emme Levine <emme@Ievinearch.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 10:38 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Townes, Chris (CPC) <chris.townes@sfgov.org>
Subject: Notice of Proposed Public Hearing for 461 29th Street

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

Dear Commissioners,

I'm writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing | received in the mail for
the project at 461 29th Street.

As a neighbor, | am opposed to the current design. I'm concerned about:

1. Height - it would be better without the 4th story.The building should be 3 stories, like
the entire side of the street. The ground floor and the basement at the rear should be
utilized for extra space. It is out of scale.

2. Scale - This project is way too big and demolishing a 750 sq ft to replace it with a 6459
sq ft one is not affordable by design. It is greedy by the speculative developer and
inappropriate for the surrounding neighborhood.

3. Facade - once again, the neighborhood is presented with a cheap looking, bland,
"modern” style. We feel there is good modern, and bad, and this is bad. The flat front,
large windows, and shoddy materials are nondescript and add nothing to the character of
our neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Emme Klama
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447 29th Street

Emme Klama ASID | Interior Designer
License #2004458

Levine Architects

p. 415.282.4643

w. www.levinearch.com
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 461-29th Street Proposed Notice of Public Hearing
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 12:04:49 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kristin Belshaw <klbelshaw@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:02 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis
(CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Townes, Chris (CPC) <chris.townes@sfgov.org>
Subject: 461-29th Street Proposed Notice of Public Hearing

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

Dear Commissioners,

We are writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing we
received in the mail for the project at 461 29th Street.

Amy and I, at 427-29th Street, along with several of our neighbors, are
opposed to the current design.
We have the following concerns:

1. Height - it would be better without the 4th story.The building should be
3 stories, like the entire side of the street. The ground floor and the
basement at the rear should be utilized for extra space. It is out of scale.

2. Scale - This project is way too big and demolishing a 750 sq ft to
replace it with a 6459 sq ft one is not affordable by design. It is greedy by
the speculative developer and inappropriate for the surrounding
neighborhood.
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3. Facade - once again, the neighborhood is presented with a cheap
looking, bland, "modern" style. We feel there is good modern, and bad,
and this is bad. The flat front, large windows, and shoddy materials are
nondescript and add nothing to the character of our neighborhood.

Kristin Belshaw and Amy Hood
427-29th Street
San Francisco, CA 94131



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan
Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES THE ACQUISITION AND PRESERVATION OF
HISTORIC, MIXED-INCOME BUILDING IN THE TENDERLOIN

Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 12:04:21 PM

Attachments: 8.22.19 270 Turk.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:21 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES THE ACQUISITION AND
PRESERVATION OF HISTORIC, MIXED-INCOME BUILDING IN THE TENDERLOIN

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 22, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES THE ACQUISITION
AND PRESERVATION OF HISTORIC, MIXED-INCOME
BUILDING IN THE TENDERLOIN

86 homes will remain affordable to residents in the heart of San Francisco

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and community leaders today celebrated the
acquisition and preservation of 86 units of affordable housing at 270 Turk Street in the
Tenderloin. A portion of the units in the building will be designated for formerly homeless
individuals through funding from the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF)
discretionary portion windfall, as previously authorized by Mayor Breed.

“As we work to build more affordable housing throughout San Francisco, preserving our
existing affordable housing is a crucial part of our strategy to keep people housed and help
prevent homelessness,” said Mayor Breed. “By preserving these homes, we’re ensuring that
these residents can continue to live here for years to come, and can stay connected with their
friends and community.”
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, August 22, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES THE ACQUISITION
AND PRESERVATION OF HISTORIC, MIXED-INCOME
BUILDING IN THE TENDERLOIN

86 homes will remain affordable to residents in the heart of San Francisco

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and community leaders today celebrated the
acquisition and preservation of 86 units of affordable housing at 270 Turk Street in the
Tenderloin. A portion of the units in the building will be designated for formerly homeless
individuals through funding from the Educational Revenue Augmentation Fund (ERAF)
discretionary portion windfall, as previously authorized by Mayor Breed.

“As we work to build more affordable housing throughout San Francisco, preserving our existing
affordable housing is a crucial part of our strategy to keep people housed and help prevent
homelessness,” said Mayor Breed. “By preserving these homes, we’re ensuring that these
residents can continue to live here for years to come, and can stay connected with their friends
and community.”

The building at 270 Turk St. is currently home to low- and moderate-income residents earning
anywhere from 20% to 170% Area Median Income (AMI). The Tenderloin Neighborhood
Development Corporation (TNDC) acquired 270 Turk in March 2019 in order to preserve it as
permanently affordable housing. TNDC acquired the building with a $24 million bridge loan
provided by the San Francisco Housing Accelerator Fund (SFHAF). The Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) expects to provide TNDC with permanent
financing for the building in March 2020, following the completion of critical repairs to the
building systems and residential units.

The Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) plans to partner with TNDC
and MOHCD to provide rental contracts for a portion of the units at 270 Turk to be made
available to formerly homeless individuals. The ERAF windfall legislation that Mayor Breed
signed in March 2019 included $15.2 million in funding to HSH for the master leasing of
approximately 300 permanent supportive housing units for formerly homeless individuals.

“Preservation of vulnerable properties is one of MOHCD’s key initiatives and we are thrilled that
households at 270 Turk will be able to remain in their homes without fear of displacement, and
the building will forever serve low and moderate income San Franciscans,” said Dan Adams,
Acting Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development. “Thank you to
the SFHAF and TNDC for collaborating on this crucial acquisition that will help to maintain the
vibrancy of the Tenderloin community.”

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

“Nonprofit acquisition is an essential tool to prevent displacement and—in the case of

270 Turk—create new homes for those who need them most,” said Rebecca Foster, CEO of
SFHAF. “We’re thrilled we could provide TNDC with the flexible capital needed to acquire this
building and to take it off the speculative market, ensuring permanent affordability for its current
and future residents. We stand ready to support TNDC and other nonprofits in the critical
preservation work they do.”

“I am deeply proud that we collaborated with the City and the SFHAF on a creative solution to
protect essential affordable housing right here in the Tenderloin at 270 Turk,” said Don Falk,
CEO of TNDC. “We are freezing the existing level of affordability for 86 households across a
range of incomes to help ensure that San Francisco remains a city for all, while also preserving
the character of the neighborhood.”

The acquisition and subsequent rehabilitation plan includes approximately $2.25 million in
funding for upgrades to the building’s life safety systems, including fire alarms, sprinklers, and
an elevator. The upgrades will also include the installation of a mechanical ventilation system to
improve indoor air quality and remediate mold.

“I moved to the United States from Cambodia as a teenager, and quickly settled down in

San Francisco and into 270 Turk Street,” said Visot Bun, San Francisco resident. “I’ve lived here
with my family in this building, and my Cambodian community here in San Francisco. I’'m
grateful for this home, it’s close to everything! I’m happy with the new ownership and am
pleased that | don’t have to move.”

The San Francisco Housing Accelerator Fund innovates smart approaches that put public,
private, and philanthropic money to work to expand the supply of affordable housing in

San Francisco. SFHAF was incubated in the Mayor’s Office and kick-started with investments
from the City, Citi Community Development, Dignity Health, and The San Francisco
Foundation. In two years of operation, SFHAF has deployed over $100 million to fund the
preservation and construction of 417 affordable homes in San Francisco.

TNDC is a community-based nonprofit whose mission is to provide affordable housing and
services for low-income residents, build community, and promote equitable access to
opportunity and resources. They provide housing for over 5,000 people, about a quarter of whom
came to the organization after exiting homelessness.

Through the City’s acquisition programs, 34 buildings consisting of 278 units have been
acquired, and another 12 buildings with 110 total units are in the acquisition pipeline.

$84 million of City funds have been committed for acquisition and preservation programs, and
over 500 San Franciscans have been stabilized to date.

270 Turk was originally constructed in 1927, and is currently on the National Register of
Historic Places as a contributing structure to the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District.
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The building at 270 Turk St. is currently home to low- and moderate-income residents earning
anywhere from 20% to 170% Area Median Income (AMI). The Tenderloin Neighborhood
Development Corporation (TNDC) acquired 270 Turk in March 2019 in order to preserve it as
permanently affordable housing. TNDC acquired the building with a $24 million bridge loan
provided by the San Francisco Housing Accelerator Fund (SFHAF). The Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) expects to provide TNDC with permanent
financing for the building in March 2020, following the completion of critical repairs to the
building systems and residential units.

The Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) plans to partner with TNDC
and MOHCD to provide rental contracts for a portion of the units at 270 Turk to be made
available to formerly homeless individuals. The ERAF windfall legislation that Mayor Breed
signed in March 2019 included $15.2 million in funding to HSH for the master leasing of
approximately 300 permanent supportive housing units for formerly homeless individuals.

“Preservation of vulnerable properties is one of MOHCD’s key initiatives and we are thrilled
that households at 270 Turk will be able to remain in their homes without fear of
displacement, and the building will forever serve low and moderate income San Franciscans,”
said Dan Adams, Acting Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development. “Thank you to the SFHAF and TNDC for collaborating on this crucial
acquisition that will help to maintain the vibrancy of the Tenderloin community.”

“Nonprofit acquisition is an essential tool to prevent displacement and—in the case of

270 Turk—-create new homes for those who need them most,” said Rebecca Foster, CEO of
SFHAF. “We’re thrilled we could provide TNDC with the flexible capital needed to acquire
this building and to take it off the speculative market, ensuring permanent affordability for its
current and future residents. We stand ready to support TNDC and other nonprofits in the
critical preservation work they do.”

“I am deeply proud that we collaborated with the City and the SFHAF on a creative solution to
protect essential affordable housing right here in the Tenderloin at 270 Turk,” said Don Falk,
CEO of TNDC. “We are freezing the existing level of affordability for 86 households across a
range of incomes to help ensure that San Francisco remains a city for all, while also preserving
the character of the neighborhood.”

The acquisition and subsequent rehabilitation plan includes approximately $2.25 million in
funding for upgrades to the building’s life safety systems, including fire alarms, sprinklers,
and an elevator. The upgrades will also include the installation of a mechanical ventilation
system to improve indoor air quality and remediate mold.

“I moved to the United States from Cambodia as a teenager, and quickly settled down in

San Francisco and into 270 Turk Street,” said Visot Bun, San Francisco resident. “I’ve lived
here with my family in this building, and my Cambodian community here in San Francisco.
I’m grateful for this home, it’s close to everything! I’m happy with the new ownership and am
pleased that I don’t have to move.”

The San Francisco Housing Accelerator Fund innovates smart approaches that put public,
private, and philanthropic money to work to expand the supply of affordable housing in

San Francisco. SFHAF was incubated in the Mayor’s Office and kick-started with investments
from the City, Citi Community Development, Dignity Health, and The San Francisco



Foundation. In two years of operation, SFHAF has deployed over $100 million to fund the
preservation and construction of 417 affordable homes in San Francisco.

TNDC is a community-based nonprofit whose mission is to provide affordable housing and
services for low-income residents, build community, and promote equitable access to
opportunity and resources. They provide housing for over 5,000 people, about a quarter of
whom came to the organization after exiting homelessness.

Through the City’s acquisition programs, 34 buildings consisting of 278 units have been
acquired, and another 12 buildings with 110 total units are in the acquisition pipeline.

$84 million of City funds have been committed for acquisition and preservation programs, and
over 500 San Franciscans have been stabilized to date.

270 Turk was originally constructed in 1927, and is currently on the National Register of
Historic Places as a contributing structure to the Uptown Tenderloin Historic District.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: From Paquita Rivas. Opposition to Permit No 2019-014314 CUA 49 Hopkins
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 12:04:09 PM

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Cheryl Traverse <cheryl@ctraverse.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:48 AM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
richhillissf@gmail.com; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC) <jeffrey.horn@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: From Paquita Rivas. Opposition to Permit No 2019-014314 CUA 49 Hopkins

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

This is From: Paquita Rivas, 37 Hopkins Ave, because her computer was
disabled

Good Afternoon,

My Name is Paquita Rivas and | live at 37 Hopkins and | am the trustee of 43
Hopkins, on behalf of my disabled brother, Daniel Sandoval who lives in the
home to the adjacent to 49 Hopkins. These 2 properties have been in our
family since 1963. As part of a Latino family | was born into a housing project
on Patton St., My parents were the ideal of success of the american dream
through their vision, hard work and sacrifice, | am so very proud of them.

They taught me the value of home ownership and community. The home that
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is proposed does not fit the Residential Street it is proposed on; of small 900 to
1200 square foot homes. | believe the property developer/owner is requesting
the use of a ADU to circumvent requesting a variance for two family residence.
The new ADU proposal is 1200 sq ft., 300 sq. feet larger than the foot print of

the original Largent House.

| am not opposed to ADU's being built into existing dwelling. "The priority
policy of Code s 101 states that new construction and major alterations of the
ADU NOT be out of character and scale with the existing neighborhood. The
developers project is not in character with the neighborhood. Hopkins Ave. is
all 2 story small all owner occupied homes. If this proposal passes it would put
a Mega Mansion at the top of the street towering directly over my brother's
home, who has been disabled since the age of 16.

This proposal changes the character of the neighborhood by installing over
4,160 sqg. feet of living space, where 936 sq. ft of living space once stood. This is
344% larger.

| feel the project does not respect your past recommendations, and flonts via
use of lawsuit, our city codes, The last commission told the owner to rebuild
the original house within the 936 sq.ft.

| feel that a total 1800 sq.ft. main residence including the ADU would be
appropriate for this lot, in this neighborhood.
Thanks for the attention to this important issue for our community.

Paquita Rivas
37 HOPKINS Ave.



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Ajello Hoagland, Linda (CPC); Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2300 Harrison Street

Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 12:03:59 PM

Attachments: Conecessions and Waivers under State Density Law.docx

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Carlos Bocanegra <cebocanegra@dons.usfca.edu>
Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 12:09 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>

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

Subject: Re: 2300 Harrison Street

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

Good Morning Commissioner Melgar,

My name is Carlos Bocanegra and I am writing to you on behalf of Cultural Action Network
as well as a concerned Mission resident. At the last hearing for the project located 2300
Harrison Street I raised several concerns. Among them was the concern of the project’s
majority use as a large office project moving under the guise of a housing project to qualify
for the State Density Bonus Law and receive its protections and benefits.

One of the benefits being the concessions and waivers it has requested of the Planning
Commission. Many of these concessions and waivers are being requested not for the purpose
of providing affordable housing but, by their own admission, to instead to connect the
proposed project with the already existing office located on the Project site. As many of these
concessions and waivers do not pertain to the construction of affordable housing, I humbly
submit to you that the Planning Commission is under no obligation to approve those requested
concessions/waivers at the cost of the numerous negative impacts the many Latinx and
working-class families will have to endure as a result. It is well in your power to deny these
requests.

I am attaching the following document outlining the law around the density bonus and
concessions/ waivers for your review to help provide context and hopefully better inform your
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California Government Code Section 65915 explicitly states the following:

1. Concessions/ Waivers:

a. Standards Section 65915 subsections:

i. (d) (1) An applicant for a density bonus pursuant to subdivision (b) may submit to a city, county, or city and county a proposal for the specific incentives or concessions that the applicant requests pursuant to this section, and may request a meeting with the city, county, or city and county. The city, county, or city and county shall grant the concession or incentive requested by the applicant unless the city, county, or city and county makes a written finding, based upon substantial evidence, of any of the following:

(A) The concession or incentive does not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions, consistent with subdivision (k), to provide for affordable housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, or for rents for the targeted units to be set as specified in subdivision (c).

(B) The concession or incentive would have a specific, adverse impact, as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Section 65589.5, upon public health and safety or the physical environment or on any real property that is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific, adverse impact without rendering the development unaffordable to low-income and moderate-income households.

(C) The concession or incentive would be contrary to state or federal law.

(2) The applicant shall receive the following number of incentives or concessions:

(A) One incentive or concession for projects that include at least 10 percent of the total units for lower income households, at least 5 percent for very low income households, or at least 10 percent for persons and families of moderate income in a common interest development. (Bold and Underline added)

(B) Two incentives or concessions for projects that include at least 20 percent of the total units for lower income households, at least 10 percent for very low income households, or at least 20 percent for persons and families of moderate income in a common interest development. 

(C) Three incentives or concessions for projects that include at least 30 percent of the total units for lower income households, at least 15 percent for very low income households, or at least 30 percent for persons and families of moderate income in a common interest development.

0. Plans from 4/9/2019 state that 11% of units are for very low-income and 5% are for low-income households

a. From subsection (A) in bold above: One incentive or concession for projects that include at least 10 percent of the total units for lower income households, at least 5 percent for very low income households, or at least 10 percent for persons and families of moderate income in a common interest development.



So why is the developer being given more concessions than obligated by state law?  Particularly when the concessions being requested do not to facilitate the housing portion of the project, but are largely made solely for their commercial spaces.  Incentivizing the construction of market rate commercial space is not part of the language or legislative intent of the State Density Law.



Why do developers get these breaks instead of the community in which the building shall be built?  Especially communities who have historically been marginalized from these processes?



Equity demands risking the error of providing these groups too much voice and input into the process than to instead perpetuate the history of marginalization and displacement they have suffered.

 

2. Concessions Requested by Project Sponsor (Copied from most recent plans uploaded to the Property Information Map):

a) CONCESSION REQUEST 1: REAR YARD

1. REQUIRED: SECTION 134(a)(1) states MINIMUM REAR YARD DEPTH SHALL BE EQUAL TO 25% OF THE TOTAL DEPTH OF THE LOT, BUT IN NO CASE LESS THAN 15 FEET.

2. SECTION 136 PERMITTED OBSTRUCTIONS

3. 25% x 157.88' = 39.5'

4. PROVIDED: 17'-7" REAR YARD DEPT

5. G03 1" = 40'-0"

6. 3 OPEN SPACE LEVEL 4

7. Explanation: WAIVER FOR BUILDING HEIGHT (SECTION 250). THE PROPERTY IS ZONED 68-X. THE PROPOSED NEW CONSTRUCTION ON THE PARKING LOT PORTION IS DESIGNED TO MATCH THE EXISTING 2ND AND 3RD FLOORS, AND THUS BY EXTENDING THE EXISTING OFFICE FLOORS, THE PROJECT IS RESTRICTED BY THE EXISTING BUILDING HEIGHT OF 42’. WITH A 68’ HEIGHT LIMIT, UP TO FIVE STORIES CAN BE CONSTRUCTED ON THE PARKING LOT PORTION, IN LIGHT OF THE EXISTING BUILDING HEIGHT. UNDER SECTION 206.5(C)(5), A WAIVER OF THE APPLICABLE HEIGHT RESTRICTIONS MUST BE GRANTED IF THE APPLICABLE HEIGHT LIMITATION WILL HAVE THE EFFECT OF “PHYSICALLY PRECLUDING THE CONSTRUCTION OF A HOUSING PROJECT AT THE DENSITIES OR WITH THE CONCESSIONS OR INCENTIVES PERMITTED.” PROJECTS MAY RECEIVE A HEIGHT BONUS AS OF RIGHT OF UP TO TWENTY FEET OR TWO STORIES, EXCLUDING EXCEPTIONS PERMITTED UNDER SECTION 260(B).

IN ORDER TO ACHIEVE THE RESTRICTED AFFORDABLE UNITS AND TO CONSTRUCT THE PROJECT WITH THE PROPOSED NUMBER OF OVERALL UNITS, THE PROJECT PROPOSES A TOTAL HEIGHT OF 74'10", WHICH IS 6'10" OVER THE NORMALLY APPLICABLE HEIGHT LIMIT. WITHOUT THE INCREASE IN HEIGHT, THE PROJECT WILL BE PHYSICALLY PRECLUDED FROM CONSTRUCTING THE PROPOSED 8 UNITS AT THE 6TH FLOOR, THUS ALSO PREVENTING THE PROJECT FROM ACHIEVING THE PROPOSED NUMBER OF RESTRICTED AFFORDABLE UNITS.

a) CONCESSION FOR REAR YARD SETBACK (SECTION 134). 

1. Explanation:  THE PROJECT IS REQUIRED TO PROVIDE A 25% REAR YARD SETBACK ON THE LOWEST FLOOR CONTAINING RESIDENTIAL UNITS AND AT EACH SUBSEQUENT FLOOR. THE PROJECT WILL PROVIDE RESIDENTIAL UNITS ON 4TH, 5TH AND 6TH FLOORS. THE NEW CONSTRUCTION COMPONENT IS CONSTRUCTED ON THE PROPERTY’S CURRENT SURFACE PARKING LOT AREA, WITH ALL OF THE RESIDENTIAL UNITS BEING LOCATED ABOVE THE ROOF LEVEL FOR THE EXISTING 3-STORY BUILDING. THUS, ALL RESIDENTIAL UNITS WILL BE PROVIDED WITH A REAR YARD SETBACK THAT IS WELL IN EXCESS OF THE REQUIRED 25% AREA (I.E. INSTEAD OF THE REQUIRED APPROX. 40’ SETBACK, THE UNITS WILL BE FACING A REAR YARD WITH A DEPTH OF APPROX. 100’). HOWEVER, SINCE THE REAR YARD WILL BE TECHNICALLY LOCATED ON TOP OF THE EXISTING ROOF TOP, IT WILL BE PARTIALLY OBSTRUCTED BY CERTAIN EXISTING MECHANICAL AREAS. THUS, THE UNITS AT THE LOWEST RESIDENTIAL LEVEL (AT THE 4TH FLOOR), WILL NOT BE FACING A FULLY CODE COMPLIANT REAR YARD. WITHOUT THIS CONCESSION, THE PROJECT WOULD BE REQUIRED TO RELOCATE AND RECONFIGURE ALL OF THE EXISTING MECHANICAL AREAS, SUBJECTING THE PROJECT TO ADDITIONAL COSTS 



The additional costs do not necessarily preclude the project from constructing the currently proposed unit.  The city is at most only obligated to provide one concession.

 

3.  Waivers Standards.  California Government Code Section 65915 explicitly states the following: Subsection (d)(4) states: The city, county, or city and county shall bear the burden of proof for the denial of a requested concession or incentive.



a)  Subsection (e)(1) states:  In no case may a city, county, or city and county apply any development standard that will have the effect of physically precluding the construction of a development meeting the criteria of subdivision (b) at the densities or with the concessions or incentives permitted by this section. An applicant may submit to a city, county, or city and county a proposal for the waiver or reduction of development standards that will have the effect of physically precluding the construction of a development meeting the criteria of subdivision (b) at the densities or with the concessions or incentives permitted under this section, and may request a meeting with the city, county, or city and county. If a court finds that the refusal to grant a waiver or reduction of development standards is in violation of this section, the court shall award the plaintiff reasonable attorney’s fees and costs of suit. Nothing in this subdivision shall be interpreted to require a local government to waive or reduce development standards if the waiver or reduction would have a specific, adverse impact, as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Section 65589.5, upon health, safety, or the physical environment, and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific adverse impact. Nothing in this subdivision shall be interpreted to require a local government to waive or reduce development standards that would have an adverse impact on any real property that is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources, or to grant any waiver or reduction that would be contrary to state or federal law.

(2) A proposal for the waiver or reduction of development standards pursuant to this subdivision shall neither reduce nor increase the number of incentives or concessions to which the applicant is entitled pursuant to subdivision (d). 

a. Requested Modifications/ Waivers:  

a. MODIFICATION REQUEST 3: GROUND FLOOR HEIGHT

i. REQUIRED: SECTION 145.1(c)(4)(A)

ii. GROUND FLOOR NON-RESIDENTIAL USE IN UMU DISTRICTS SHALL HAVE A MINIMUM FLOOR-TO-FLOOR HEIGHT OF 17 FEET, AS MEASURED FROM GRADE PROVIDED: 15'- 4" FLOOR TO FLOOR HEIGHT (MEASURED FROM LOWEST POINT OF BACK OF SIDEWALK)

iii. JUSTIFICATION: IN ORDER TO KEEP ALIGNMENT OF EXISTING SECOND FLOOR LEVEL AND aCOORDINATION WITH EXISTING SIDEWALK GRADES, LESS THAN 17' FLOOR TO FLOOR IS PROVIDED

How is the alignment with the second story office space required for construction of the housing units?



If the modifications are the equivalent of concessions- how will not providing this concession physically preclude the building from being built? 

b. MODIFICATION REQUEST 1: ACTIVE USES REQUIRED REQUIRED: SECTION 145.1(c)(3)

1. ACTIVE USES ON GROUND FLOOR SHALL BE PROVIDED WITHIN 25 FEET OF BUILDING DEPTH ON THE GROUND FLOOR

2. PROVIDED: >25' OF ACTIVE USE PROVIDED ON HARRISON ST AND TREAT AVE. 15' OF ACTIVE USE PROVIDED ALONG MISTRAL AVE

3. JUSTIFICATION: DUE TO CONSTRAINED SITE DEPTH IN THE NORTH SOUTH DIRECTION OF 56' - 6", THE MAXIMUM DEPTH AVAILABLE IN ORDER TO PROVIDE ACCESS FOR GROUND FLOOR PARKING BEHIND IS 15'-0".

If the modifications are the equivalent of concessions- how will not providing this concession physically preclude the building from being built?

c. MODIFICATION REQUEST 2: NARROW STREET HEIGHT LIMIT REQUIRED: SECTION 261.1(d)(1)

1. SUBJECT FRONTAGES SHALL HAVE UPPER STORIES SET BACK AT LEAST 10' FROM PROPERTY LINE EQUIVALENT TO 1.25x WIDTH OF ABUTTING STREET MISTRAL STREET IS 30' WIDE. 30'x1.25 =40' PROVIDED: 10' SETBACK AT 41'-10" HEIGHT (INSTEAD OF AT 40' HEIGHT)

2. JUSTIFICATION: TO RETAIN ALIGNMENT OF LEVEL 2 & 3 OF EXISTING BUILDING WITH LEVEL 2 & 3 OF NEW BUILDING, 41'-10" IN HEIGHT IS PROVIDED, SETBACK IS PROVIDED AT LEVEL 4.

How does this justification promote anything other than the development of the commercial portion of their space and there?



Providing this benefit would demonstrate a clear favoritism of listening to those developers who are not even part of the local community and fabric like those who first made this community.  

I would humbly request that the Planning Commission ask for the Project Sponsor’s pro forma to hold them accountable and determine whether the project would be physically be precluded from construction should the proposed waivers not be granted.

4.  Standards for Denial of the Requested Concessions and Waivers:

a)  Subsection (d)(1) states:  An applicant for a density bonus pursuant to subdivision (b) may submit to a city, county, or city and county a proposal for the specific incentives or concessions that the applicant requests pursuant to this section, and may request a meeting with the city, county, or city and county. The city, county, or city and county shall grant the concession or incentive requested by the applicant unless the city, county, or city and county makes a written finding, based upon substantial evidence, of any of the following:

(A) The concession or incentive does not result in identifiable and actual cost reductions, consistent with subdivision (k), to provide for affordable housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, or for rents for the targeted units to be set as specified in subdivision (c).

b. California Government Code 65915 Subdivision (k) states: (k) For the purposes of this chapter, concession or incentive means any of the following:

(1) A reduction in site development standards or a modification of zoning code requirements or architectural design requirements that exceed the minimum building standards approved by the California Building Standards Commission as provided in Part 2.5 (commencing with Section 18901) of Division 13 of the Health and Safety Code, including, but not limited to, a reduction in setback and square footage requirements and in the ratio of vehicular parking spaces that would otherwise be required that results in identifiable and actual cost reductions, to provide for affordable housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, or for rents for the targeted units to be set as specified in subdivision (c).

(2) Approval of mixed-use zoning in conjunction with the housing project if commercial, office, industrial, or other land uses will reduce the cost of the housing development and if the commercial, office, industrial, or other land uses are compatible with the housing project and the existing or planned development in the area where the proposed housing project will be located.

(3) Other regulatory incentives or concessions proposed by the developer or the city, county, or city and county that result in identifiable and actual cost reductions to provide for affordable housing costs, as defined in Section 50052.5 of the Health and Safety Code, or for rents for the targeted units to be set as specified in subdivision (c).

(B) The concession or incentive would have a specific, adverse impact, as defined in paragraph (2) of subdivision (d) of Section 65589.5, upon public health and safety or the physical environment or on any real property that is listed in the California Register of Historical Resources and for which there is no feasible method to satisfactorily mitigate or avoid the specific, adverse impact without rendering the development unaffordable to low-income and moderate-income households.



(C) The concession or incentive would be contrary to state or federal law



Finally, I would also like to raise to your awareness that Court precedent states: 

1) A project that interferes with scenic views has an adverse aesthetic effect on the environment. (See, e.g., Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. Montecito Water Dist., supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at p. 401.)

2) Along with aesthetics, Courts have also stated that: “The requirement of providing art in an area of the project reasonably accessible to the public is, like other design and landscaping requirements, a kind of aesthetic control well within the authority of the city to impose.”

3) [bookmark: _GoBack]And Finally:  First, we have no doubt that creating affordable housing for low and moderate income families is a legitimate state interest. Our Supreme Court has said that the "assistance of moderate-income households with their housing needs is recognized in this state as a legitimate governmental purpose." (Santa Monica Beach, Ltd. v. Superior Court (1999) 19 Cal.4th 952, 970 [81 Cal.Rptr.2d 93, 968 P.2d 993].) This conclusion is consistent with repeated pronouncements from the state Legislature which has declared that "the development of a sufficient supply of housing to meet the needs of all Californians is a matter of statewide concern," (Gov. Code, § 65913.9, italics added) and that local governments have "a responsibility to use the powers vested in them to facilitate the improvement and development of housing to make adequate provision for the housing needs of all economic segments of the community." (Gov. Code, § 65580, subd. (d), italics added.) (Bold and Underline added) Indeed, Witkin lists 12 separate statutes that are "designed to stimulate the construction of low and moderate income housing by the private sector." (4 Witkin, Summary of Cal. Law (9th ed. 1987) Real Property, § 54, p. 275; id. (2000 supp.) § 54, p. 134.)


decision. Thank you.

Best Regards,
Carlos Bocanegra



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Townes, Chris (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 461 29th Street- public comment
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 12:02:17 PM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Tiffany Wade <tiffanywade@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 1:58 PM

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@gmail.com

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

Subject: 461 29th Street- public comment

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

To Whom it May Concern,

I'm writing to comment on the Notice of Public Hearing | received in the mail for the
project at 461 29th Street.

As a neighbor, I'm concerned about:

1. The height - it would be better without the 4th story. The building should be 3 stories,
like the adjoining properties. The ground floor should be utilized for extra space.

2. Please revise the facade - our neighborhood has historically been filled with charm and
a historical feel. The flat front, large windows, and shoddy materials are nondescript and
do not match or add to the character of our neighborhood. We would prefer that the
architect revise the plans.

As homeowners who have repeatedly looked at expanding our own home so we can have
enough space to raise our children, we are getting extremely frustrated by the
disparities that keep emerging. True, longterm residents are extremely limited in
options, but developers can come in and do anything they want regardless of the
negative impact on the neighborhood. We need to set back and loose valuable square
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http://www.sfplanning.org/

footage, which with the astronomical costs of building in this city is basically making it
unaffordable for us to build and may eventually result in our need to leave the city
entirely. This is supposedly "to maintain the historic character of our home and
neighborhood. However we now have two massive modern buildings that are extremely
out of character on our block, and now a 4 story is being proposed? It is extremely unfair
that developers can keep coming in, destroying old homes and then building completely
out of character with the rest of the neighborhood as a whole. Maintaining San
Francisco’s history is important, and the onus of maintaining that character and charm
must be equally shared by all. We believe you should have a right to creative freedom in
building, but all good design needs to show awareness and work in harmony with the
existing surroundings as well.

Two units are fine, but four stories in a neighborhood such as this, is not.

Sincerely,
Tiffany Wade & James DeWald

426 29th St
San Francisco, CA 94131



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

Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Jonathan
Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO “FIBER TO HOUSING” PROGRAM PROVIDES INTERNET FOR
LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:56:31 AM

Attachments: 8.23.19 Fiber to Housing.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

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

Sent: Friday, August 23, 2019 9:02 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** SAN FRANCISCO “FIBER TO HOUSING” PROGRAM PROVIDES
INTERNET FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, August 23, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

#%+* PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO “FIBER TO HOUSING” PROGRAM
PROVIDES INTERNET FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

Department of Technology receives award for program that has provided 1,500 low-income
families in San Francisco with free, high-speed internet

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, along with City Administrator Naomi M.
Kelly, today announced the San Francisco Department of Technology’s Fiber to Housing
program has received national recognition for its service to low-income San Franciscans. The
program has provided 1,500 low-income families with access to free, high-speed internet, and
will serve an additional 1,600 families over the next year.

The program, called “Closing the Digital Divide — Fiber to Housing,” is a collaboration
between the Department of Technology, the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development, and the local Internet Service Provider, Monkeybrains. The program works to
eliminate the digital divide in San Francisco by bringing free high-speed internet to residents
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, August 23, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
SAN FRANCISCO “FIBER TO HOUSING” PROGRAM
PROVIDES INTERNET FOR LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

Department of Technology receives award for program that has provided 1,500 low-income
families in San Francisco with free, high-speed internet

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, along with City Administrator Naomi M.
Kelly, today announced the San Francisco Department of Technology’s Fiber to Housing
program has received national recognition for its service to low-income San Franciscans. The
program has provided 1,500 low-income families with access to free, high-speed internet, and
will serve an additional 1,600 families over the next year.

The program, called “Closing the Digital Divide — Fiber to Housing,” is a collaboration between
the Department of Technology, the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development,
and the local Internet Service Provider, Monkeybrains. The program works to eliminate the
digital divide in San Francisco by bringing free high-speed internet to residents living in
affordable housing.

“Providing low-income families with access to high-speed internet is about equity, and ensuring
every family in our City has access to the resources they need to pay their bills, connect with
City services, or do their homework,” said Mayor Breed. “We believe that every person deserves
an opportunity to thrive, and the Department of Technology’s Fiber to Housing program helps
achieve that goal by closing the digital divide and providing fast and reliable internet access.”

“I am proud of the City agencies and their collaborative work to bringing quality internet access
for public housing residents,” said City Administrator Kelly. “As we continue to build public
housing units and our infrastructure, we must also look at our digital infrastructure through an
equitable lens.”

The City’s Department of Technology was recognized with a 2019 CIO 100 Award for its work
on the Fiber to Housing project. The CIO 100 Awards honor organizations around the world that
exemplify the highest level of operational and strategic excellence in information technology.
Previous winners of the CIO 100 award have included major corporations such as Amazon and
The Walt Disney Company.

“It’s truly an honor to receive this recognition for our Fiber to Housing project,” said City Chief
Information Officer and Executive Director of the Department of Technology Linda Gerull.
“Bridging the divides in internet access and digital literacy is crucial to achieving

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

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

San Francisco’s goal of digital equity, and I’m thrilled to accept this award on behalf of the City
family.”

“MOHCD is committed to narrowing the digital divide our city faces and will continue to
advance equitable internet access in our affordable housing developments,” said Acting Director
of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development Dan Adams. “This citywide
initiative is crucial to ensuring low-income residents have the technology they need to succeed in
today’s world.”

Access to technology has become increasingly important for accessing opportunity, but the
digital divide still exists in San Francisco. About one in eight residents lack high-speed home
Internet service, one in seven families in public school lack a computer connected to the Internet
at home, and one in seven residents lack basic digital literacy such as the ability to send email or
use a search engine. In particular, many who are low-income, limited English proficient, senior,
and/or have a disability struggle to access reliable high-quality service.

The Fiber to Housing program started in 2018 and provides free, high-speed internet to low-
income residents by leveraging existing municipal fiber resources, staff expertise, and private
sector partnerships. In the first phase of the project, City staff connected over 1,500 low-income
families with long-term sustainable internet access—at no cost to users. The project’s second
phase is currently underway and will provide internet to another 1,600 units by June 2020. The
completed project will result in a service benefit of approximately $400 million over 20 years.

HiH
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living in affordable housing.

“Providing low-income families with access to high-speed internet is about equity, and
ensuring every family in our City has access to the resources they need to pay their bills,
connect with City services, or do their homework,” said Mayor Breed. “We believe that every
person deserves an opportunity to thrive, and the Department of Technology’s Fiber to
Housing program helps achieve that goal by closing the digital divide and providing fast and
reliable internet access.”

“I am proud of the City agencies and their collaborative work to bringing quality internet
access for public housing residents,” said City Administrator Kelly. “As we continue to build
public housing units and our infrastructure, we must also look at our digital infrastructure
through an equitable lens.”

The City’s Department of Technology was recognized with a 2019 CIO 100 Award for its
work on the Fiber to Housing project. The CIO 100 Awards honor organizations around the
world that exemplify the highest level of operational and strategic excellence in information
technology. Previous winners of the CIO 100 award have included major corporations such as
Amazon and The Walt Disney Company.

“It’s truly an honor to receive this recognition for our Fiber to Housing project,” said City
Chief Information Officer and Executive Director of the Department of Technology Linda
Gerull. “Bridging the divides in internet access and digital literacy is crucial to achieving
San Francisco’s goal of digital equity, and I’m thrilled to accept this award on behalf of the
City family.”

“MOHCD is committed to narrowing the digital divide our city faces and will continue to
advance equitable internet access in our affordable housing developments,” said Acting
Director of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community Development Dan Adams. “This
citywide initiative is crucial to ensuring low-income residents have the technology they need
to succeed in today’s world.”

Access to technology has become increasingly important for accessing opportunity, but the
digital divide still exists in San Francisco. About one in eight residents lack high-speed home
Internet service, one in seven families in public school lack a computer connected to the
Internet at home, and one in seven residents lack basic digital literacy such as the ability to
send email or use a search engine. In particular, many who are low-income, limited English
proficient, senior, and/or have a disability struggle to access reliable high-quality service.

The Fiber to Housing program started in 2018 and provides free, high-speed internet to low-
income residents by leveraging existing municipal fiber resources, staff expertise, and private
sector partnerships. In the first phase of the project, City staff connected over 1,500 low-
income families with long-term sustainable internet access—at no cost to users. The project’s
second phase is currently underway and will provide internet to another 1,600 units by June
2020. The completed project will result in a service benefit of approximately $400 million
over 20 years.
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Statement on 49 Hopkins Ave (2019-014314CUA)
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:51:47 AM

Attachments: 49 Hopkins-20190822.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Woody LaBounty <wlabounty@sfheritage.org>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 10:11 AM

To: Myrna Melgar (myrna.melgar@sfgfov.org) <myrna.melgar@sfgfov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis (richhillissf@gmail.com) <richhillissf@gmail.com>; Fung,
Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC)
<jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Mike Buhler <Mbuhler@sfheritage.org>; Stephanie Peek
<stephaniepeekl@gmail.com>

Subject: Statement on 49 Hopkins Ave (2019-014314CUA)

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

Commissioners,

Please find attached a statement from San Francisco Heritage on 49 Hopkins Avenue, the subject of
tomorrow’s closed session and item 19 (2019-014314CUA) on tomorrow’s afternoon agenda. We
urge the commission to limit the size of any new construction consistent with past decisions
involving illegal demolitions and not to reward the sponsor’s acknowledged wrongdoing with a larger

and more lucrative project.

Thank you for your attention and consideration.

5["'1
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21 August 2019

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103-2479

RE: 2019-014314CUA (49 Hopkins Avenue)

Dear President Melgar and Commissioners:

On behalf of San Francisco Heritage, | write to urge the commission to limit the size of any replacement
project at 49 Hopkins Avenue to the property’s footprint before its unpermitted demolition in 2017. With
the sponsor having acknowledged wrongdoing, the city should not now reward this transgression by
approving a new project that is over four times larger than the original 1936 residence.

The Planning Commission had previously approved a 3,960-square-foot project at 49 Hopkins that
would have incorporated the original residence designed by famed architect Richard Neutra. After the
illegal demolition, however, the commission mandated that the sponsor rebuild based on Neutra’s 1936
design for a 927-square-foot residence. Nine months later, the sponsor boldly seeks approval of a
behemoth project that would exceed 4,100 square feet and add a second dwelling unit.

In past cases involving illegal demolition, the Planning Commission has consistently limited the size of
the replacement project to the square footage of the preexisting structure—and it should certainly do so
here. Although the extra dwelling unit may promote the goals of the General Plan, it should not provide
a ticket for bad actors to build larger, more lucrative projects. As Heritage testified on this project last
year, in San Francisco there is an overwhelming financial incentive to transgress despite potential
penalties. We hope that the commission will not undermine its tough statement of last December by
creating a new pathway for sponsors to illegally demolish, seek forgiveness, and then reap more units,
more square footage, and more profit.

Accordingly, we urge the commission to limit the size of any replacement project at 49 Hopkins Avenue
to the property’s preexisting footprint. Any new structure should be no larger than the two-story house
(1,312 square feet) and pool room (1,580 square feet) that stood prior to the illegal demolition in 2017.

Thank you,

Mk

Mike Buhler
President and CEO
San Francisco Heritage
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Executive Directive On Housing (17-02) Report Informational Item No. 13 8/22/2019
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:50:49 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 2:35 PM

To: Bintliff, Jacob (CPC) <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org>

Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>;
Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>;
Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@yahoo.com; CPC-Commissions
Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Executive Directive On Housing (17-02) Report Informational ltem No. 13 8/22/2019

Thanks Jacob for writing back.

| really appreciate it.

| just know from experience that when | am away for part of a month, even for a few days my water
bill is obviously lower.

| was extrapolating from that to make an assumption that there is an amount of water that can be
assumed to be used from a unit that is occupied.

If a unit is not occupied (or intermittently occupied) the base amount appears on the bill, even if the
faucets are never turned on...or turned on a little bit.

The Water Department must charge a base amount regardless of usage and then it goes up from
there based on how many dishes are washed and how many showers are taken and how many
flushes are flushed, etc.

If all that is ever charged on a bill is the base amount then | would think it is fair to assume the unit is
just sitting there.

Or if the usage is intermittent that would show too with peaks and valleys throughout time.

And there is a presumed usage based on previous patterns in a unit.

And generally the price of using water for the average consumer(s) occupying a unit.

| was just wondering if there was a way someone could aggregate all that water use...and sewer
usage as that is on the bill as well....for some of these major buildings that have come online in the
last few years and get a sense of the extent of the occupancy throughout the building based on the
overall water use of all the units?

| guess it would be a percentage?
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A lot of numbers would also have to be crunched?

It would be good if all these high priced condos are alive with folks basically full time and not
zombified and whispered about as being zombies.

| hope that is true in San Francisco as it appears to be in Vancouver per your email.

Take care, thanks again for writing back and have a good Thursday.

Sincerely,

Georgia

Sent from my iPad

On Aug 21, 2019, at 10:53 AM, Bintliff, Jacob (CPC) <jacob.bintliff@sfgov.org> wrote:

Hi Georgia,

Thanks for your thoughtfulness on this issue. This is certainly a concern that we share,
but to my knowledge the City unfortunately does not have comprehensive occupancy
data at this level of detail. I've asked our housing policy staff what more we may know
about this, and I'll be sure to let you know if we find anything useful. | would add re:
the “zombie building” issue that | have seen reports from cities like Vancouver that this
issue has actually proven not to be as prevalent as commonly assumed, so it’s hard to
say how much of this may be going on here. Either way, we’ll keep working on getting
the housing units approved so that they can be available for current and future SF
residents long-term.

Best,

Jacob

Jacob Bintliff, Senior Planner
Special Projects and Policy

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415.575.9170 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map

From: Thomas Schuttish <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2019 11:43 AM

To: Bintliff, Jacob (CPC) <jacob.bintliff @sfgov.org>

Cc: Rahaim, John (CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; Melgar, Myrna (CPC)
<myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore,
Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>;
Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC)
<dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; richhillissf@yahoo.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
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Subject: Executive Directive On Housing (17-02) Report Informational Item No. 13
8/22/2019

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

Dear Jacob,

Good morning and hope all is well.

| appreciate all the work that has gone into speeding up the approval process.
However, it would also be very helpful to understand the occupancy of the all the
housing that has come to market over the past decade or so throughout the City.

It is hard to gauge the occupancy of the all the single family homes that have been
built/remodeled, but it seems like the large condo complex' could be assessed as to
their full time occupancy (or not) by their water usage with the overall data of key
addresses from the San Francisco Water Department?

It seems like it would be important to know how “fast" the Department’s work needs to
be completed for new and future projects if it was also known how much of the
existing housing is meeting (or not) the full time housing occupancy needs of the City?
Are some of these major projects (LPAs/condos,etc) “Zombie” buildings, places to park
cash, oris that just an urban legend?

| recognize this is not directly in your wheelhouse with regard to this Informational
hearing on Thursday, but | thought | would write to you and the Commissioners and
John nevertheless with these questions.

Take care and have a good day.

Sincerely,

Georgia



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Aug. 22: 220 San Jose Ave. - 2018-016955DRP
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:48:19 AM
Attachments: DR Letter - 220 San Jose - 8.21.19.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Ryan Patterson <ryan@zfplaw.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 7:45 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Rich Hillis (richhillissf@gmail.com)
<richhillisst@gmail.com>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin
(CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>

Cc: Winslow, David (CPC) <david.winslow@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Aug. 22: 220 San Jose Ave. - 2018-016955DRP

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

Dear President Melgar and Commissioners:
Please find a letter attached regarding Case No. 2018-016955DRP.
Thank you,

Ryan J. Patterson

Zacks, Freedman & Patterson, PC
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94104
Telephone: (415) 956-8100
Facsimile: (415) 288-9755

Email: rvan@zfplaw.com
www.zfplaw.com
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ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON 235 Montgomery Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94104

A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION Telephone (415) 956-8100
Facsimile (415) 288-9755

www.zfplaw.com

August 21, 2019
VIA U.S. MAIL AND EMAIL

President Myrna Melgar

San Francisco Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 220 San Jose Avenue
Discretionary Review Regquest

Dear President Melgar and Members of the Planning Commission:

Our office represents Vanessa and Matt Ginzton, who live next door to the proposed
project at 220 San Jose Avenue (the “Property”). The Project Sponsor has proposed a two-story
rear addition to the existing home at the Property and interior alterations (the “Project”).
Discretionary review is appropriate for three reasons:

1. The Project would illegally remove at least one existing dwelling unit, without
Conditional Use authorization.

2. The Project does not comply with the Planning Code or the Residential Design
Guidelines, such that it would unnecessarily harm neighboring properties.

3. The Project violates CEQA by improperly piecemealing environmental review.

The Project has been designed without consideration of its impacts on neighboring
properties, violates several Residential Design Guidelines, and will have an unreasonable impact
on the Ginztons’ home. For these reasons, the Project cannot be approved.

The Project Would Illegally Remove a Dwelling Unit at the Property

The Project application claims that the house is a “single family home.” However, the
permitting history reveals that the Property was originally a three unit building. On August 28
1962, a certificate of occupancy was issued for a “3 unit building” at the Property. In or around
October 1962, the owner of the Property filed a permit application to “remove 1 kitchen, change
building to 2 legal flats.” According to the 3R report for the Property, this permit was never
finaled:
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Page 2
Address of Building 220 SAN JOSE AV Rlock #6513 Lot 004
Other Addresses
1. A. Preset athorized Occupancy or use:  ONE FAMILY DWELLING
B, Is this building classified as a residential condgminium? Yes No
C. Does this building comain any Residentiol Hotel Guest Rooms as defined in Chap. 41, 5.F. Admin, Code? Yes Mo
2, Zoning district in which localed: RH-3 3. Bullding Code Qoupancy Classification: R
4, Do Reconds of the Planning Department reveal an expiration date for any nonconformang wse of this propenty? Yes Mo
If Yes, what dateT T wondng for this praperty may have changed. Call Plasning Depariment, (415) $S5-6377, for the current status,
5. Buikding Coastructon Date (Completed Date): 1900
&, Original Occupancy or Use:  UNENOWN
7. Construction. conversion or alteration permdts bswed, i any;
Applicition # Permit #  Issve Date  Typw of Work Dope R Stulus
22014 200 telmr O, | 0D BUILDERG MOVED TO FRONT FROFERTY LINE M
250360 223004 Jun 26, 1961 TERMITE COMTRIN [
H 271585 2440 Mefar DS, 1963 REVERT TO TWO FaMILY D'WELLING 'Y
2757 Jagral Mar 5, 1963 MINOR REFAIRS c
IRTS I56351 MAug 26, 1963 ALUMINUS SI0RG AND ALUMINUSM WINDOWE [
TOG2 19 b VE Jun 1R, 107 RIEFLACE ORIGINAL VICTORIAN WINDOWS c
BOPOAL A3 Dec 0. 1980 REFLACE STAIRS c
BEA F4755 Apr 27, 1984 EEMOVE LATH & PLASTER IN KITCHEN b
B. A, 15 there an sclve Franchise Tax Board Referral en file? Yex Mus
B. Is this propesty curremly onder sbatement procesdings for code violations? Yes Mo ¥

9, Nurnher of residential structures on propeny? 1
I, A. Hos an energy inspection been completed? Yes ¢ Mo B. If yes, has a proal of compliance been issued? Yes Mo

18, A Is the building in the Mundatory Earthquake Retrofit of Wood-Frame Buoilding Program? Yes Ne
. IF yes, has the required upgrade work been compieted?  Yes Mo

The permitting history contains no further reference to the removal of units at the
Property. The legal unit count at the Property is therefore at least two.

The Project plans do not disclose that more than one unit exists at the Property. A second
unit still exists at the rear of the Property, where is a suite of rooms with independent access
from the street and a full bathroom. This room is labeled on the plans as an “office”:
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This room is more accurately described as a bedroom — it satisfies the size and light
requirements for a bedroom and has a closet. Moreover, it has been used as an independent living
space by recently, under the previous owners, so it qualifies as an unauthorized dwelling unit in
any event. (Planning Code § 317(b)(13).)

The Project plans fail to disclose that there is currently a second unit at the Property.
Further, the plans propose to convert this unit to a large kitchen — effectively removing the
second unit under the auspices of an alteration permit. Approval of the Permit would result in
this unit being illegally removed without Conditional Use authorization, as required by San
Francisco Planning Code 8 317.

In addition to being unapprovable under § 317, this means that the project’s description is
unlawfully inaccurate for CEQA purposes.

The Project violates the Planning Code and Residential Design Guidelines

The Project would add a large mass to the rear of the Property that would box in the
neighboring properties. In numerous respects, the Project does not comply with the Residential
Design Guidelines (“RDGs”). When a rear addition is proposed, the Residential Design
Guidelines require a project to “respect the existing pattern of side spacing” and “articulate the
building to minimize impacts on light and privacy to adjacent properties.” (RDGs, pp. 15, 16.)
The Guidelines note that setbacks on the upper floor of a project may be appropriate to achieve
this goal. (1d.)

The Project does not comply with these guidelines because it proposes an unarticulated
mass that will block light to adjacent properties. As the Staff Report notes, the Project “does
present an exceptional or extraordinary circumstance with respect to building scale at the rear,
access to mid-block open space, and light to the adjacent neighbor at the North . . . .” Planning
Staff requested a 5-foot side setback at the north of the Project, which the Project Sponsor
declined to provide. The Project will have a similarly unacceptable impact on the Ginztons’
home, to the south of the Property, as well as to the upstairs unit at 230 San Jose Avenue. The
proposed vertical addition is not articulated or stepped back, and will severely block light and
access to the sky for their living and sleeping areas:
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The Planning Commission should require the Project to be scaled back and articulated to
comply with the Planning Code and RDGs.

Similarly, the “Building Scale at the Mid-Block Open Space” guideline requires the
height and depth of the Project to be “compatible with the existing building scale at-the mid-
block open space.” Even if the Project were permitted by the Planning Code, it is not appropriate
because it proposes an addition that is uncharacteristically deep and tall. The RDG goes on to
note that an “out-of-scale rear yard addition can leave surrounding residents feeling ‘boxed in’
and cut-off-from the mid-block open space.” This is precisely what will occur here. The addition
proposed by the Project would extend beyond the adjacent properties’ rear walls, boxing them in
and cutting them off from the mid-block open space.

The Project Was Improperly Piecemealed to Avoid CEQA Review of Impacts

The Environmental Evaluation Application for the Project does not disclose the
cumulative extent of the excavation and soil disturbance associated with the Project. In 2015, a
permit was obtained to “Excavate (E) crawl space 4’-0” for new storage” and upgrade the
Property’s foundations. (BPA No. 201501307100.) One week later, a second permit was
obtained to “Convert E storage new garage, demo E wall for new garage, new moment frame.”
(BPA No. 201502067686.) A CFC was issued for this garage permit. BPA No. 201501307100
was finaled in 2017. In 2018, the Project Sponsor applied for a permit for the current Project,
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which proposes further excavation work. When the previous excavation work is taken into
account, the Project is expected to exceed the 49 cubic-yard threshold that triggers further
geotechnical review under the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”). The Project
Sponsor should not be allowed to evade CEQA review by piecemealing the permits for two
successive excavation projects.

The excavation required for the Project will result in cumulative soil disturbance /
modification greater than two feet below grade in a sensitive area, triggering a CEQA
requirement for archeological study. No archeological survey has been prepared for the Property,
which is located in a historically populated area of the Rancho San Miguel (an 1845 Mexican
land grant). The Property is on San Jose, which was the eastern boundary of the Rancho San
Miguel. (San Francisco Planning Department, South Mission Historic Resources Survey Historic
District Description, attached hereto as Exhibit A.) It is also located in Horner’s Addition East, a
historic district dating back to the 1850s. (Id.) The existing house — built in 1900 — is a Category
A historic resource. In short, this is a historic house, in a district that is steeped in San Francisco
history. Given the excavation work that will be required at the Property, an archeological study
must be prepared.

Conclusion

The Project violates multiple Code and RDG requirements, would remove at least one
dwelling unit at the Property, and has not received proper CEQA review. On that basis, the
Project cannot be lawfully approved.

Very truly yours,

ZACKS, FREEDMAN & PATTERSON, PC

(2, (=

Ryan J. Patterson

Encl.
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San Francisco Planning Department — South Mission Historic Resources Survey
Historic District Description

Horner’s Addition East

Boundaries: East side of Guerrero Street between 227 and 25t Streets, as well as
portions of blocks to the east

Period of Significance: 1865-1905

Eligibility: National Register of Historic Places

Thematic Summary: This north-south linear area in the western Mission District
consists of Victorian-era, high-style architecture and homes for 19*-century
upper middle classes, located along the eastern edge of Horner’s Addition, one
of the City’s first platted residential suburbs.

This historic district, comprised of 69 contributors and 91 total properties, is
eligible as an extension of the designated Liberty-Hill Historic District. Areas
west of Guerrero Street (outside of the survey area) also appear to be potentially
eligible extensions.

Before the U.S. era, the historic district area occupied the eastern, lowland edge
of the Rancho San Miguel, a vast tract that included much of the central

Horner’s Addition East Historic District
Page 1 of 3





San Francisco Planning Department — South Mission Historic Resources Survey
Historic District Description

highlands and peaks of San Francisco (the San Miguel Range). The Rancho San
Miguel was granted to notable Yerba Buena resident, Jose Noe, in 1845, near the
end of Mexican rule in California. The eastern boundary of the rancho was
defined by the San Jose Road, formerly the El Camino Real (the alignment of
which is partially retained in present-day San Jose Avenue). This road skirted the
highlands at the western end of the Mission District along a path that meandered
between Dolores and Valencia Streets.

During the early American period, Noe sold off portions of his vast rancho. In
1853, the eastern portion of the Rancho San Miguel, an area roughly bounded by
18t Street, 30t Street, Castro Street and the San Jose Road (including the district
area), was purchased by John Meir Horner, an ambitious Mormon who had
arrived on the sailing ship Brooklyn in 1846. Horner platted his “addition” into
blocks and streets with the intention of developing the city’s first residential
suburb. The long north-south streets in Horner’s Addition were named after
Mexican pioneer families (Castro, Noe, Sanchez, Guerrero and Valencia); Horner
named the shorter east-west streets based on his own personal and religious
influences. These included Elizabeth (for his wife); Jersey (for his state of birth);
Clipper; Duncan (for Chapman Duncan—a prominent Mormon); and Valley.
Other street names bestowed by Horner, such as John, “M”, Horner, Park,
Temple, Navy, Figg, Yale, and Dale, were renamed primarily as numbered
streets in 1861. Another Horner’s Addition street name, Army (which was
extended east of Horner’s Addition in 1884), was more recently renamed Cesar
Chavez.

Though Horner was an influential early settler and successful with some of his
developments in the East Bay and San Jose area, Horner’s Addition in San
Francisco remained a “paper” neighborhood throughout the 1850s, in that very
little physical development accompanied the platting. During that time, the
sloping west Mission District was distant from populated areas and generally
inconvenient to access. During the economic downturn of the late 1850s, with his
development schemes for the Addition as yet unrealized, Horner was forced to
sell his mostly vacant land at a loss. Consequently, large portions of Horner’s
Addition became the property of homeowners associations, including the San
Francisco Homestead Association and the Pacific S. & M. Association. John Meir
Horner retired to Hawaii in 1879.

Building construction and installation of early horse car lines on nearby Mission
and Valencia Streets in the 1860s resulted in residential development in the most
accessible portions of Horner’s Addition. By the 1870s, as the central Mission

Horner’s Addition East Historic District
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San Francisco Planning Department — South Mission Historic Resources Survey
Historic District Description

District corridors became heavily traveled and developed, the nearby hills of the
west Mission District, including the district area, became more accessible and
desirable places to live. Installation of a cable car line on Valencia Street in 1883,
as well as an electric streetcar line on Mission and a regional electric streetcar line
on Guerrero Street (1891), facilitated further build-out of the district area with a
somewhat affluent character. Other streetcar lines to the west, such as on Castro
Street, eventually led to development of the Noe Valley portions of Horner’s
Addition.

In the 1940s, Guerrero Street was widened into an automobile boulevard.
Consequently the sidewalks were narrowed, front setbacks were reduced, and
historic landscape features removed. Nonetheless, the buildings constructed
along Guerrero Street are among the most ornate and best preserved groupings
of late 19" and early 20" century buildings in the Mission District.

Highlights of the district include the 14 buildings that fan out from the southeast
corner of Guerrero and 24" Streets, all of which are supremely ornamented and
in near pristine condition. Also of note are a grouping of three unusual Queen
Anne-style tower-houses on 23 Street between Guerrero Street and San Jose
Avenue. In addition, the district is home to a few much older and less
embellished buildings, such as 90 Alvarado Street, a mixed-use, residential-over-
storefront corner building constructed in 1869. The home at 42 Elizabeth Street
also dates from the 1860s, and appears to retain original Gothic Revival-style
verge boards in its gable end. The presence of these older buildings is reflective
of the area’s early, sparse development pattern before mass residential
construction occurred.

The character and development history of this district bears relation to that of
properties within the City-designated Liberty-Hill Historic District, an area
bounded approximately by Dolores, San Carlos, 20, and Hill Streets. The
portion of the Liberty-Hill Historic District located west of Valencia Street was
also included within Horner’s Addition and, like the subject historic district,
developed into a somewhat affluent west Mission District neighborhood. The
southern boundary of the Liberty Hill Historic District (Hill Street) abuts the
northern boundary of the subject historic district at a mid-block location between
22nd and Hill Streets. Therefore, the subject historic district is evaluated as an
eligible extension of the Liberty-Hill Historic District. In addition, field
observations and research indicate that areas west of Guerrero Street (outside of
the survey area) are also part of the Horner’s Addition residential tract and
appear to qualify as eligible extensions to the historic district(s).

Horner’s Addition East Historic District
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San Francisco Planning Department - South Mission Historic Resource Survey

Property Information Catalog (sorted by Street Address)

Primary
Assessor Address Address Attribute Code/ Attribute Code/ Year Record (DPR
Block-Lot (Low #) (High #) Street Description 1 Description 2 Built [Year Built Source 532A) Architectural Style 1 [Architectural Style 2 Historic District CHRSC Listing Type Resource Eligibility Notes
HP3. Multiple Family National Register & Rowhouse quartet (3333-37, 3327-31, 3339, 3345-49 22nd
3633-047 3327 3331 22ND ST Property 1885 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Street).
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3617-015 3330 3336 22ND ST Property 1881 |SFPUC water tap No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register & Rowhouse quartet (3333-37, 3327-31, 3339, 3345-49 22nd
3633-030 3333 3337 22ND ST Property 1885 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Street).
HP2. Single Family HP6. 1-3 Story determined not eligible
3617-016 3338 3338 22ND ST Property Commercial Building 1908 |SF Assessor No Edwardian Horner's Addition East  |6Z none for listing
HP3. Multiple Family National Register & Rowhouse quartet (3333-37, 3327-31, 3339, 3345-49 22nd
3633-056 3339 3339 22ND ST Property 1885 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Street).
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3617-017 3342 3342 22ND ST Property 1888 |SFPUC water tap No Queen Anne Horner's Addition East  |3B Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register & Rowhouse quartet (3333-37, 3327-31, 3339, 3345-49 22nd
3633-050 3345 3349 22ND ST Property 1885 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Street).
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3617-017A 3346 3348 22ND ST Property 1888 |SFPUC water tap No Queen Anne Horner's Addition East  |3B Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3617-018 3350 3350 22ND ST Property 1885 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3633-028 3351 3351 22ND ST Property 1887 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3617-019 3354 3354 22ND ST Property 1884 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
3633-027 3355 3355 22ND ST Property 1911 |SF Assessor No Edwardian Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing
HP3. Multiple Family
3633-026 3359 3361 22ND ST Property 1907 |SF Assessor No Edwardian Horner's Addition East  [3CS Individual California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3633-025 3363 3363 22ND ST Property 1890 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3633-024 3369 3369 22ND ST Property 1890 |SF Assessor No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3633-023 3373 3373 22ND ST Property 1890 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
3633-022 3375 3377 22ND ST Property 1941 |SF Assessor No None Horner's Addition East |62 none for listing
HP3. Multiple Family not evaluated: less than
3633-053 3379 3379 22ND ST Property 2001 |SF Assessor No None Horner's Addition East  [n/a 50 years old Faux historical design.
HP3. Multiple Family HP6. 1-3 Story National Register &
3633-020 3385 3385 22ND ST Property Commercial Building 1895 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Classical Revival Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-001 3503 3503 23RD ST Property 1895 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) |Yes Queen Anne Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-028 3507 3509 23RD ST Property 1895 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Queen Anne Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-027 3511 3511 23RD ST Property 1895 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Queen Anne Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
3646-026 3515 3515 23RD ST Property 1875 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No ltalianate Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing
HP2. Single Family determined not eligible
3646-025 3525 3525 23RD ST Property 1933 |SF Assessor No Mediterranean Revival Horner's Addition East  |6Z none for listing
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-024 3533 3535 23RD ST Property 1877 |SFPUC water tap No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP2. Single Family determined not eligible
3646-023 3537 3537 23RD ST Property 1876 |SFPUC water tap No None/Altered Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-022 3543 3543 23RD ST Property 1904 |SF Assessor No Classical Revival Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3646-021 3549 3549 23RD ST Property 1895 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family HP6. 1-3 Story National Register &
3634-013 3552 3558 23RD ST Property Commercial Building 1895 |SF Assessor No ltalianate Horner's Addition East  |3B Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register & Alteration of building originally designed as "“false-front"
3646-020 3553 3557 23RD ST Property 1876 |SFPUC water tap No Classical Revival Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Italianate.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3645-007 3506 3506 24TH ST Property 1875 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3645-008 3514 3514 24TH ST Property 1881 |SFPUC water tap No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-030 3515 3519 24TH ST Property 1889 |Architectural est. No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East  |3B Individual & Contributor [California Register Additional dwelling (pre-1889) located at rear of lot.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-029 3525 3529 24TH ST Property 1904 |SF Assessor No Edwardian Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3645-009 3526 3526 24TH ST Property 1881 |SFPUC water tap No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-028 3531 3535 24TH ST Property 1905 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Mission Revival Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Additional building located at rear of lot.
HP2. Single Family determined not eligible
3645-010 3534 3534 24TH ST Property 1882 |SFPUC water tap No Italianate Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing
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San Francisco Planning Department - South Mission Historic Resource Survey

Property Information Catalog (sorted by Street Address)

Primary
Assessor Address Address Attribute Code/ Attribute Code/ Year Record (DPR
Block-Lot (Low #) (High #) Street Description 1 Description 2 Built [Year Built Source 532A) Architectural Style 1 [Architectural Style 2 Historic District CHRSC Listing Type Resource Eligibility Notes
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
3645-011 3538 3538 24TH ST Property 1885 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Mediterranean Revival Horner's Addition East  |6Z none for listing
HP2. Single Family National Register & Raised to 2 stories circa 1905. Appears to have been originally
6513-027 3539 3539 24TH ST Property 1885 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register designed as mirror to 3543 24th Street.
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
3645-012 3542 3542 24TH ST Property 1885 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East |62 none for listing
HP2. Single Family National Register & Appears to have been originally designed as mirror to 3539
6513-026 3543 3543 24TH ST Property 1885 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register 24th Street.
HP3. Multiple Family HP6. 1-3 Story National Register &
6513-025 3547 3551 24TH ST Property Commercial Building 1895 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register Building moved forward on lot and storefront added circa 1910.
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
3645-013 3548 3548 24TH ST Property 1883 |SFPUC water tap No ltalianate Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing
HP2. Single Family HP6. 1-3 Story National Register &
3633-015 90 90 ALVARADO ST Property Commercial Building 1869 |SFPUC water tap No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3646-010 42 42 ELIZABETH ST Property 1865 |1869 USCS map (est.) [No Gothic Revival Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-011 48 48 ELIZABETH ST Property 1875 |SFPUC water tap No Italianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-012 54 56 ELIZABETH ST Property 1876 |SFPUC water tap No ltalianate Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3645-022 57 57 ELIZABETH ST Property 1887 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP3. Multiple Family HP6. 1-3 Story National Register &
3633-019 1001 1007 GUERRERO ST Property Commercial Building 1895 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Classical Revival Horner's Addition East  |3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family HP6. 1-3 Story determined not eligible |Additional building located at rear of lot; moved to site and
3633-018 1013 1013 GUERRERO ST Property Commercial Building 1875 |Architectural est. No None Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing joined with store/residence circa 1910.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3633-017 1015 1015 GUERRERO ST Property 1875 |Architectural est. No ltalianate Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register Bay window added circa 1910.
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3633-016 1017 1017 GUERRERO ST Property 1887 |SF Assessor No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP3. Multiple Family HP6. 1-3 Story National Register &
3634-017 1021 1021 GUERRERO ST Property Commercial Building 1895 |Architectural est. No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register Post-1900 rear addition.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3634-016 1025 1025 GUERRERO ST Property 1891 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Mirrored with 1027 Guerrero St.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3634-015 1027 1027 GUERRERO ST Property 1891 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
3634-014 1031 1031 GUERRERO ST Property 1890 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing
HP3. Multiple Family HP6. 1-3 Story National Register &
3646-019 1101 1101 GUERRERO ST Property Commercial Building 1905 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Edwardian Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-018A 1105 1109 GUERRERO ST Property 1904 |SFPUC water tap No Classical Revival Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Builder Roger Carroll. Mirrored with 1111 Guerrero St.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-018 1111 1115 GUERRERO ST Property 1904 |SF Assessor No Classical Revival Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Builder Roger Carroll. Mirrored with 1105 Guerrero St.
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
3646-017 1117 1121 GUERRERO ST Property 1904 |SFPUC water tap No Edwardian Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing Mirrored with 1123 Guerrero St.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3646-016 1123 1127 GUERRERO ST Property 1904 |SFPUC water tap No Edwardian Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP3. Multiple Family
3646-015 1129 1133 GUERRERO ST Property 1908 |SF Assessor No Edwardian Horner's Addition East  [3CS Individual California Register
HP3. Multiple Family
3646-014 1135 1139 GUERRERO ST Property 1906 |SF Assessor No Edwardian Horner's Addition East  [3CS Individual California Register
HP3. Multiple Family
3646-013 1143 1149 GUERRERO ST Property 1908 |SF Assessor No Edwardian Horner's Addition East  [3CS Individual California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3645-021 1153 1153 GUERRERO ST Property 1892 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3645-020 1159 1161 GUERRERO ST Property 1903 |SF Assessor No Queen Anne Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP3. Multiple Family
3645-019 1163 1163 GUERRERO ST Property 1912 |SF Assessor No Edwardian Horner's Addition East  [3CS Individual California Register
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
3645-018 1167 1167 GUERRERO ST Property 1875 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Art Deco Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing Quality remodel circa 1925.
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3645-017 1169 1169 GUERRERO ST Property 1875 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3645-016 1177 1177 GUERRERO ST Property 1875 |SF Assessor No ltalianate Horner's Addition East (3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family HP6. 1-3 Story National Register &
6513-034 1201 1201 GUERRERO ST Property Commercial Building 1880 |SFPUC water tap No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Architect is George Bordwell (Cerny 2007)
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-042 1203 1205 GUERRERO ST Property 1888 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register Mirror of 1207-1209 Guerrero St.
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San Francisco Planning Department - South Mission Historic Resource Survey

Property Information Catalog (sorted by Street Address)

Primary
Assessor Address Address Attribute Code/ Attribute Code/ Year Record (DPR
Block-Lot (Low #) (High #) Street Description 1 Description 2 Built [Year Built Source 532A) Architectural Style 1 [Architectural Style 2 Historic District CHRSC Listing Type Resource Eligibility Notes
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-043 1207 1209 GUERRERO ST Property 1888 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register Mirror of 1203-1205 Guerrero St.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-022 1211 1211 GUERRERO ST Property 1887 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-021 1213 1213 GUERRERO ST Property 1888 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
6513-020 1227 1231 GUERRERO ST Property 1905 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) [No Classical Revival Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-019 1233 1237 GUERRERO ST Property 1889 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East  |3B Individual & Contributor [California Register Architect is Absalom J. Barnett (Cerny 2007)
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-018 1241 1241 GUERRERO ST Property 1887 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
6513-017 1243 1245 GUERRERO ST Property 1891 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-016 1253 1253 GUERRERO ST Property 1887 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
6513-015 1257 1257 GUERRERO ST Property 1890 |SFPUC water tap No Queen Anne Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
6513-014 1259 1261 GUERRERO ST Property 1889 |SFPUC water tap No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register 2 story building (circa 1890) located at back of lot.
HP2. Single Family National Register &
6513-013 1265 1265 GUERRERO ST Property 1901 |SF Assessor No Stick/Eastlake Horner's Addition East  |3B Individual & Contributor [California Register Mirrored with neighbor.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3617-030 971 975 GUERRERO ST Property 1875 |Architectural est. No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Builder TREA.
HP3. Multiple Family National Register &
3617-029 977 981 GUERRERO ST Property 1875 |Architectural est. No ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register Builder TREA.
HP2. Single Family National Register &
3646-002 102 102 SAN JOSE AV Property 1905 |Sanborn Co. maps (est.) |Yes Queen Anne Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
6513-001 200 200 SAN JOSE AV Property 1877 |SFPUC water tap Yes ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP3. Multiple Family determined not eligible
6513-002 206 206 SAN JOSE AV Property 1925 |SF Assessor Yes None Horner's Addition East  |6L none for listing
HP2. Single Family National Register &
6513-002A 210 210 SAN JOSE AV Property 1877 |SFPUC water tap Yes ltalianate Horner's Addition East 3D, 3CS Individual & Contributor [California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
6513-003 216 216 SAN JOSE AV Property 1877 |SFPUC water tap Yes ltalianate None/Altered Horner's Addition East (3D Contributor California Register
HP2. Single Family National Register &
6513-004 220 220 SAN JOSE AV Property 1871 |SFPUC water tap Yes ltalianate Horner's Addition East  |3B Individual & Contributor [California Register
Printed on 9/3/2010 30of3
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ARCHITECTURE

8 August 2019

220 San Jose Avenue

The proposed design has a dramatic impact on light and air to the adjacent building kitchen /
breakfast area. The current proposed addition configuration creates a full wall aligned with the
existing wall that completely blocks access to direct daylight from above and to the side for the
adjacent Second Floor of 228 San Jose. The adjacent Third Floor of 230 San Jose would also have
their vertical angle of daylight access dramatically reduced and completely blocks their side
daylight access. The intent is to retain as much access to direct daylight for 228 & 230 San Jose.

The plan sketch shows a side setback of about 3’-6” at the Master Bedroom. The Master Bath tub
alcove would be reduced slightly but should still fit a freestanding tub. The west windows of
the Master Bedroom would be a group of four rather than two groups of two double-hung
windows. An option would be to add a pop out bay window to recover some of the side
reduction in floor area with limited reduction of the room’s functionality.

The exterior elevation sketch shows the alternate gable end roof shape rather than the higher
flat roof. This alternate roof shape will help retain more of the angle of daylight access for the
adjacent building. The sunlight angles of the alternate roof shape are shown relative to the
original proposed sunlight angles for both the Second Floor and the Third Floor of the adjacent
building.

Additionally we recommend a reduction in the size of the Master Bath window to improve the
privacy for both parties.
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This communication and its contents may contain confidential and/or privileged material for the sole
use of the intended recipient. Any review or distribution by others is strictly prohibited. If you are
not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and delete all copies. Unless expressly stated,
nothing in this communication should be regarded as tax advice.



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)

Subject: FW: District 11 Resident

Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:46:51 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: ycbgilbert@gmail.com <ycbgilbert@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2019 10:19 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: District 11 Resident

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

My name is Gilbert Williams, I've been a resident in the Excelsior District most of my life. | have
personally been fighting to keep my Neighbors in their homes, either from no cause Eviction, Rent
increases, or Gentrification forces. That have impacted mostly our seniors, our lower wage workers,
and our historically neighborhoods where our people of color live. The Introduction of Mega- Luxury
housing in neighborhoods that have been historically working class. Have been a Disaster for
thousands of Families whom have been Displaced or removed from our city. Because of the negative
impacts from these Mega-Developments that bring with them , Extremely high rents, that impact
the surround areas. In time rents all around these Developments start to skyrocket. And start the
Gentrification process. As Planning Commissioners you have the responsibility to protect vulnerable
communities from these Developments. If not in your Mission Statement, then for purely Moral
reasons. | am against this Development at 65 Ocean Street, And feel this whole process is unfair
because people who actually live in our Neighborhood should have a voice in what happens here.
For this reason | feel that you Commissioners should come to our Neighborhood and hear from
people. Hear their personal stories, there concerns. Before you vote on this Development. This is to
serious an issue to treat as business as usual hundreds of people future may depend on it!

Sincerely,

Gilbert Williams
248 Winding Way
SF, ca 94112
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Ph 650-921-5857

Sent from Mail for Windows 10


https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986

From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: SF Planning Commissioners - speeding up housing? What about transit and infrastructure?

Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:46:35 AM

Jonas P. Tonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Aaron Goodman <amgodman@yahoo.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22,2019 10:23 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: SF Planning Commissioners - speeding up housing? What about transit and infrastructure?

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

SF Planning Commissioners

I will not be able to attend this thursdays meeting but feel it is critical that when discussing speeding up housing
construction the balance of transit, schools playgrounds medical and parks open spaces and critical gas water
sewage and recycling (garbage) come into play.

Our buses are overloaded, and trash cans overflowing, streets over congested and classrooms over packed...

How will you address even the most basic sea level rise and changes of the city across the board without seriously
speeding up solutions for infrastructure.

The same issues happened post WW2 where material shortages and speed was needed due to returning vets wanting
to start their lives. It took serious planning and efforts on infrastructure rails lines power sewage and gas. (Hopefully
now focuses on solar)

The demand for housing is great but there is a greater demand that the planning commissioners don’t just rubber
stamp but actually PLAN for the cities future.

Transit wise we already are putting the horse behind the cart.....
Let’s amp it up before we lose any semblance of solutions by being boxed in by quick developments without

seriously paying attention to the effects and needs of outer district communities equity based solutions and listening
to those who have long championed transit and infrastructure solutions too often ignored....
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Sincerely
Aaron Goodman D11

Sent from my iPhone



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)

Subject: FW: Planning Commission Meeting 8.22.19 General Public Comment RE: 65 Ocean Proposed Development

Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:46:12 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Annelisa Luong <aluong4@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:14 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Planning Commission Meeting 8.22.19 General Public Comment RE: 65 Ocean Proposed
Development

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

To Whom it May Concern,

My name is Annelisa and | am concerned about the proposed development on 65 Ocean. | was born
and raised in the Ocean/ Mission/ Ingleside area, where my fixed-income parents still reside. What
helped our family feel safe and helped us have our needs met were spaces that welcomed low-wage
and working class people that spoke diverse languages. Today, many such residents and business
owners are being pushed out due to lack of political will and negligence towards economic
development that centers working class people. | demand that the planning commission says no to
luxury housing that is unaffordable to Excelsior residents. Listen to the residents and have a planning
commission hearing for this project on 65 Ocean to demonstrate due diligence.

We look forward to hearing from you.

Annelisa Luong
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)

Subject: FW: Planning Commission Meeting 8.22.19 General Public Comment RE: 65 Ocean Proposed Development

Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:46:01 AM

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Lily Wong <laiyuwong@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 11:35 AM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Jessie Fernandez <cuhj.coordinator@gmail.com>

Subject: Planning Commission Meeting 8.22.19 General Public Comment RE: 65 Ocean Proposed
Development

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

Dear Planning Commissioners:

My name is Lily. I grew up in San Francisco and am one of the few remaining San
Francisco natives that tenuously cling to living in this City. This is my home. This is
the place where I found my voice. This is where I was educated by the best teachers
and mentors. This is the city where I learned about a diversity of cultures and
perspectives, and grew into the person I'm proud to be today.

This City is now one where I'm constantly disappointed by policies that do not help
the people I grew up with. Of all my friends I keep in touch with from my younger
years, 8 out of 10 have moved out of the city - either due to evictions or
unaffordability. It hit my friends of color the most. I literally have one black SF- native
friend remaining who lives in San Francisco, and he is at risk of eviction. I was
inspired recently by my neighborhood youth who gathered to protest luxury
development in their neighborhood, and saddened that young people - who should be
looking forward to a life of opportunities - are now fighting for just their livelihood.
The City's policies - policies that commissions like yours pass - are limiting our young
people's options before they've developed their own aspirations and dreams. Your
policies are causing young people to focus on fighting for their basic survivability.
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Your policies are causing displacement.

65 Ocean is a terrible project and is an example of these such policies. The project
does not take into consideration the needs of the community. Just last year, dozens of
people were nearly killed because they were living under a laundromat that caught on
fire. That laundromat was literally around the corner from the 65 Ocean site, and
existed because the City is unaffordable. If people had access to affordable housing,
they wouldn't risk their lives living in unsafe conditions. There are units still sitting
empty at a housing site at 5050 Mission Street because the rental rates do not match
what the neighborhood needs. There's a supply there, but no demand. Because you've
created a city where housing is a luxury and not a right. Your policies are causing
harm to our community.

I'm also enraged that my one opportunity to protest this development is on a
Thursday afternoon - when I have to work. The people of the Excelsior are working
class people. We don't have the time and most don't have the ability to take time off of
their paid jobs to come down to City Hall to tell you to your face that WE NEED
AFFORDABLE HOUSING. Supply and Demand does NOT work for housing.

I'm requesting a response from the commission regarding my comments
today. I want to know that you actually care about development of
affordable housing in the city. Specifically I want responses to:

1) My demand for affordable housing to be at 65 Ocean. The community needs 100%
affordability, but I will settle for 80% - since 80% of my friends growing up have been
displaced by City policies.

2) I demand that future developments, especially in my community, are made 100%
affordable.

3) I demand a hearing in my neighborhood - at a reasonable time (evenings or
weekends) so working class people can actually attend and understand what's going
on.

4) I demand that the hearing is made accessible to people, including having language
translation in Chinese, Spanish, and Tagalog.

~Lily

Lai Yu Lily Wong
Masters of Public Policy / Masters of Dispute Resolution
Pepperdine School of Public Policy / Pepperdine School of Law; Straus Institute

Cell: (415) 545-8807

A crisis is an opportunity for you to create something new and something different.
We don't just resist, but we create something new ~Grace Lee Boggs



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Fung, Frank (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Rich Hillis

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC); Flores, Veronica (CPC)

Subject: FW: 65 Ocean Ave Development Excelsior/District 11

Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:45:40 AM

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Mario de Mira <mariocdemira@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 12:46 PM

To: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>
Subject: 65 Ocean Ave Development Excelsior/District 11

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

Dear Planning Commission,

| am writing you regarding deep concerns about the 65 Ocean Ave project that is being proposed in
the Excelsior neighborhood of San Francisco. The 65 Ocean Ave project is a market-rate
development that will not address the housing needs of working families in the neighborhood, and
will further exacerbate San Francisco's affordable housing crisis.

The development is mostly studio units, and even if the developer follows the inclusionary housing
policy, the amount of below market-rate units will be disproportionately low. A market-rate
development of this size will also drive-up local rental prices which would cause more evictions in
the neighborhood.

For over a decade | have worked at community services nonprofits in District 11, and | have seen
many long time residents get pushed out of the community because they can no longer afford to live
here. | have seen so many immigrant families and families of color displaced from their homes
because landlords want to ride the wave of over inflated rental prices.

| urge you to do what's right and to take as stand to protect affordable housing in San Francisco. |
call on the SF Planning Commission to hold a hearing on the 65 Ocean project so voices from the
community and your constituents can be heard.
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Best Regards,
Mario de Mira



From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Horn, Jeffrey (CPC)

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: #19 Commission August 22, 2019 Agenda - 2019-014314CUA (49 Hopkins Ave)
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:45:19 AM

Attachments: 49 Hopkins SFPC 8-22-19.pdf

Importance: High

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Kathleen Courtney <kcourtney@rhcasf.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 1:08 PM

To: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Commissioner Rich Hillis
<richhillisst@yahoo.com>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC)
<joel.koppel@sfgov.org>; Moore, Kathrin (CPC) <kathrin.moore@sfgov.org>; Fung, Frank (CPC)
<frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC) <milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>

Cc: CPC-Commissions Secretary <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Jamie Cherry RHCA
<jcherry@rhcasf.com>; John Borruso <borruso@mindspring.com>; Chris Bigelow
<cgbigelow@gmail.com>; Robyn Tucker PANA <venturesv@aol.com>; Mike Buhler
<Mbuhler@sfheritage.org>; Jerry Dratler <dratler@sonic.net>

Subject: #19 Commission August 22, 2019 Agenda - 2019-014314CUA (49 Hopkins Ave)
Importance: High

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

Attached and pasted below is the RHCA letter on this project.

Russian Hill Community Association
1166 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109 510-928-8243 rhcasf.com
August 22,2019
San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103
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Russian Hill Community Association

1166 Green St. San Francisco, CA 94109 510-928-8243 rhcasf.com

August 22, 2019

San Francisco Planning Commission

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: 2019-014314CUA (49 Hopkins Ave) -- #19 Commission August 22, 2019 Agenda
Dear President Melgar and Planning Commissioners:

Once again the Planning Commission is being held hostage and asked to legalize an illegal demolition.

All are aware of the egregious actions that destroyed the residence designed by famed Architect Richard Neutra.
The proposal before you simply rewards the sponsor for its actions.

The Russian Hill Community Association joins with other others in urging the Planning Commission to limit the
size of any replacement project at 49 Hopkins to the property’s footprint before its illegal demolition in 2017.

Thank you for your consideration.

Katideer Cowrtiney

Chair Housing & Zoning Committee
kcourtney@rhcasf.com
510-928-8243

Cc: Jamie Cherry, John Borruso, Chris Bigelow, RHCA; Robyn Tucker, PANA; Mike Buhler, SF Heritage;
Jerry Dratler;
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Re: 2019-014314CUA (49 Hopkins Ave) -- #19 Commission August 22, 2019 Agenda
Dear President Melgar and Planning Commissioners:

Once again the Planning Commission is being held hostage and asked to legalize an illegal
demolition.

All are aware of the egregious actions that destroyed the residence designed by famed Architect
Richard Neutra. The proposal before you simply rewards the sponsor for its actions.

The Russian Hill Community Association joins with other others in urging the Planning Commission
to limit the size of any replacement project at 49 Hopkins to the property’s footprint before its illegal
demolition in 2017.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kathleew Cowrtiney

Chair Housing & Zoning Committee
kcourtney(@rhcasf.com
510-928-8243

Cc: Jamie Cherry, John Borruso, Chris Bigelow, RHCA; Robyn Tucker, PANA; Mike Buhler, SF
Heritage; Jerry Dratler;
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2008.023CUA 461 29th Street August 29th Hearing
Date: Friday, August 23, 2019 11:44:51 AM

Attachments: 29th ST.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: SchuT <schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net>

Sent: Thursday, August 22, 2019 7:24 PM

To: Townes, Chris (CPC) <chris.townes@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Melgar, Myrna (CPC) <myrna.melgar@sfgov.org>; Koppel, Joel (CPC) <joel.koppel@sfgov.org>;
mooreurban@aol.com; Fung, Frank (CPC) <frank.fung@sfgov.org>; Johnson, Milicent (CPC)
<milicent.johnson@sfgov.org>; Richards, Dennis (CPC) <dennis.richards@sfgov.org>;
richhillissf@yahoo.com

Subject: 2008.023CUA 461 29th Street August 29th Hearing

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

Dear Chris,

| do not think my Comments were included in the packet and | thought | had sent them as a pdf in
time per our email correspondence.

I am cc’ing them to the Commission myself to save you the printing. | would appreciate it if you
would mention it in your presentation next week.

Thank you.

Georgia Schuttish

Sent from my iPad
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August 12, 2019

To: Planning Commission
From: Georgia Schuttish
cc: Chris Townes

Re: 461 29th Street Case No. 2008.0023CUA
“onditional Use Heari

This is a very fancy house. Actually it a very fancy 2 unit building. It is very large with an ample
amount of square footage per unit, including an elevator.

The main concern I have is “Whether the project protects the relative affordability of
existing housing”. This is the criterion for Section 317 I.

Attached to this memo is the sales brochure for 2 units each currently for sale on Cesar Chavez.
They just hit the market in the past week. This project was an Alteration, not a Demo with new
construction. Unfortunately it did not have a DR. The neighbors are unhappy with the large
size of the building and the loss of privacy which they find beyond the tolerances of privacy. I
don’t think they fully understood the plans, but that is another matter as is the issue of whether
it was actually a Demolition or not.

The Section 317 I criterion for Relative Affordability was not applied to this project on Cesar
Chavez because it wasn’t a Demo, but given the asking price, the criterion should have been
applied. The original building, pre Alteration sold for $1.5 million, the entitlements were sold
again for over $2 million. The current prices for each unit is listed on the brochure.

This is not relative affordability.

The units at 461 29th Street seem even larger with more bedrooms and more bells and whistles
such as the subterranean media room and the huge exclusive roof deck. The Cesar Chavez Street
sales brochure is included for a comparison between the two projects.

In the 29th Street project there is a great deal of square footage that is just like floating
space....unattached to any specific use. Prior to the Commission’s break, at the July 25th
General Public Comment, I showed examples from three premier architects’ (Richard Neutra,
William Wurster and Gardner Dailey) San Francisco projects. They did not design the kitchen
as the focus of a dwelling, surrounded by space. The floor plans they designed were both
beautiful and livable with dining and living rooms and even family rooms that were unique and
specific. Their kitchens were intended to be kitchens, to cook and store food, not something just
to look at. The square footage of both proposed units at 461 29th Street is not efficient and that
lack of efficiency and common sense will compromise Relative Affordability. This will be two
very expensive condos. The two units should be smaller and smarter.

I know that this property can be put to better use and likely warrants a Demolition although I
saw no Soundness Report in the files. I often walked by 461 29th in the 1990s to pick up my
boys from the school bus stop at 3oth and Noe and remember this neglected property.

However this project is not the way to densify. It isa poor template. Many 2 unit buildings in
Noe Valley are now in the pipeline. There are two on Valley and two on Clipper and one on
Duncan. There are two on Cesar Chavez. And on Sanchez. Future two unit projects can still
accommodate families with multi bedrooms for multi generations or however a modern family
may chose to live but they need to better strive for the Relative Affordability criterion in Section
317 L if we are to move towards solving the housing affordability crisis. Smaller is smarter.
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Exceptional Noe Valley Home | www.NoeValleyLux.com BERKSHIRE

4061-63 Cesar Chavez Street, San Francisco HATHAWAY
Offered At Unit #4061 $3,499,000 Unit #4063 $2,769,000 Drysdale Properties

Incredible views from these newly constructed two light-filled exquisite Noe Valley luxury condominiums located at
4061-63 Cesar Chavez Street. The epitome of modern, urban living. Each unit is spread over two levels and boasts of
incredible open living spaces with walls of glass with stunning views of downtown and surrounding areas. Ideally
located within walking distance of 24th Street shopping and community life. Distinctive European designer flair which
include Italian and Spanish tile, Venetian Plaster, Cesarstone and Miele appliances, European Cabinetry, American Oak
floors and European designer solid doors. These sophisticated residences set a new standard for quality craftsmanship,
with attention to detail. Other features include wet-bars, view decks, elevator, urban outdoor roof garden, outdoor
barbeque kitchen, landscaped south facing garden, radiant heating, 1 car parking per unit. Surround sound system,
exterior camera security system remotely programmable.

EDWINA TYNAN ‘

REALTOR® BERKSHIRE
BERKSHIRE HATHAWAY HOMESERVICES HATHAWAY
CALDRE# 01998359 HomeServices

415) 994-8394 MOBILE .
(415) Drysdale Properties

TYNANRE@GMAIL.COM

THIS INFORMATION IS BELIEVED TO BE CORRECT BUT HAS NOT VERIFIED AND ASSUMES NO LEGAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR ITS ACCURACY.
BUYERS SHOULD INVESTIGATE THESE ISSUES TO THEIR OWN SATISFACTION.
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