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PLANNING COMMISSIONN December 7, 2017

Good afternoon Commissioners.
| am Richard Frisbie from the Laurel Heights Improvement Assn.

I'd like to discuss the Urban Design Guidelines which appears to be

mimicking the Residential Expansion Threshold fiasco.

In the interest of time I'll address only one issue: the Makeup of the

External Advisory Group.

| have a lengthy letter from Jeff Joslin which extols the purpose of this

group.

To quote “I'm sorry you've found the process unsatisfactory. There have

been a huge number of stakeholders involved...” and it goes on.

So, let's take a brief look at Stakeholders included in this the Advisory

Group.

Most people would consider neighborhood groups to be the MOST

important stakeholders.
Of the 45 members exactly three are from Neighborhood Associations!

The developers alone have a greater representation on this group than do

the neighborhood associations.

In fact representatives from developers, architects and real estate groups
make up approximately 50 percent of your Advisory Group whereas

neighborhoods represented less than 5 percent and the largest



neighborhood coalition in San Francisco, the Coalition of San Francisco

Neighborhoods, has ZERO representation. Pretty bizarre | would say!

If a farmer were to develop a new henhouse | doubt his Advisory Group
would consist of three hens along with 5 foxes and 25 other carnivores who

find chicken to be a preferred meal!
And yet that's exactly what the Planning Department’s Advisory Group

looks like.

On September 25, the Coalition of San Francisco Neighborhoods sent a
detailed 13 page letter to “The Planning Commission” addressing Concerns
about the DRAFT of the Urban Design Guidelines.

The letter began “Dear Commissioners” so | can only assume that each of

you has received a copy.
To date, December 7, 2017, ten weeks later, we have received no

response whatsoever.
Not even the courtesy of a reply acknowledging receipt!

Thank you!

Oh by the way, “Here’s a copy of the CSFN letter.”
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Planning Commission
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Francisco, CA 94103 via electronic submission

Subject: Opposition to Adoption of “Urban Design Guidelines,” Concerns and Requests
Dear Planning Commissioners:

The Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods (CSFN) opposes several portions of
the March 16, 2017 Draft “Urban Design Guidelines” (UDGs) document in its current iteration.
Planning staff informed CSFN that the proposed draft of the UDGs will be the “overarching”
built-form design document for the entire city. As an overarching document which will have
development projects follow some very rough and seemingly arbitrary criteria without mention
of the existing Residential Design Guidelines (RDGs) or any neighborhood-specific design
guidelines and without any text stating their inter-relationships with the UDGs - especially as
no “overlay” criteria exist -- it is critical that some revisions be made before adopting them.
CSFN delegates have voiced concerns to Planning staff and asked for changes to
problematic text and illustrations in the document and they are still in need of revision. As
the UDGs continue to morph, new questions arise.

CSFN seeks the Planning Commission’s assistance in directing Planning staff to make
the necessary changes, clarifications and respond to CSFN’s questions. Until this is done to
the satisfaction of CSFN and until there is substantial meaningful dialogue with CSFN, these
UDGs should be put on hold indefinitely.

CSFN’s CONCERNS and REQUESTS:

1. CONCERN: In regards to applicability, the relationship and respective roles of UDGs,
RDGs, neighborhood-specific design guidelines and any other design guidelines are not
known from reading this document. Within the body text of the document, no other guidelines
besides the Draft “Ground Floor Residential Design Guidelines” (GFRDGs) is mentioned. In
addition, it is not clear as to how the UDGs relate to the Urban Design Element of the General
Plan nor to the Commerce and Industry Element’s Urban Design Guidelines of the General
Plan and conformity to it with the objectives of the UDGs and also in relation to the Priority
Policies under Proposition M.

REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to include the text within



CSFN Letter Re Urban Design Guidelines
September 25, 2017
Page 2 of 13

the body of this main UDG document the Urban Design Element of the General Plan and the
similarly named Urban Design Guidelines of the Commerce and Industry Element of the
General Plan. For a document as important as the “overarching” regulatory document for the
entire city, the mere addition of a few more pages to the 71-page work, with roughly 168
arbitrary photos and illustrative pictures that take up the bulk of the document, should not be a
major effort as the General Plan text exists today. Staff needs direction from the Commission
of the inclusion of these two parts of the General Plan in the main text of the UDGs than as
any footnote or as an appendix item as they do not exist in the main body of this work. (See
also Item 2B and ltem 4 below.)

REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff, since there is no
mention of the RDGs nor its relationship to the UDGs, to include text to explicitly state on
Page 6 that the RDGs and any other neighborhood-specific or other finer-grained guidelines
including that of historical shall be controlling for all residential housing-zoned parcels RH-1,
RH-2, RH-3, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, e.g.

REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to include the following

text:

“For RH-1, RH-2, RH-3, RM-1, RM-2, RM-3, RTO and PDR zoning districts,

project applicants shall consult the RDGs and any applicable residential

or historic design guidelines depending on where the project would be

located and that in the event of a conflict between the UDGs, the RDGs,

neighborhood-specific design guidelines, and/or historical design guidelines,

the most stringent shall prevail.”

2. CONCERN: Definition changes (Page 8).

A. “Adjacent” As residential areas in the city are more varied and can change from
block to block or even within 100 feet depending on what occurs on the block or
neighborhood, it is vital that Planning maintains the definitions as has been codified. Per the
March 16, 2017 Draft UDGs, Planning proposes an alternate definition for the word “adjacent”
(Page 8). “Adjacent” no longer refers to what is immediately next door or about a parcel
sharing any property line to another but instead includes the meanings of “near, close or
contiguous” which are very subjective and imposes less certainty of the kind of project that
will be resulted next to someone. This is a substantive change as sample comparison parcels
would include lots that may not have the same zoning district designation nor even share a lot
line as under the old definition of “adjacent.” Parcels 1,000 feet away or as “near” or “close”
as the city of Oakland could be interpreted as “adjacent.” “Near” and “close” are imprecise
and the resulting design of development projects could be disruptive to certain areas --
especially if in well-established streets or areas with limited boundaries. The UDGs would
cause less certainty for the neighborhoods which, as CSFN was told, these UDGs would
instill more certainty.

The many diverse neighborhoods have been able to each have a sense of place
through the current definition of “adjacent” as used in Section 102 - “Definitions” — “Adjacent
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Building. Generally, a building on a lot adjoining the subject lot along a side lot line.” This is
more precise than what is being proposed to be used as the definition of “adjacent.” All prior
Zoning Administrator decisions were based on this current definition which means the lot
“next door” rather than the more subject-to-interpretation “near” or “close”. With the change
in the definition of “adjacent,” it is possible to have metal-and-glass office-styled buildings on
a commercially zoned street that is 150 feet away or “2-mile away to fit the new vague “near”
meaning of “adjacent”. Then this office-styled building will be determined to be appropriate
next to a row of Edwardians of lower height buildings on a residentially zoned lot.

With prior Zoning Administrator decisions on the appropriateness of design, especially
in well-established neighborhoods, the UDGs, with the change of the definition of “adjacent”
will wreak havoc on the ambiance of the neighborhood. As the UDGs are not clear on this,
the new definition for “adjacent” as being “near, close or continuous” needs to be left to the
original Planning Code definition in Section 102 rather than “near,” or “close,” e.g.

REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to 1) preserve and align
with the current traditional definition of “adjacent” as in “adjacent building” in Section 102 of
the Planning Code; 2) delete the ambiguous meanings of “close” or near” for “adjacent” as
this term will be subject to abuse.

B. “Context”: The UDGs propose to adopt an alternate meaning of “context” as being
something that could “contrast” or “reinterpret”. CSFN suggests to use a definition more in
line with what lay persons think of when hearing the word “context” such as:

“blend seamlessly with and be a clear and fully compatible design to”

With this new definition of “context,” any person off the street with no architectural or
design education can understand what might be expected rather than having a building
“contrast’ or “emulate” or “reinterpret” a design as these will be used to abuse the designs of
existing buildings in the neighborhood.

The March 16, 2017 proposed Draft UDGs text regarding “context” reads:
“The design context of a building may emulate, reinterpret, or contrast <emphasis
added> with it (sic) surroundings.”

When a project will be allowed to “contrast with its surroundings,” it will, by virtue of the
common definition of “contrast’ not match anything abutting it or around it. This could
potentially be very jarring to the beauty, spiritual health and the welfare of an established
neighborhood. By having the UDGs adopt the “architectural context” meaning of “context,”
the decision-makers can create exceptions (see ltem 6 below) to the project design that does
not respect the main style or flavor of the particular neighborhood. This esoteric application of
a new meaning for “context” is not one that an average, regular person of general intelligence
would think would be the meaning of “context,” and thus the new definition with “reinterpret” or
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“contrast” should be stricken from what “context” would do.

Use of the architectural meaning of “context” in the UDGs could enable decision-
makers to pass incongruous and out-of-character buildings as in design “spot-zoning”. CSFN
is aware that the RDGs utilize designs of buildings next door and/or across the street as the
main design determinants for new development so when one parcel is “design-spot-zoned,”
one can change the entire look of a neighborhood, and based on the way these UDGs are
written, such action may be done “as-of-right.” The public has little recourse with vague and
uniquely esoteric definitions arbitrarily being adopted to force certain “designs” as intrusions
into neighborhoods.

This vague usage will become important especially for residentially-zoned parcels such
as RHs, RMs, RTOs and PDRs abutting NCDs with certain primary design features
established through decades and sometimes even as long as over a hundred years of an
area being established. The NCDs are also tailored with great sensitivity to the abutting RHs,
RMs, RTOs (recently rezoned designation of prior RHs, e.g.) and PDRs through the Urban
Design Guidelines of the Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan do apply (see
Item #1 above for inclusion of this text and the Urban Design Element into the UDGs as
requested). The words “emulate” and “interpret” are vague and subject to abuse.

REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct staff to delete the “architectural
context” use of the word “context” and utilize one or both of CSFN’s potential definitions for
“context” in the paragraph above.

3. CONCERN: Explicit exemption in first sentence is negated in second sentence on
Page 6:

“The Urban Design Guidelines apply to buildings in all districts outside RH-, RM-,
and RTO- and PDR-districts. In Residential Districts, they apply to

projects that have non-residential uses or have either six units or more or frontage
longer than 150’ (sic) feet.”

The second sentence that starts with “In Residential Districts” negates the RH-, RM-,
RTO- and PDR districts that were excluded in the first sentence. The second sentence by
virtue of it referring to “Residential Districts” includes the same districts excluded prior. This
means that the first sentence is left with no standing so that the applicability of the UDGs
could apply to RHs, RMs, etc. as these are technically residential districts. The second
sentence is vague with “Residential Districts” could allow “spot-zoning” of the UDG-based
design styles precisely in the areas to be exempted per the first sentence.

REQUEST: For Planning Commission to request staff to delete the second sentence.

4. CONCERN: This is related to #3 above. Non-complying multi-unit buildings in low-
density RH areas and buildings in Neighborhood Commercial Districts (NCDs) influencing
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residentially zoned parcels, especially those with adjoining side and rear lot lines (Page 6):
Many buildings in NCDs next to RHs, RMs, e.g., have “6 units or more” or have a “frontage of
more than 150 feet” because they were built before Planning Code existed. The same goes
for many multi-unit buildings which go beyond the unit count of certain zoning district
categories for the parcel. Such buildings adjoining parcels in low-density areas may have an
architectural design that is not reflective of the bulk of the residential buildings. Some of
these are depicted in the March 16, 2017 Draft UDGs.

To create a more uniform feel to certain neighborhoods, there needs to be more
guidance in what would not cause such a jarring disconnect of styles especially to the RH,
RM and PDR parcels. The UDGs do not make the solution clearer for anyone but instead
makes the argument for using the UDGs murkier. Low-density, smaller RH and RM parcels
next to these areas with “6 units or more” or with a “frontage of more than 150 feet” have light
wells and privacy which are important in RHs and RMs.

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct the Planning staff to not have the
March 16, 2017 Draft UDGs as written to apply to *any* residential areas nor to any NCDs.

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct the Planning staff to remove any
residentially zoned parcels and pictures supporting the above.

5. CONCERN: This is related to #3 and #4 above. Section 312 and notification (Page 6).
Lots can be held by multiple people within one entity (e.g. LLC, corporation, or family). These
lots may be located mid-block or next to the low-density RH or RM parcels, e.g., or are “6
units or more” or have “frontage longer than 150 feet” and they will not have the RDGs or
neighborhood-specific residential design guidelines apply to them since they are located on
NCD parcels. The NCD parcels are still subject to the Urban Design Guidelines of the
Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan which takes precedence over these
proposed UDGs.

Per the text on Page 6, NCDs are controlled by Sec. 312 which gets an “as-of-right” to
not have to consider RDGs / neighborhood-specific design guidelines and only have to follow
the UDGs however vague they may be. For these projects, with no further Planning
Commission review of the design, people in the neighborhood may file for a Discretionary
Review (DR) with no other options or be shut out of the decision-making process.

Should anybody file DRs for certain projects that fall under the UDGs, this would mean
more uncertainty for neighbors and project applicants unless the second sentence is removed
per #3 above.

Without incorporation of the design policies and guidelines of the General Plan, projects
that require Section 312 notification may cease, no residents will have any say on what gets
put along their NCDs. It is highly doubtful that any abutting or nearby residents in the
neighborhood would know how a building so dissimilar to their area got in, especially with no
notification based on what appears to be regulatory in the UDGs.
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REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to include in the
UDGs the text from the General Plan:

“(1) Neighborhood Commercial Design Guidelines. The construction of new
buildings and alteration of existing buildings in NC Districts shall be consistent
with the design policies and guidelines of the General Plan as adopted and
periodically amended for specific areas or conditions by the Planning Commission.
The Director of Planning may require modifications to the exterior of a proposed
new building or proposed alteration of an existing building in order to bring it into
conformity with the General Plan. These modifications may include, but are not
limited to, changes in siting, building envelope, scale texture and detailing,
openings, and landscaping.”

6. CONCERN: Exceptions are still problematic with the UDGs (Page 4, Page 6 and due
to new definition of words on Page 8 per ltem 2 above):

On Page 4, the text reads:

“While projects should address all three scales, a context-specific
response is not a prescription and each project should be evaluated
on balance.” <emphasis added>

When projects get reviewed “on balance,” what does that mean? Without knowing the
criteria, how much of a “balance” is “on balance™? “On balance” can mean something similar
to “other duties as assigned.” With no explicit criteria, decisions will be left to the Design
Team or the Zoning Administrator to interpret what would be best for the neighbors in the
area of concern. “On balance” and other exception-inducing words should be eliminated.

When things “on balance” are approved, it may mean almost anything could be allowed
— with no certainty for the neighbors and a potential increase in Discretionary Review (DR)
cases before the Planning Commission.

On Page 6 the text reads:
“Projects may seek an exception <emphasis added> only when
the proposed design better meets the goals of the respective
guideline than would a project that had complied with the guideline
or where a unique site condition makes application physically infeasible.”

Also the following text:
“Each of these existing procedures would allow a project to seek
an exception <emphasis added> to specific guidelines, but not the
Urban Design Guidelines as a whole, subject to approval by the
Planning Commission.”
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Such words as “on balance” and other exception statements would be non-conforming
to existing Planning Code Sec. 311, including that which violates Building Permit Application
(Sec. 311(c)). With the exceptions described on this page, mandatory Section 311
Notification and procedures would be violated or no Section 311 notices wouid be sent.

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to delete any
“exception” or “waiver’-related text in the UDGs.

[A CONCERN: This is related to #1 above. The UDGs are too vague, lack specificity and
are ambiguous in many areas and would cause confusion. The city already has the Urban
Design Element of the General Plan and the Urban Design Guidelines of the Commerce and
Industry Element of the General Plan which govern over and above these UDGs. These
UDGs are not needed and appear to work to cumulatively enact zoning change.

An example of this vagary is on Page 4 which states:
“Good urban design is characterized by the thoughtful orchestration of
buildings, landscape, open space, and streets.”

What exactly is in the realm of “good” for a development project?

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to come up with a list
of criteria the decision-makers will use to determine what is “good”.

Another example is the proposed text of the UDGs on Page 7 reads:
“In addition to graphic renditions of a project, sponsors should provide a
narrative that articulates how their project’'s design complies with the Urban
Design Guidelines.”

This makes it appear that the applicant will give broad brushstroke statements to match
the vague UDG design review categories such as “modulate vertically and horizontally” (Page
7) which would fit practically every building description. The granularity for a thorough vetting
of a project’s design is missing and will leave the residentially-zoned neighborhoods
vulnerable to surprises. Again, no certainty for the neighbors but almost a guaranteed
certainty to the developers.

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to insert after “Urban
Design Guidelines” in the proposed text on Page 7 to not only provide the graphic renditions
and narrative but:

“... and how it complies with the Residential Design Guidelines,
neighborhood-specific design guidelines, any other more specific design
guidelines including historical guidelines, if any, for the particular area
of the city.”

Another example on Page 7, the text by the picture at the upper right corner reads:
“High-rise projects can be thoughtfully related to lower-height neighborhood
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patterns.”

This illustration does not show a thoughtful relation but instead shows the high-rise at
the back of a low-rise building and possibly eliminating the rear yard. A continuous placement
of such high-rises in low-rise building areas can have a cumulative effect of essentially doing
a zoning change.

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to delete this picture
and the text with it.

Another example on Page 17 in the upper right illustration caption reads:
“Building massing should respect larger patterns in the urban fabric.”

This would potentially shift all development using the form-based UDG principles in the
document to shift to ever larger buildings with very little open space even midblock as even
the lower illustration on Page 17 shows. Eventually the low-rise areas will get higher and
bulkier with less and less mid-block open space per Planning Code today. The cumulative
effect of this could also be a zoning change.

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to remove the word
“larger” from the top right illustration showing a flow of low-rise buildings to ever larger high-
rise buildings.

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to delete from the
bottom left illustration “even when the pattern is broken” from the sentence “Shape new
projects to contribute to mid-block open space even when the pattern is broken.”

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff, for the bottom left
illustration, to make it clear what criteria would be used when to “Locate frontages to reinforce
the streetwall.” Would lots abutting the proposed building for which the walls would form the
“streetwall” have to have their walls already in that way? How about the how the RDGs come
into play? etc.?

8. CONCERN: Future projects should not be part of the UDG basis of design review.
The text on Page 16 reads:

“Relate building scale and massing to the size and scale of existing
and anticipated <emphasis added> buildings.”

REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to remove “and
anticipated” from the sentence as designs should be based on buildings present today.

9. CONCERN: Text on Page 17 reads:
“Locate frontages to reinforce the streetwall.”
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The UDGs, by forcing the front walls and surfaces of development projects to be
located to “reinforce the streetwall,” would create “street canyons” such that pedestrians and
vehicles would traverse between these canyons created by two city blocks which in the two
illustrations on the page do not illustrate this problematic scenario.

Informationally, here is text about climate-related problems from such canyons created
when everything reinforces the streetwall such as those in Hong Kong:

“Hong Kong residents must cope with some of the highest population densities

on the planet in an environment that is characterised by ranks of high-rise office

and residential buildings, extremely limited urban open space, a measurable

urban heat island effect and dangerously high concentrations of roadside

pollution that fail to disperse from poorly ventilated street canyons. It is for

good reason that the public policy think tank Civic Exchange characterized

Hong Kong’s urban livability (with apologies to Thomas Friedman) as

‘Hot, Stacked and Crowded’, in a report published in April 2010.”

Source: https://Isecities.net/media/objects/articles/the-costs-and-benefits-of-high-density-
urban-living/en-gb/

REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to create a report on a
fully-implemented consequence of the UDGs and its environmental effects under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

One CEQA category is related to air pollution. Here’s the text from the earlier cited
article on Hong Kong:

“The second reason is that the high population densities are brought
about by the city’s vertical approach to property development. While
public transport benefits from the congregations of potential passengers,
the same high-rise buildings ironically form the walls of the street canyons
that make it so much more difficult for street-level concentrations of pollutants
to disperse. This situation is exacerbated by the low provision of public open
space and the consistently excessive height and width of buildings designed
to take up every square foot of available land in order to maximize the
economic returns.”

Although DBI has enacted an ordinance for the Building Code for buildings to install air
filtration systems along the most poliuted “transit corridor” or areas of high traffic flow, how are
the people, including and especially the children, supposed to play in the newly created open
spaces intended to combat the heat sink and livability if they cannot breathe outdoors? Air
pollution particulates have no physical boundary to stay on the “transit corridors” nor on the
highly trafficked streets. They ooze into the adjacent streets perpendicular and near these
pollution alleys.

10. REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify and
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demonstrate with data what the impact would be on all merchants when buildings get
reconfigured via the form-based design that is essential for the UDGs to work and for existing
buildings when expanded. That clarification should include data on potential displacement or
increase in commercial rents for the small businesses, especially in the well-established
neighborhood commercial districts (NCDs).

11. REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify how the UDGs,
with buildings designed based on form-based density and possibly with larger square
footages, would potentially change property taxes for residents or business entities.

12. REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify how the UDGs,
which reflects a bias towards ever larger buildings will affect the tenant population and
affordable housing.

13. CONCERN: The form-based density design concept of the UDGs could very well
ignore current Planning Code sections for setbacks, rear yards, and open space
requirements. Without such certainty of open ground space or coverage of ground with
expanded form-based UDG buildings to the “streetwall” (less open ground in front) and in the
rear and side yards, less rainwater permeates into the ground and ends up in the combined
sewer system and does not replenish the aquifers. In locations close to the ocean, this may
result in saltwater intrusion into the aquifers or subsidence of land.

REQUEST: For Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to clarify via a detailed
analysis and study report how the UDGs uphold the policy of the San Francisco Public
Utilities Commission (SFPUC) which has gone through large efforts to ensure the use of
permeable materials and systems to not cause rainwater runoff to go into the city’s unique
combined rainwater and sewage system. Please put together a study on the impacts of
supporting the SFPUC policy on diversion of rainwater out of the combined sewer system.

Included in the study would be the total amount of rainwater runoff from all the parcels
as they exist today and the amount of that rainwater runoff after the UDGs are implemented
for all the parcels potentially affected by the UDGs (show on a map also).

15. CONCERN: With the additional land coverage through the form-based UDGs which
may not allow as much ground being open with the creation of additional roof and deck
surfaces, walls and other materials that are more prone to capture heat and not disperse i,
increases to ambient temperatures may increase around all the parcels subjected to the
UDGs. San Francisco saw the highest temperature ever recorded since temperatures have
been recorded with a high of 106°F on September 1, 2017. Vulnerable populations may be
affected.

REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to provide the heat
sink or absorption criteria to be used with the UDGs.



CSFN Letter Re Urban Design Guidelines
September 25, 2017
Page 11 of 13

16. REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to produce
other city’s and town’s equivalent of the proposed Draft UDGs where they apply to all
residential parcels with or without overlays or other residential criteria stated in the UDGs.

17. REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to answer what
happens to a project applicant who does not follow the UDGs. What is the penalty?

18. REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to produce a
flowchart of which projects would come under the UDGs, where the application gets
submitted, who / what section of Planning would review it, if there is a Planning Commission
hearing, if there will be neighborhood input, if the project can or cannot be DR'd, etc. This is
unclear.

19. REQUEST: This relates to #1 (no RDGs, etc. reference in UDGs) and #2B (“context”).
For the Planning Commission to request the Planning staff to insert text that would give
certainty to the residents in terms of well-established aesthetics that promote a level of
spirituality for a healthy environment. This clarification is needed so that the people of the
community can decide for themselves what is beautiful for their specific area, or block or
portion of the block. CSFN urges the Planning Commission to direct staff to ensure that the
UDGs do not affect the quality of life for those in established areas.

20. REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to produce an annual
report on where the UDGs have been used so far with the street addresses, block and lot
numbers of projects that have utilized the UDGs and determine any social, economic, ethnic,
equity impacts.

21. REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to eliminate the
picture that shows high-rise Manhattan-style buildings next to low-rise non-Manhattan-style
buildings to be eliminated:
Page 19: top middle (“Building massing can articulate a unique change in
neighborhood scale and orientation.”) -- this can apply to any Residential
Districts, and this goes to the esoteric definition of “context” as being something
that “contrasts” (Item 2B above) so that an ill-fitting design projects gets
supplanted into a neighborhood.

The form-based UDGs document makes clear from much of the text and photos that
there is a bias towards designs and sizes of building like those found in the downtown high-
rise areas and those that emphasize the streetwall as much as possible with no regard to the
residentially-zoned low-rise buildings, many in the more established areas of the city that
have a very contrasting design style and size. Again, these UDGs do not even mention the
RDGs, neighborhood-specific design guidelines, historic design guidelines, etc. It makes no
mention in the body of the main text of the UDGs a reference or text from the Urban Design
Element of the General Plan nor the Urban Design Guidelines of the Commerce and Industry
Element of the General Plan (for neighborhood commercial/commercial areas).
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22. REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to hold robust and
meaningful dialogue with all residents of all districts out in every supervisorial district as none
has occurred thus far.

23. REQUEST: For the Planning Commission to direct Planning staff to produce the
notification list to the public of who was informed about the proposed crafting and adoption of
the UDGs.

The box at the very top of Page 5 states: “S1 Recognize and Respond to Urban
Patterns.” And yet within San Francisco, there are places that are not even in any way seen
as fitting an “urban” pattern. What this leads one to believe is that the UDGs can be seen as
a regulatory document to do away with the city’s current zoning-based Planning Code with all
the flavors of the different residential areas when such parameters that created these long-
established areas are eventually eliminated with these overarching urban-biased UDGs.

In general, the UDGs are meant for projects to not follow among other Planning Code
sections, e.g. side and rear setback, open space, exposure to light, air, etc. to make it easier
to bypass Conditional Use (CU) and Variance hearings while simultaneously cutting out many
of the residents’ input. The vagaries of the text and randomly selected photos of mostly
downtown designs, not reminiscent of the well-established residential areas of the city
especially, would create a situation that would allow a project to go in even though it is totally
incompatible with the area.

Since much of the UDGs are following principles emphasized in “form-based design,” it
is important to ensure that residential areas are respected and sensitive application of
designs abutting the low-density residential areas of RH-1(D), RH-1, RH-2, RH-3, RMs, RTOs
and PDRs are carried out. CSFN understands the intent of the design document for Planning
Department is to create certainty for the neighbors and the developers on what projects will
end up next door. The UDGs do not give the certainty to neighbors in the residential areas
nor how the adjacent-to-residential-parcel NCDs will be handled for approval.

The Urban Design Element of the General Plan and the Urban Design Guidelines of the
Commerce and Industry Element of the General Plan establish the framework for any other
document and the UDGs are not needed with these Elements of the General Plan. If the
UDGs are adopted as is, these form-based design guidelines, with cumulative changes for
the entire city, can alter the landscape of the city so as to act as the instrument to create
zoning change citywide as they are not all about design but lay of the land in terms of size,
bulk and placement for all parcels.

CSFN opposes the adoption of these UDGs especially because CSFN was not told that
all input to these UDGs have a deadline of October 10, 2017 as it was just discovered today.
For the Planning Commission to hear on this matter when there is not even sufficient time to
get people’s input is wrong. In addition, the community meetings scheduled apparently out to
October 10, 2017 and October 12, 2017 for the supervisorial district meetings makes it
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apparent that neighborhood input is not welcomed as these dates are after the October 10,
2017 final date of input. These UDGs require vetting through substantial meaningful dialogue
and responses which has not happened as each group is “interviewed” by Planning and no
results are shared nor are the decisions to which they determine known as to what will go into
the UDGs. Should CSFN think of more issues, we shall provide them as soon as possible.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and we look forward to a reply.

Sincerely,
g ; -
George Wooding

cc:  Jonas lonin, Commissions Secretary
John Rahaim, Director
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator
Elizabeth Watty, Assistant Director of Current Planning
Anne Brask, Planning Staff
Board of Supervisors
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
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LA’s Party House ‘Industry’ - Could Out-of-Control
Development Get Any Worse Than This?

Tim Deegan, 17 March 2016
From “CityWatch WebPage”

DEEGAN ON LA-The continuing degrading of our communities by developers may reach a
startling low point if mega-house-party-impresario Michael Scott (photo below) gets to build his
Bigger Party House in the hills (photo above). Consider this:

o Traffic on Benedict Canyon Drive will grind to a halt for 15 minutes, once every hour of
the work day, for up to forty-one months of construction, allowing haul trucks to remove
dirt from a canyon hillside being leveled by owner Michael Scott. He wants to build his
hillside party house at 10101 Angelo View Drive, between Benedict Canyon Drive and
North Beverly Glen Boulevard, in Council District 5.

o Existing wildlife corridors between these two roads will be destroyed by this project,
isolating and ultimately starving to death wildlife such as mule deer and coyotes.

e A neighborhood of 93 one-family 1,500 square foot homes cou/d be clustered in the
space being plotted for this 139,062 square foot mega-mansion.

o Up to one-quarter million people a year may attend house parties at the Michael Scott
Party House.

o The region’s most famous party house, Hugh Heffner’s Playboy Mansion, is one-quarter
the size of this hillside party house.

The scale of this project is so huge that the normal metrics will humble you -- so consider two
environmental tragedies to gain some perspective: allowing this party house to be built will
require the removal of a mountain top and it will result in the crushing of existing wildlife
corridors, ultimately killing the wildlife that rely on them.

In a letter to their Councilmember Paul Koretz (CDS5), a coalition of 44 resident and homeowner
associations, representing what they say is approximately 200,000 constituents, has notified him
that they oppose this project, calling it a “grossly out-of-scale project.” They list several other
objections in their three page letter filled with complaints about the party house project, sent to
Koretz on June 22, 2015. These people are unhappy and are waiting for an answer and some
action...mindful that he must start running for reelection in several months. There is a big
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conflict here between the personal desires of owner Michael Scott versus the civic responsibility
and resolve of Councilmember Koretz and the City of Los Angeles.

The City Council has the power to shut this project down. The only question is, will they?

Michael Scott is well known in some circles as a mega-partier, hosting very large and well-
attended house parties....He has outsized ambitions for a global reputation of having the party
house with the toughest velvet rope to get past. If his new party house is approved it will have
space for up to 500 guests at a time to party with him, including any that might descend from the
sky to his proposed hillside helipad.

The scale of the proposed house is such that if Michael Scott threw a party every night for the
500 guests that his house is designed to easily accommodate -- not an unreasonable speculation
for someone with his reputation and passion for partying -- he could theoretically invite 182,500
guests to Angelo View Drive over the course of a year. By doubling up afternoon and night
parties on special occasions and holidays, he could easily have the capacity to bring a quarter
million partiers to his proposed party house in 12 months.

This is the number of partiers that you expect at densely
packed, very loud Hollywood nlghtclubs If he is given permission to build it, Scott’s party house
will be like a nightclub in the hills.

An argument could be made that this is not a home, but an industry. The reality is there is no
place in our hillside neighborhoods for “this grossly out-of-scale project.” The hope 1s that
Councilmember Koretz and his colleagues will immediately call a halt to this development.

If anyone at City Hall can resolve this, it’s Paul Koretz, who has been working hard to bring
sense and order to the hillsides by personally authoring two key pieces of legislation: the City’s
Anti-Mansionization Interim Control Ordinance (ICO) (City of Los Angeles Ordinance No.
183497) and a proposed Ordinance to Establish and Protect Hillside Wildlife Corridors,
Council File 14-0518.

The Koretz-sponsored ICO was specifically designed to prevent the construction of buildings
like the Scott project, in part, because "the proliferation of such construction poses a current and
immediate threat to the public welfare, including degradation of neighborhood character, loss of
neighbors' privacy, curtailment of development potential, and negative impacts to aesthetics and
general quality of life."

Portions of the Scott project were allegedly approved just weeks before this ICO became law. If
so, that may require the city council to enact another ordinance grandfathering the Scott property
into compliance to the ICO.
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The Koretz-sponsored wildlife corridor motion, on track to become an ordinance, that is on an
upcoming council agenda, moves to “require the city planning department and department of
building and safety to consider wildlife corridors in any new building plans in the hillsides and
provide scientific guidance to keep wildlife habitat linkages and corridors open”, among other
tough provisions to protect our hillside wildlife and give them the ability they need to survive.

Councilmember Koretz and his colleagues, and the public that will be allowed to make public
comment at the hearing, can tell the LA Building and Safety Commission not to approve this
project when it meets on Tuesday, March 22nd at 9:30 am at 201 North Figueroa Street; Room
900. That hearing is to review and approve or deny the Haul Route application, and to certify the
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) for the project.

Koretz, his council colleagues and the public can tell the commissioners that they want this
project stopped until a full Environmental Impact Report (EIR) can be conducted, as was
promised to the community, they say, by both Paul Koretz and Michael Scott.

A petition directed to Councilmember Koretz, to require an EIR pleads with Koretz as follows:
“Councilmember Koretz, after successfully leading the charge for and exacting a promise from
Michael Scott to perform a full EIR, I'm confused why you have not spoken up when he broke his
promise to you and to our community. I’'m unclear why you aren’t opposing the Haul Route, and
1 don’t know why you aren’t opposing this disastrous project as a whole. The loopholes he’s
exploiting and the decimation of a wildlife corridor is prohibited under legislation and motions
you authored. Those protections need to apply to our community and to this giga-mansion too.”

What’s the difference between what the community has been offered, a mitigated “Negative
Declaration” and what they are demanding, an “Environmental Impact Report” (EIR)?

A Negative Declaration is a document that states, upon completion of an initial study, that there
is no substantial evidence that the project may have a significant effect on the environment. A
Negative Declaration can be prepared only when there is no substantial evidence in light of the
whole record before the lead agency that the project may have a significant effect on the
environment.

An EIR is an informational document which will inform the public agency decision-makers and
the public generally of:

o the significant environmental effects of a project
e possible ways to minimize significant effects
e reasonable alternatives to the project

An EIR must be prepared when there is substantial evidence in the record that supports a fair
argument that significant effects may occur.

A lawyer for Michael Scott would not answer when asked by CityWatch, “Would Michael Scott
consider having an EIR prepared for the Angelo View Drive property?” Scott, says the
community, initially agreed to the EIR, but then reneged.
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Councilmember Paul Koretz has not said why he changed his mind from supporting having the
EIR, but has the opportunity, at the March 22 hearing, to state publicly and emphatically that a
project like this in his district will not be allowed to go forward without an Environmental
Impact Report.

Koretz provided this general statement to CityWatch: "My staff and I have worked very carefully
and diligently to make certain that all parties have been heard and that the community’s input
has been fully taken into account. We appreciate that the City Attorney and various other
involved city departments have weighed in throughout the process, to ensure that we have an
appropriate outcome.

"I certainly take quite seriously the community’s varied and important concerns, and that’s why I
called for an extensive environmental review.

"The haul route aspect is going before the Board of Building and Safety Commissioners on
Tuesday,” he continued, “and we are expecting an important decision at that time. It is
absolutely essential that safety be the number one priority in the Commission’s deliberations."

What does neighbor Jeff Franklin have to say about this? The Scott giga-mansion will be a mere
20 yards from his bedroom window. He has made direct appeals both to owner Michael Scott
and to Councilmember Paul Koretz.

To Michael Scott: “There are a number of existing laws to ensure that hillside development in
residential communities is done thoughtfully to protect neighbors, wildlife corridors, protected
trees, city infrastructure, and the environment, and to ensure that a project doesn't have an
adverse impact on the community. All of your neighbors simply wish that you’d comply with the
current regulations and make sure your project doesn’t damage our quality of life or threaten
our safety.”

To Councilmember Paul Koretz: “In the beginning of this process, you were a champion for our
community and demanded a thorough Environmental Impact Report which Michael Scott
promised to do. But Michael Scott broke his promise and still plans to haul away half a mountain
and build a 139,000 sf, six story, 82-foot tall entertainment complex masquerading as a ‘house,’
in clear violation of City rules. He's neglected to protect a wildlife corridor and protected trees,
issues you have championed. The traffic and quality of life impacts will be devastating. His plans
are secret, and ever changing. Please, make Michael Scott respect the rules you helped put in
place.”

If you were owner Michael Scott what would you say? If you were Councilmember Paul Koretz,
what would you do?

(Tim Deegan is a long-time resident and community leader in the Miracle Mile, who has served
as board chair at the Mid City West Community Council and on the board of the Miracle Mile
Civic Coalition. Tim can be reached at timdeegan2015@gmail.com.) Fdited for CityWatch by
Linda Abrams.
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May, Christopher (CPC)

From: Bruce Pray <brucepray@comcast.net>

Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 6:29 AM

To: May, Christopher (CPC)

Cc: richhillissf@gmail.com; Richards, Dennis (CPC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Johnson,

Christine (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Melgar, Myrna (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC);
beritpedersen@gmail.com

Subject: Neighborhood opposition to the project at 583 47th Avenue
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hearing date: December 7, 2017
Case No.: 2016-012108DRP

Project Address: 583 47TH AVENUE
Permit Application: 2015.10.22.0473

December 5, 2017
Hello,

We are unable to attend this hearing on December 7th, but we want to voice our support for our
neighbors who strongly oppose aspects of the project at 583 47th Avenue.

We have lived at 586 48th Avenue for 48 years and have no intention of ever moving. We especially
value the sense of community and friendliness that make this unique area so pleasant and we support
wholeheartedly our neighbors, in this case, Berit Pedersen and John Anzur, who are working on behalf
of many of us to preserve the special character of this part of Sutro Heights.

In particular, we support the recommendations of the Residential Design Advisory Team that the
proposed roof deck above the third floor addition not be approved and that the ceiling height and
slope of the third floor roof be lowered to make it less visible from the street.

Thank you very much,

Bruce R. Pray & Richard B. Baltz
586 48th Avenue

San Francisco, CA 94121-2427

415-682-4797
brucepray@comcast.net & richardbaltz@comcast.net
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California
San Francisco Charter Start Over Prev Doc Next Doc

San Francisco Administrative Code
San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations (A) Any work on a Residential Building for which the Department of Building Inspection
Code determines that an application for a demolition permit is required, or

San Francisco Campaign and Governmental
Conduct Code

San Francisco Environment Code

(B) A major alteration of a Residential Building that proposes the Removal of more than 5
of the sum of the Front Facade and Rear Facade and also proposes the Removal of more than 65¢

Sun Frenclacs Firs Cida the sum of all exterior walls, measured in lineal feet at the foundation level, or

San Francisco Health Code (C) A major alteration of a Residential Building that proposes the Removal of more than 5
San Francisco Municipal Elections Code of the Vertical Envelope Elements and more than 50% of the Horizontal Elements of the existing

Sarn Francisco Park Code building, as measured in square feet of actual surface area.

San Francisco Planning Code
PLANNING CODE
THE SAN FRANCISCO CODES
PREFACE TO THE PLANNING CODE

) The Planning Commission may reduce the above numerical elements of the n:nm:m in
Subsections (b)}(2)(B) and (b)(2)(C), by up to 20% of their values should it deem that a &5@5
necessary to implement :6 intent of this Section 317, to conserve existing sound housillg .&a

-ve affordable

el £ i ENERAE ZLNING (3) "Fagade" is defined in Section 102 of this Code. = T
PROVISIONS > B
ARTICLE 1.2: DIMENSIONS, AREAS, (4) "Front Fagade" is defined in Section 102 of this Code. =
AND OPEN SPACES L
ARTICLE 1.5: OFF-STREET PARKING (5) "Horizontal Elements" shall mean all roof areas and all floor plates, except floor ﬂaﬁ a
AND LOADING muﬂ:vé mﬁmaﬁ. /Aqlw-/
ARTICLE 1.7: COMPLIANCE T
ARTICLE 2: USE DISTRICTS (6) "Mandatory Discretionary Review" is defined in Section 102 of this Code. —

ARTICLE 2.5: HEIGHT AND BULK (7Y "Recidential Meroer'" chall mean the camhinino nf twa ar mare Recidential ar I Tnanthar
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What is "Tantamount to Demolit

Any project application that proposes one or more of the following criteria is
considered "Tantamount to Demolition" and subject ta San Francisco
Planning Code Seaction 517.

A major alteration of a residential building, removing more than 50 percent
of the front and rear fagade (combined)-apnd— & _\\

Removing more than 65 percent of all exterior walls, or

A major alteration of a residential building removing more than 50 percent

II'

Residential Expansion
Threshold: A clear process
for alierations and
demolitions
If you would like Planning staff
to attend an upcoming
neighborhood or organization
meeting, please contact

L B A e sy

[ 1

of the Vertical Envelope Elements (defined as all exterior walls that provide weather and thermal barriers
between the interior and exterior of the building, or that provide structural support to other elements of the

building envelope); and— O,

» More than 50 percent of the Horizontal Elements (defined as all roof areas and all floor plates, except floor
plates at or below grade) of the existing building, as measured in gross square feet of actual surface area

However, we have found that the current controls have led to project sponsors designing just short of the
threshold, resulting in inferior design and/or significantly expanded projects. The current controls have led to

project sponsors designing just short of the threshold, with these results:

Allowing major additions. A project can significantly expand the size of the existing housing while still meeting
the Tantamount to Demolition threshold, thus be approved administratively (no Commission hearing

required).

Potential for inferior design.

The Department agrees with the public that Tantamount to Demolition is not effective in respecting neighborhood

Privately-Ownedd |

Space and Fublic

Consolidation of
P Controfs
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Questions? Start with
Email: picipsigov.on

Phone: (415) 558-6377
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AGENDA

)

San Francisco’s Health Facility Landscape

HCSMP O<mq<mm<<

Upcoming Hearings in Early 2018:
Initiation

Joint Adoption Hearing w/Health Commission

2017 HCSMP UPDATE







HEALTHRIGHT360




HOSPITALS / MEDICAL CENTERS
(102, 890.44)

IUCKERBERG SF GENERAL HOSPITAL




HEALTH SERVICES / MEDICAL SERVICES
(102, 890.114)




RESIDENTIAL CARE FACILITY
(102, 890.50)

JEWISH HOME OF SAN FRANCISCO (under construction)
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MEDICAL FACILITY CONTEXT ,..w

= 25 million ft2 of
medical facilities

= 40k jobs (4t
largest sector) - g

= 15% job growth in i

2010-15




MEDICAL FACILITY PIPELINE

= Current pipeline: 1.3 million ft?, 6 projects Py Chinese Hospital

= Recent completes: 1.6 million ft?, 11 projects
(2007-2016)

= 2013 HCSMP projections: 800,000-1,500,000 ft?
by 2035, likely to be in outpatient facilities




A RECENT TREND: FOR-PROFIT OUTPATIENT MEDICAL
CENTERS(e.g. One Medical, GoHealth Urgent Care)
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TRENDS SHAPING THE FUTURE OF HEALTH
CARE IN SAN FRANCISCO

* Demographic shifts
— Growing by >200,000 residents, reaching 1.1 million by 2040

— Population >65 years old will double by 2060 (to 27% of population)
* Movement towards outpatient care
= Affordable Care Act (ACA) implementation

" Industry trends & innovations

Health workforce shortages

2017 HCSMP UPDATE
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HCSMP PURPOSE

" |dentify current & future healthcare needs in SF, with a focus on
improving access for vulnerable populations

= Recommend an appropriate & equitable geographic
distribution of facilities

Provide a framework for reviewing future medical use
development projects

Provide other policy recommendations related to healthcare
services as needed

2017 HCSMP UPDATE




HCSMP HISTORY

= December 2010: HCSMP Ordinance signed into law

= July 2011 - June 2013: First Health Care Services Master Plan
(“2013 HCSMP”) developed

* December 2013: 2013 HCSMP adopted and went into effect

= Summer 2016: Plan update initiated (“2017 HCSMP”)

2017 HCSMP UPDATE




2017 HCSMP COMPONENTS

ASSESSMENTS

CONSISTENCY
DETERMINATION
GUIDELINES

SUPPORTING
LEGISLATION &
RECOMMENDATIONS

2017 HCSMP UPDATE




2017 HCSMP: KEY UPDATES

¢ Community Health Assessment
Health Systems Trends Assessment
Capacity and Gap Assessment
Land Use Assessment

ASSESSMENTS

[ ]

KEY UPDATES

« Updated information on health
needs & policy at local, state, and
federal levels.

« Focus on long-term care (including
Skilled Nursing Facilities) and
behavioral health needs.

2017 HCSMP UPDATE




2017 HCSMP: KEY UPDATES

CONSISTENCY

* Used to evaluate new medical facilities >
DETERMINATION 5k GSF (or >10k for change of use)

GUIDELINES

KEY UPDATES

* Consolidated / streamlined list

* Process changes: create alignment
between the HCSMP and the IMP
by applying the requirement to
institutions rather than individual
facilities

2017 HCSMP UPDATE




CONSISTENCY DETERMINATION PROJECTS

HEALTHRIGHT 360 JEWISH HOME PLANNED

* SUBMITTED: May 2014 ® SUBMITTED: July 2014 PARENTHOOD

* COMPLETED: August 2017 ® GROUNDBREAKING: Oct 2016 SUBMITTED: Mav 2017
- viay

® APPROVED: August 2017

2017 HCSMP UPDATE




2017 HCSMP: KEY UPDATES

SUPPORTING * New in 2017 HCSMP: Supporting policies
LEGISLATION & separate from the Plan itself, but

RECOMMENDATIONS proposed concurrently with adoption

KEY UPDATES

* Supporting legislation proposed
at time of HCSMP adoption.

* Policy recommendations
highlighting longer-term policy
needs.

2017 HCSMP UPDATE




SUPPORTING LEGISLATION (DRAFT)

= HCSMP process modifications to increase efficacy and efficiency.

= Policies to streamline development of high-priority health care
facilities, including Skilled Nursing Facilities (SNFs).

= Policies to facilitate the development of outpatient facilities (“health
/ medical services”):

— Stronger design review process to ensure fit with neighborhood character

— Policies to mitigate impacts on the ground floor

An additional list of longer-term Policy Recommendations will
be presented at a future hearing.
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2017 HCSMP OUTREACH PLAN

Stakeholder Interviews (done)
with 33 individuals @ 25 organizations

Q|lnll|
Workshop with health care
providers

Public Hearings
with Health Commission, Planning
Commission, & Board of Supervisors

O
Ol
DDD

Briefings
with key stakeholders & advocacy
organizations

V) e—
-
O e—

Online Survey

& Al

Public Comment Period
on Draft Plan (30 days)

2017 HCSMP UPDATE




2017 HCSMP TIMELINE

PUBLIC Ot;mb,OI PLAN >_w0_u._._OZ

o
SUMMER 2016-2017 SPRING 2018
&

WORK ALREADY PUBLISH DRAFT PLAN
COMPLETED & PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

» Stakeholder interviews
« Data assessments




THANK YOU

Sneha Patil Lisa Chen

SF Department of Public Health San Francisco Planning Department
415.551.2795 415.575.9124
sneha.patil@sfgov.org lisa.chen@sfgov.org

For more information & updates:
www.sfplanning.org/hcsmp
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