From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: kinmon gakuen building - JCCCNC letter of support

Date: Wednesday, February 06, 2019 8:50:27 AM

Attachments: JCCCNC Letter of Support Kinmon Gakuen Historic Preservation Commission Landmark Designation.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: Smith, Desiree (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 3:40 PM

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

Subject: kinmon gakuen building - JCCCNC letter of support

Hi again Jonas,

Please forward the attached letter of support for the landmark designation of the Kinmon Gakuen
Building to the HPC members.

Thanks!
Desiree

From: Richard Hashimoto <rich.hashimoto@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 5, 2019 1:24 PM

To: Smith, Desiree (CPC)

Subject: Re: Kinmon Gakuen draft landmark designation report

Desiree,

Attached 1s JCCCNC's letter of support.

Thanks again!
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February 4, 2019 tecenter

Mr. Aaron Jon Hyland, President
Historic Preservation Commission
400 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, CA 94103

Re: Kinmon Gakuen Landmark Designation
Dear President Hyland and Members of the Historic Preservation Commission:

On behalf of the Japanese Cultural and Community Center of Northern California
(JCCCNC), | would like to submit our letter of recommendation and convey our
wholehearted support for the Landmark Designation of Kinmon Gakuen (Golden Gate
Institute) in San Francisco's Japantown.

Kinmon Gakuen has been a pillar in our Japantown community since its establishment
and the construction/completion of its existing building in 1926. Its historic significance
as an educational, cultural, social and community institution is one that deserves
landmark recognition, as it has survived through decades of our community's adversity
and is one of only a few building that remains from the pre-redevelopment and pre-
World War Il (WWII) periods.

In addition to preserving the Japanese language and culture for thousands of children
over the years, it is also a sad reminder for older community members of the injustices
that occurred during WWII that were captured in images by photographer Dorthea
Lange after the signing of Executive Order ?066. The photos are of Japanese Americans
waiting by armed military to enter Kinmon Gakuen for processing and of defainees as
they were boarding buses and leaving as they were sent fo assembly and incarceration
centers.

Personally, as a child growing up, | attended the Japanese language school, movies
with my Nisei (second generation) grandmother in the downstairs hall and Nisei
Veterans of Foreign Wars (VFW) potlucks and gatherings with my family. | have fond
memories of Kinmon as a bustling center for people of all generations.

In closing, | hope you will strongly consider and approve the Landmark Designation of
Kinmon Gakuen as a vital piece of our Japanese American and Japantown historical
and cultural existence in San Francisco.

Sincerely,

U VDL
Lori Matoba
Deputy Director

JAPANESE CULTURAL AND COMMUNITY CENTER OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA
1840 Sutter Street, San Francisco, CA 94115 | (415) 567-5505 | www.jccenc.org






Rich



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Kinmon Gakuen Building - letter of support

Date: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 11:30:57 AM

Attachments: JTF Kinmon Gakuen Support Letter.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: Smith, Desiree (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 11:30 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: Kinmon Gakuen Building - letter of support

HiJonas,
Can you please forward to the HPC? Its regarding an item on tomorrow’s agenda.

Thanks!
Desiree

From: Richard Hashimoto <rich.hashimoto@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 11:25 AM

To: Smith, Desiree (CPC) <desiree.smith@sfgov.org>

Subject: Re: Kinmon Gakuen draft landmark designation report

Desiree,

| forgot to send you the attached support letter from the
Japantown Task Force. Still waiting on another from JCCCNC.

Thank you,
Rich
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@ JAPANTOWN TASK FORCE

H A BT 0> % 5% J& B& - 3t Wi - f§ {7
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, PLANNING & PRESERVATION OF JAPANTOWN

January 31, 2019

Dear Historic Preservation Commissioners:

The Japantown Task Force, Inc. board of directors voted unanimously to approve Golden Gate
Institute (Kinmon Gakuen) to be on the landmark designation list.

Kinmon Gakuen was established in 1911 for Japanese children who were discriminated from
enrolling into American schools. In 1926, with the help of local Japanese businesses and
government, the school completed construction of the new school.

In 1941, at the onset of World War I, the building was used to process people of Japanese
ancestry before they were relocated into concentration camps.

During this dark time, the school was closed and later entrusted to Booker T. Washington
Community Center (BTWCC). It is believed that this allowed BTWCC to accumulate funds to

purchase its own building at their current site on Presidio Avenue.

After the war had ended, the school resumed operations and continues to operate Japanese
language classes one day a week.

For these reasons, the building has an enormous historic past that should be preserved and we
urge you to join us in supporting the landmark designation.

Sincerely,

Exécutive Director
Japantown Task Force, Inc.

1765 Sutter Street, 3" Floor, San Francisco, CA 94115 - 415.346.1239 — Fax 415.346.6703
info@japantowntaskforce.org - www.japantowntaskforce.org









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

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON LUNAR NEW YEAR
Date: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 9:06:53 AM

Attachments: 2.5.19 Lunar New Year.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Tuesday, February 05, 2019 7:05 AM

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

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON LUNAR NEW YEAR

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, February 5, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

**%* STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON LUNAR NEW YEAR

“The celebration of Lunar New Year with our Asian Pacific Islander communities is a special
time for all of us, especially here in San Francisco with our long history of honoring our
cultural diversity. We are home to the best Lunar New Year festivities in the country,
highlighted by our world famous Chinese New Year Parade, which draws people from all over
to celebrate in our very own Chinatown. As we kick off the Year of the Boar, I am especially
grateful that Senate Bill 892 has officially expanded the traditions of Lunar New Year to the
entire State of California for the first time, strengthening our cultural foundation. I am proud
to join everyone in embracing and celebrating our family, friends and community. Have a
wonderful, safe and happy Lunar New Year! Gung Hay Fat Choy!”

HiH
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, February 5, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON LUNAR NEW YEAR

“The celebration of Lunar New Year with our Asian Pacific Islander communities is a special
time for all of us, especially here in San Francisco with our long history of honoring our cultural
diversity. We are home to the best Lunar New Year festivities in the country, highlighted by our
world famous Chinese New Year Parade, which draws people from all over to celebrate in our
very own Chinatown. As we kick off the Year of the Boar, | am especially grateful that Senate
Bill 892 has officially expanded the traditions of Lunar New Year to the entire State of
California for the first time, strengthening our cultural foundation. I am proud to join everyone in
embracing and celebrating our family, friends and community. Have a wonderful, safe and happy
Lunar New Year! Gung Hay Fat Choy!”

it

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






From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON BLACK HISTORY MONTH
Date: Friday, February 01, 2019 9:54:22 AM

Attachments: 2.1.19 Black History Month.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2019 9:52 AM

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

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON BLACK HISTORY MONTH

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, February 1, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

wx% STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON BLACK HISTORY MONTH

“As San Francisco’s first African American woman Mayor, I am proud to kick off Black
History Month. From the jazz artists of the "Harlem of the West" to Maya Angelou and the
shipbuilders of World War II, we celebrate our own rich Black history and that of all African
Americans. As we celebrate the past, let us rededicate ourselves to the challenges of the
present, be it income inequality, closing the achievement gap in our public schools, or
reforming our criminal justice system. Every day I am inspired by those who came before and
committed to continuing their work for a more fair and equitable society.”

HiH
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, February 1, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON BLACK HISTORY MONTH

“As San Francisco’s first African American woman Mayor, I am proud to kick off Black History
Month. From the jazz artists of the "Harlem of the West" to Maya Angelou and the shipbuilders
of World War 11, we celebrate our own rich Black history and that of all African Americans. As
we celebrate the past, let us rededicate ourselves to the challenges of the present, be it income
inequality, closing the achievement gap in our public schools, or reforming our criminal justice
system. Every day | am inspired by those who came before and committed to continuing their
work for a more fair and equitable society.”

Hi#

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






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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: 2019 Statement of Economic Interests Form 700 due April 2 and Ethics/Sunshine Trainings due April 1
Date: Friday, February 01, 2019 9:17:50 AM

Importance: High

FYI

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: Ethics Commission, (ETH)

Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2019 7:08 PM

Subject: 2019 Statement of Economic Interests Form 700 due April 2 and Ethics/Sunshine Trainings
due April 1

Hello Department Heads and Assigned Filing Officers,

Annual Statements of Economic Interests (Form 700) are required to be filed by public officials each
spring and this year the statements are due on Tuesday, April 2, 2019. The annual Form 700
deadline has been moved to the next business day by the Fair Political Practices Commission in

observance of Cesar Chavez Day on April 15 (state holiday). Annual Ethics and Sunshine Ordinance
Declaration Forms (for those who are required to file them) are due Monday, April 1, 2019, per
City’s deadline. As department heads, you are responsible for the filing officer duties with respect to
the financial disclosure requirements of positions in your department. You may delegate the filing
officer related tasks to a staff person as necessary. Please visit the Filing Officer Duties page on our
website for more details.

2019 Annual filing requirements, deadlines, and step-by-step resources for filers and filing officers
are available on our website:

We are also offering information sessions listed below to help filing officers and filers learn more
about upcoming annual filing requirements. Please use this online form to sign up for the
information sessions. If you are unable to attend one of these sessions, we are happy to provide
you one-on-one guidance.

Filing Officer Information Sessions:
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Session FO-1:

Tuesday, February 12th 2019 - 1:30 PM to 2.30PM
Room 421, City Hall

Session FO-2:

Tuesday, March 12t 2019 - 1:30 PM to 2.30PM
Room 421, City Hall

Filer Information Sessions:

We encourage you to invite your filers to participate in one of the sessions shown below.

Session FI-1:

Wednesday, February 20t 2019 - 1:30 PM to 2.30PM
Room 421, City Hall

Session FI-2:

Wednesday, March 20" 2019 - 1:30 PM to 2.30PM
Room 421, City Hall

Form 700: What and Why

Annual Statements of Economic Interests (Form 700) are required to be filed by public
officials and designated employees throughout California each spring. Financial disclosure
filings serve two important purposes. First, they help officers and employees monitor their
financial interests to detect and avoid potential conflicts of interest. Second, they provide
transparency and promote public confidence that governmental decisions are made without
any regard to any personal financial gain by those involved in making those decisions.
Complete and timely filings, therefore, are an essential element of open and accountable
City government.

2019 Annual Filing Requirements

o Elected officials, department heads, and members of the City’s boards and
commissions must:
e File their Form 700s electronically with the Ethics Commission through
Netfile (due April 2, 2019)
o Complete their Ethics and Sunshine Ordinance training online through Netfile,
and electronically file the Ethics and Sunshine Training Declaration Form
(due April 1, 2019)

o Employees who hold positions designated in their departmental Conflict of Interest


https://netfile.com/Filer/Authentication/LogIn?ReturnUrl=%2ffiler
https://netfile.com/Filer/Authentication/LogIn?ReturnUrl=%2ffiler

Code file their Form 700s on paper with their respective department’s filing officer
(due April 2, 2019).

Key Reminders

There is no provision in the law for extending filing deadlines.

Form 700s filed late are subject to late fees of $10 per day, up to a maximum of
$100, for each filing required.

Per San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 3.1-
102.5(c), members of City boards or commissions who have failed to file Form
700 and/or the Ethics and Sunshine Ordinance Training Declaration Form by
the applicable filing deadline are disqualified from participating in or voting
on matters listed on their boards’ and commissions’ meeting agendas until the
filing requirements are met.

The Ethics Commission and the Fair Political Practices Commission have authority
to initiate administrative enforcement action against any filer whose Form 700
filing is more than 30 days late, with potential fines of up to $5,000 per violation.
Willful failure to file may be pursued as a misdemeanor.

Non-filers may be subject to disciplinary action by his or her appointing authority,
including removal from office or termination of employment.

We request your help in ensuring timely and complete filings by your Department’s filers. Please
share the resources and reminders mentioned in this notice with your filers, and encourage them to
attend the upcoming filer information sessions.

We understand how important it is for you and your filers to find the information you need to
comply with these requirements. The Ethics Commission is committed to supporting you and your
filers in this process. If you have any questions or require any assistance, please contact the
Engagement and Compliance team at ethics.commission@sfgov.org or 415-252-3100. We will be
happy to assist you.

Thank you for your continued support of this year’s filing process.

Sincerely,

The Ethics Commission
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR AARON PESKIN ANNOUNCE HALT TO

BALANCE BILLING AT ZUCKERBERG SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL HOSPITAL UNTIL PLAN TO IMPROVE LONG-
TERM BILLING PRACTICES IS IMPLEMENTED

Date: Friday, February 01, 2019 9:17:15 AM
Attachments: 2.1.19 Balance Billing.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Friday, February 01, 2019 8:32 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR AARON PESKIN
ANNOUNCE HALT TO BALANCE BILLING AT ZUCKERBERG SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL HOSPITAL UNTIL
PLAN TO IMPROVE LONG-TERM BILLING PRACTICES IS IMPLEMENTED

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, February 1, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

**%* PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR AARON
PESKIN ANNOUNCE HALT TO BALANCE BILLING AT
ZUCKERBERG SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL HOSPITAL

UNTIL PLAN TO IMPROVE LONG-TERM BILLING
PRACTICES IS IMPLEMENTED

Department of Public Health and ZSFG will develop a comprehensive plan for improvements
within 90 days to address the issue of patients being billed the balance of their bills when their
private insurers refuse to cover their bills

San Francisco, CA —Today Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Aaron Peskin, the
Department of Public Health and Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma
Center (ZSFQG) announced immediate steps to improve billing practices at ZSFG for patients
who have gotten stuck in the middle of disputes between the hospital and their insurance
provider, including a temporary halt to the practice of balance billing.
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, February 1, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR AARON PESKIN
ANNOUNCE HALT TO BALANCE BILLING AT ZUCKERBERG
SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL HOSPITAL UNTIL PLAN TO
IMPROVE LONG-TERM BILLING PRACTICES IS
IMPLEMENTED

Department of Public Health and ZSFG will develop a comprehensive plan for improvements
within 90 days to address the issue of patients being billed the balance of their bills when their
private insurers refuse to cover their bills

San Francisco, CA —Today Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Aaron Peskin, the
Department of Public Health and Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma Center
(ZSFG) announced immediate steps to improve billing practices at ZSFG for patients who have
gotten stuck in the middle of disputes between the hospital and their insurance provider,
including a temporary halt to the practice of balance billing.

The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) operates ZSFG as part of the San
Francisco Health Network, the City’s public health care system. As San Francisco’s public
hospital, the vast majority of ZSFG patients have Medi-Cal, Medicare or are uninsured. About 6
percent of patients have commercial insurance (including HMO or PPO plans) and come to
ZSFG through trauma and emergency services. For those patients, their insurance is billed for
services, and the insurance company decides what to pay. When an insurance company does not
pay in full, PPO patients can be billed for the balance, a practice known as “balance billing.”

“Although ‘balance billing’ affects a very small number of ZSFG patients, the stress and
hardship they experience when it happens is very real,” said Mayor Breed. “We need to look
hard at our current billing practices, and until we come up with a plan that works for patients, we
will not continue the practice of balance billing. In an emergency, people’s focus should be on
getting help quickly, not on what hospital they should go to. Private insurance companies also
need to be held accountable to actually pay for the healthcare for anyone they cover.”

“The City is taking the right step by stopping the practice of balance billing at SF General,
because there’s nothing ‘balanced’ about it,” said Supervisor Peskin. “It’s extra billing for
services that patients don’t have a choice about receiving, further delaying their ability to move
on and heal. This immediate halt also covers the previous patients who’ve been stuck with
crippling bills, including those being sent to collections. Healing delayed is healing denied, so
I’m looking forward to working with the Department of Public Health on a new path forward.”

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
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Greg Wagner, Acting Director of Health, and Dr. Susan Ehrlich, CEO of ZSFG, outlined a set of
immediate actions and elements of a comprehensive plan for improvement that will be developed
within 90 days. This includes making changes to billing practices, financial assistance and
patient communications. In addition, DPH and ZSFG are exploring policy solutions in
coordination with local and state elected officials.

“The billing practices at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma Center for
privately insured patients who receive trauma and emergency services are not working for some
of our patients,” Wagner said. “Keeping the patients’ experience as the focal point, we will
explore ways to protect patients from financial hardship, increase participation in financial
assistance programs and where possible, recover costs for services from insurers to avoid lost
revenues to the City.”

“While hospital billing in the United States is very complicated, patients should not be caught in
the middle of disputes between hospitals and insurance companies,” Ehrlich said. “At ZSFG, our
mission is to provide high quality health care and trauma services with compassion and respect
to everyone in San Francisco. We are working to ensure that our billing practices better align
with that mission. We are sensitive to people’s circumstances and our patients come from all
over the economic spectrum. We cannot solve the problems of the entire health care system, but
we can do better to serve San Franciscans, who consistently have supported ZSFG and the rest of
the City’s excellent public health programs and services.”

DPH and ZSFG have continued to address the problem of insurance payment shortfalls. DPH
sued insurers for underpayment and reached settlements, reducing the number of privately
insured patients who might be affected by a dispute. DPH’s patient financial services department
works with individuals year-round to help them with billing issues, including financial assistance
and appeals to insurance plans.

Immediate Changes

Temporarily halt all balance billing of patients
e Effective immediately until a better plan is determined
Make financial assistance easier to get

e Proactively begin the process of assessing a patient’s eligibility for assistance, rather than
waiting for them to apply

Improve patient communications

e Proactively reach out to patients who are receiving large bills to explain the situation,
remove the element of surprise, and offer to help

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
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TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141





LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

e Create a Frequently Asked Questions document to clear up many of the routine questions
about billing and financial assistance

e Publicize the patient financial services hotline, (415) 206-8448, so that people know
where to go for help

e Increase communication with patients and provide information about financial assistance
opportunities

Additional elements of a comprehensive plan to be developed within 90 days

Make financial assistance easier to get

e Adjust charity care and sliding scale policies to expand the number of people who are
eligible

e Revise ZSFG catastrophic high medical expense program to support more patients who
are faced with high, unexpected bills for catastrophic events

e Streamline the process of applying for assistance

Protect patients’ financial health

e Establish an out-of-pocket maximum for patient payments to ZSFG
e Pursue agreements with private insurance companies
e Work with state partners to explore additional efforts to improve insurance payments

Ensure ZSFG prices and practices are fair

e Undertake a study of hospital charges regionally, comparing trauma centers, academic
medical centers, San Francisco and Bay Area hospitals

e Research billing and financial assistance practices of California public hospitals to
identify opportunities for improvement

e Conduct financial analysis of impact on the City of proposed changes

H
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The San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) operates ZSFG as part of the San
Francisco Health Network, the City’s public health care system. As San Francisco’s public
hospital, the vast majority of ZSFG patients have Medi-Cal, Medicare or are uninsured. About
6 percent of patients have commercial insurance (including HMO or PPO plans) and come to
ZSFG through trauma and emergency services. For those patients, their insurance is billed for
services, and the insurance company decides what to pay. When an insurance company does
not pay in full, PPO patients can be billed for the balance, a practice known as “balance
billing.”

“Although ‘balance billing’ affects a very small number of ZSFG patients, the stress and
hardship they experience when it happens is very real,” said Mayor Breed. “We need to look
hard at our current billing practices, and until we come up with a plan that works for patients,
we will not continue the practice of balance billing. In an emergency, people’s focus should be
on getting help quickly, not on what hospital they should go to. Private insurance companies
also need to be held accountable to actually pay for the healthcare for anyone they cover.”

“The City is taking the right step by stopping the practice of balance billing at SF General,
because there’s nothing ‘balanced’ about it,” said Supervisor Peskin. “It’s extra billing for
services that patients don’t have a choice about receiving, further delaying their ability to
move on and heal. This immediate halt also covers the previous patients who’ve been stuck
with crippling bills, including those being sent to collections. Healing delayed is healing
denied, so I’'m looking forward to working with the Department of Public Health on a new
path forward.”

Greg Wagner, Acting Director of Health, and Dr. Susan Ehrlich, CEO of ZSFG, outlined a set
of immediate actions and elements of a comprehensive plan for improvement that will be
developed within 90 days. This includes making changes to billing practices, financial
assistance and patient communications. In addition, DPH and ZSFG are exploring policy
solutions in coordination with local and state elected officials.

“The billing practices at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital and Trauma Center for
privately insured patients who receive trauma and emergency services are not working for
some of our patients,” Wagner said. “Keeping the patients’ experience as the focal point, we
will explore ways to protect patients from financial hardship, increase participation in
financial assistance programs and where possible, recover costs for services from insurers to
avoid lost revenues to the City.”

“While hospital billing in the United States is very complicated, patients should not be caught
in the middle of disputes between hospitals and insurance companies,” Ehrlich said. “At
ZSFG, our mission is to provide high quality health care and trauma services with compassion
and respect to everyone in San Francisco. We are working to ensure that our billing practices
better align with that mission. We are sensitive to people’s circumstances and our patients
come from all over the economic spectrum. We cannot solve the problems of the entire health
care system, but we can do better to serve San Franciscans, who consistently have supported
ZSFG and the rest of the City’s excellent public health programs and services.”

DPH and ZSFG have continued to address the problem of insurance payment shortfalls. DPH
sued insurers for underpayment and reached settlements, reducing the number of privately
insured patients who might be affected by a dispute. DPH’s patient financial services



department works with individuals year-round to help them with billing issues, including
financial assistance and appeals to insurance plans.

Immediate Changes
Temporarily halt all balance billing of patients

o Effective immediately until a better plan is determined
Make financial assistance easier to get

» Proactively begin the process of assessing a patient’s eligibility for assistance, rather
than waiting for them to apply
Improve patient communications

o Proactively reach out to patients who are receiving large bills to explain the situation,
remove the element of surprise, and offer to help

o Create a Frequently Asked Questions document to clear up many of the routine
questions about billing and financial assistance

o Publicize the patient financial services hotline, (415) 206-8448, so that people know
where to go for help

¢ Increase communication with patients and provide information about financial
assistance opportunities

Additional elements of a comprehensive plan to be developed within 90 days
Make financial assistance easier to get

o Adjust charity care and sliding scale policies to expand the number of people who are
eligible
o Revise ZSFG catastrophic high medical expense program to support more patients who
are faced with high, unexpected bills for catastrophic events
o Streamline the process of applying for assistance
Protect patients’ financial health

o Establish an out-of-pocket maximum for patient payments to ZSFG

o Pursue agreements with private insurance companies

o Work with state partners to explore additional efforts to improve insurance payments
Ensure ZSFG prices and practices are fair

o Undertake a study of hospital charges regionally, comparing trauma centers, academic
medical centers, San Francisco and Bay Area hospitals
e Research billing and financial assistance practices of California public hospitals to
identify opportunities for improvement
e Conduct financial analysis of impact on the City of proposed changes
Hit



From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Categorical Exemptions

Date: Thursday, January 31, 2019 9:16:37 AM

Attachments: 2018-007253ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR.pdf

2018-007012ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR.pdf
2017-015393ENV-Catex and PTR Form.pdf

Cat Ex and HRER 50 Urbano.pdf
2018-013423ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR Form.pdf
2017-008911ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR Form.pdf
2018-006667ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR Form.pdf
2017-013929ENV-CEQA Checklist and PTR Form.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: Huggins, Monica (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 5:15 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>
Subject: Categorical Exemptions

Hello,

Please forward the attached Categorical Exemptions and Preservation Review to
the HPC Commissioners. Please let me know if this 1s the correct procedure.

Thank You,

Monica Huggins

Administrative Assistant

City and County of San Francisco
Environmental Planning

1650 Mission Street, 41 Floor
San Francisco, CA 94105
415-575-9128
Monica.Huggins@sfgov.org
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

3356-3360 Market Street 2717006

Case No. Permit No.

2018-007253ENV 201806111458

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Conditional Use Authorization (Density) to permit the addition of a new accessory dwelling unit to an existing
3-unit building.

The project expands the existing 2 story over basement building through a horizontal and vertical addition. The
existing 3 unit dwelling will be expanded to 4 dwelling units.

The horizontal addition expands the building on an undeveloped area on the south side of the oversized lot. The
existing dwelling units are each expanded.

3356 Market, at the basement level, is expanded from a studio unit to a 3 bedroom.

3358 Market, at the 1st story, is expanded from 2 bedroom unit to a 3 bedroom unit.

3360 Market, at the 2nd story, is expanded from a 2 bedroom unit to a 3 bedroom unit.

The vertical addition accommodates the 4th dwelling unit which will be a 3 bedroom unit. A conditional Use
application is required for the Density as the oversized lot is RH-2 zoning. The lots size is 5488 sq ft. Planning
Code allows one unit per each 1500 sq ft of lot area, or 4 dwelling unit in this case. There is existing parking on
"John's Alley" which is a privately held street directly behind the parcel with 3 spaces at block 2717/lot 7A

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

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

|:| Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

|:| Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

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

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

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

D Class
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards)
or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

O

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Diane Livia

Geotech report submitted. Archeo PAR performed.
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

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

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O|0|co|d (ol

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

[l

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

- Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

O(O|0)0 (O

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.
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D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation
. |:| Reclassify to Category A . Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify): Reclassify to Category C as per PTR form signed on 1/9/19

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

I:l Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

. Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Michelle A Taylor

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

|:| Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either
(check all that apply):

[] step2- CEQA Impacts

|:| Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

- No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant

effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Conditional Use hearing Diane Livia
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 01/16/2019
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)
3356-3360 Market Street 2717/006
Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.
2018-007253PRJ 201806111458
Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action
Other (please specify)

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

O | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

O |0l d

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

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Date:
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion |12/28/2018 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Michelle Taylor 3356-3360 Market Street Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
Clayton Street and Glendale Street Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B N/A 2018-007253ENV
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(e CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (e Alteration (" Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |06/8/18

PROJECT ISSUES:

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC (updated
December 2018).

Proposed Project: Renovation of existing dwelling. Vertical addition to add 1 new story
with a 15' setback. 15" horizontal addition at south yard. Add accessory dwelling unit at
new third story.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: CA CB (e C
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusionin a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance:
( Contributor (" Non-Contributor






Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: (C Yes (" No (@ N/A
CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: ( Yes (¢ No
CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: ( Yes (¢ No
Requires Design Revisions: C Yes (e No
Defer to Residential Design Team: (® Yes (" No

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to Planning Department records and the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared
by Tim Kelley Consulting, LLC, 3356-3358-3360 Market Street is a three-unit residential
building located in the Twin Peaks neighborhood. Documents suggest that an unknown
builder originally constructed the subject building as a two-story, single-family residence
in 1898. California-based artist Charles Robinson owned and occupied the home from 1898
until 1902.

Photos of the building from the 1910’s show a two-story residence in the rustic vernacular
style that featured a double gable roof, wood siding and a bay window at the upper floor.
Although not formally recorded, the building was substantially altered ¢.1922 in the
Classical Revival style. These changes included a horizontal addition at the front elevation,
construction of a flat roof with a bracket cornice, addition of belt cornices, a modified
porch entry, and application of a smooth stucco finish.

Today, 3356-3360 Market Street is a two-story over basement building that retains a
Classical Revival style and appears much as it did in the 1920’s. The building is clad in
smooth stucco and features a flat roof with a bracketed cornice and a simple frieze with
dentil detailing. Additionally, the primary (northeast) elevation includes a multi-tiered belt
cornice between first and second floors and a simple belt cornice between first floor and
basement. The building is two structural bays wide and fenestration on the upper floor
includes two groupings of three multi-lite-over-one, wood-frame double-hung windows.
A projecting box bay at the first floor features two windows at center and a window on
each side; all windows are one-over-one, wood-frame double-hung windows with simple
wood surrounds.

From the ground floor, a set of angle stairs provide access to a first floor recessed entry
porch opening with a shallow projecting frame. This entry includes two residential wood
doors with upper glazing and simple transoms. The third residential unit is located at the
basement level, which features a simple residential door fronted by a metal security gate.
Located on a large lot with setbacks on each side, the side elevations are visible from the
public right of way and feature a number of double-hung wood-frame windows in various
styles and dimensions.

(continued)

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

H H Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice
Allison K. Vanderslice Date: 2019.01.09 17:52:18 -08'00'
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3356-3360 Market Street, San Francisco
Preservation Team Review Form, Comments

(continued)

The building is located on a steeply sloping lot and sits atop a tall concrete retaining wall that fronts the
property. Grading and topography of the area has resulted in a separation between the sidewalk and
Market Street, the latter of which was carved out of the steeply sloping hillside and sits several feet
below grade of the homes on this block face. This siting and grading of the subject block results in a
more imposing street frontage than the opposite block face, which sits at grade. The rear portion of the
lot ends at a private road shared by several buildings on the same block.

In addition to the undocumented modifications in the1920’s, the permit history indicates that the
subject building has undergone some alterations. These alterations include repair of fire damage at first
floor flat (1969), miscellaneous repairs as per inspector’s report (1976), work to address violations
identified in 1987 (1988), replacement of retaining wall (1994), flooring replacement and dry rot repairs
(1994), reroofing (1994), and selective replacement of front stairs to address dry rot (2005).
Additionally, although originally a single-family home, the building records suggest that a second unit
was added as early as 1923, and a third residential unit added no later than 1947.

The subject building is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register of Historical Resources
under Criterion 1 (events), 2 (persons), 3 (architecture), or 4 (information potential). The subject
building is located within the boundaries of a study area associated with the Corbett Heights Historic
Context Statement (adopted 2017). Based on the themes, property types, and eligibility requirements
outlined in the context statement, as a building originally constructed c.1898 it could be significant
under Criterion 1 for its association with early development of the neighborhood. However, substantial
alterations performed ¢.1922 have resulted in a complete lack of integrity of materials, design,
workmanship, association, setting and feeling, such to the extent that the existing building no longer
relates to the historic structure. Therefore, the subject building cannot be considered eligible for
individual listing in the California Register under this Criterion.

The earliest documented owner and occupant of the building was Charles Robinson, a notable
California-based landscape painter. Although the subject building has some association with the artist,
Mr. Robinson’s body of work is closely tied with landscape paintings of California, particularly Yosemite.
Mr. Robinson only occupied the building briefly during his career and the building is not directly
associated with his accomplishments. No other person associated with the building is significant to
history and therefore the property does not appear significant under Criterion 2.

Architecturally, the building features a simple design that has undergone several significant alterations
since construction and these later modifications have not acquired significance in their own right.
Additionally, although the building is an intact example of a Classical Revival style residential flats
building, it is simple in design and an unexceptional example of this building style and type.
Furthermore, the subject building is not associated with a master architect or builder and therefore it is
not eligible for listing under criterion 3.

Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject building is not significant
under Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when
involving the built environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare construction type.





Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department’s Preliminary
Archeological Review process and is outside the scope of this review.

The subject building is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A properties) and
does not appear to be located in an eligible historic district. The building stock on this portion of Market
Street includes a range of residential building styles and types built between c.1898 and 2000. 3356-
3360 Market Street and the neighboring building stock do not possess sufficient architectural, historical
significance or cohesion to identify as a historic district.





3358 Market Street






SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

134 HEARST AVE 6771011

Case No. Permit No.

2018-007012ENV 201805038097

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Vertical addition (new 3rd floor), remodel throughout and excavate at the rear of an existing single family home.
The proposed project would create an approximately 3,049 square foot, single family home.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

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

|:| Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

|:| Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

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

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

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

D Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121






STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards)
or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

O

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch

Archeo review complete, no effect.
Anticipated heavy construction equipment includes BobCat Skip/steer loader S570, 60 hp.

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

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

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O|0|co|d (ol

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

[l

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

- Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

O(O|0)0 (O

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation
. |:| Reclassify to Category A . Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify): Per PTR form signed on 12/1/2018.

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

I:l Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

. Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros

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

|:| Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either
(check all that apply):

[] step2- CEQA Impacts

|:| Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

- No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant

effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Building Permit Laura Lynch
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 01/07/2019
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)
134 HEARST AVE 6771/011
Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.
2018-007012PRJ 201805038097
Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action
Building Permit

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

O | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

O |0l d

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

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Date:

HSCEHIREATE: 415.575.9010
SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Para sa impormasyon sa Tagalog tumawag sa: 415.575.9121





SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion |11/27/2018 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Stephanie Cisneros 134 Hearst Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
6771/011 Congo St. and Baden St. Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B n/a 2018-007012ENV
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(¢ CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (@ Alteration (" Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |09/11/2018

PROJECT ISSUES:

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted:Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination
(prepared by McGriff Architects, 8/24/2018)

Proposed Project: Vertical addition (new 3rd floor), remodel throughout and excavate at
the rear of an existing single family home.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: CA CB (e C
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusionin a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance:
( Contributor (" Non-Contributor






Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: C Yes (" No (@ N/A
CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: (" Yes (® No
CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: ( Yes (® No
Requires Design Revisions: ( Yes (" No
Defer to Residential Design Team: (e Yes (" No

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination
prepared by McGriff Architects and information found in Planning Department files, the
subject property at 134 Hearst Street contains a one-story over garage single-family
residence. The subject property was first sold to Fred and Irma Goode (unknown
occupation) and later underwent a long series of ownership. The subject property was
developed by Moneta Investment Company and designed by the architects James Arnott
& Son in an amalgam of Mission Revival, Monterey Revival, Marina and Spanish Eclectic
Styles. It was constructed in 1925 at its original location, 131 Detroit Street. A year
following its initial construction, the subject property was moved from its original location,
two blocks north and two blocks east, to its current location at 134 Hearst Street. The
subject property was moved to accommodate the new construction of a garage and
porch. Other known exterior alterations to the property include the construction of a new
front and steps (1938), a horizontal addition at rear (1947), removal of walls, window
replacement and deck repair (1968), along with other routine maintenance.

No known historic events have occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The
building is not architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually for listing in
the California Register under Criterion 3. Based upon a review of information in the
Department records, the subject building is not significant under Criterion 4 since this
significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when involving the built
environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare construction type.
Assessment of archaeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department’s
Preliminary Archaeological Review process and is outside the scope of this review.

The subject property is not located within the boundaries of an identified historic district.
Therefore, the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under any
criteria individually or as a part of a historic district. The subject property is not located
adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A properties).

The subject property is located within the Outer Mission neighborhood on a block that
has a variety of architectural styles, including Marina, Victorian, and Mediterranean Revival.
The construction dates of properties on the subject block range from the late 1920s to the
1950s. There is no particularly unique historic or aesthetic cohesion on the subject block
that would warrant a historic district. Therefore, the subject building is not eligible for
listing in the California Register under any criteria individually or as a part of a historic
district.

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

H H Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice
Allison K. Vanderslice Date: 2018.12.01 13:07:48 -08'00'

AN FRARCGISCO
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

2216 09TH AVE 2861035

Case No. Permit No.

2017-015393ENV 201711204437

. Addition/ l:] Demolition (requires HRE for D New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.
Horizontal addition of approximately 1,078 square feet to existing single family home.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Note:

If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

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

O

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling-units in one

building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

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

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

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

HCHRIEEE: 415.575.9010
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards)
or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

O

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch

hERIERE: 415.575.9010
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

0

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

O

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department's Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

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

O|0O0|00 0 |O|d

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O

8. Addition(s) that are nof visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

alolold g

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

O

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

O(Oo;og|n

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building'’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

R EHRIERER: 415.575.9010
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7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource or CR eligible district as
proposed. Per HRER P2 signed 12/27/2018.

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation
|:] Reclassify to Category A L—_| Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated  12/27/2018 (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify).

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

O

Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):
Per HRER P2 signed 12/27/2018.

Preservation Planner Signature: Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer

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

O

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

[] step2-CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant
effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Building Permit Cathleen Campbell
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 01/16/2019

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

Once signed or stamped and dated, this document constitutes a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA Guidelines and Chapter
310of the Administrative Code.

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)
2216 09TH AVE 2861/035
Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.
2017-015393PRJ 201711204437
Plans Dated Previous Approval Action " | New Approval Action
Building Permit

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

1 | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

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

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[ | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Date:

P RIER R 415.575.9010
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Historic Resource Evaluation Response  isosis

Suite 400

San Francisco,
Date December 18, 2018 CA 94103-2479
Case No.: 2017-015393ENV Reception:
Project Address: 2216 9" AVENUE 415.558.6378
Zoning: RH-1(D) Residential-House, One-Family-Detached Fax:

40-X Height and Bulk District 415.558.6409

Block/Lot: 2861/035 Planning
Date of Review: December 18, 2018 (Revised Part II) Information:
Staff Contact: Elizabeth Jonckheer (Preservation Planner) 415.558.6377

(415) 575-8728
elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org

PART ll: PROJECT EVALUATION
Proposed Project [] Demolition X Alteration

Per Drawings Dated: _November 8, 2018 by Selander Architects

Project Description

The proposal is for additions of approximately 689 square feet to the existing single-family home.
Proposed work includes expansion of the foyer and 2nd floor bedroom, altering the placement of the
existing primary entrance, adding an addition above the new entrance, the addition of windows to the
primary facade and two-story additions at the rear.

Project Evaluation

If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part 1, please check whether the proposed project
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or
avoid impacts.

Subject Property/Historic Resource:
DX The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.

[ ] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context:
DX The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic
district or context as proposed.

L] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district
or context as proposed.

The proposed project at 2216 9* Avenue will not have a significant adverse impact on the subject
property's status as a contributing resource in the historic district or on the historic district itself. The

www.sfplanning.org





Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2017-015393ENV
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project has been modified to mitigate impacts to the original massing as well the intrusions into the
open spaces and yards. The proposed addition above the garage was removed. New massing is
scaled back and conjectural elements removed so as to minimize change to the subject building’s
character-defining features. The proposal will not affect the building's historic character and basic
spatial configuration as viewed from the street.

PART Il: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature: ﬁ:’ 1\ ‘S(—j\-\) A 3" L// Date: \9‘/37%/:90 i€y

Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File

Cathleen Campbell, Current Planning
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Date June 4, 2018

Case No.: 2017-015393ENV

Project Address: 2216 9" Avenue

Zoning: RH-1(D) Residential-House, One-Family-Detached
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 2861/035

Date of Review: May 15, 2018 (Part 1 and Part II)

Staff Contact: Elizabeth Jonckheer (Preservation Planner)

(415) 575-8728
elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION

Buildings and Property Description

The subject building at 2216 9" Avenue sits on an approximately 5,937 square-foot lot located in San
Francisco’s Forest Hill neighborhood. The subject property is located on the east side of 9% Avenue, south
of Mesa Avenue. The subject building is set back from its front lot line and detached from the
neighboring buildings, as are all the adjacent buildings, with hedges separating the subject parcel from its
neighbors. The 2,825 square-foot vernacular-style building was constructed in 1937 by E. W. Perkins for
original owner Russell Thomas. The two-story stucco-clad, L-plan building is capped with a cross gable
roof. A one-story garage and a two-story volume project towards the street from the left side of a
recessed two-story volume that spans the width of the lot. There is also a projecting rear volume at the
center of the building. The front and rear volumes feature front gable roofs, and projecting eaves, while
the center section features a side gable roof. The site is within a RH-1(D) (Residential-House, One Family,
Detached) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

At the primary facade, along 9" Avenue, the first story features the projecting garage at the left; with a
segmented roll up garage door at center. This section terminates with projecting eaves. Behind and above
the garage volume is the second story of the projecting volume. It features a wood sash double casement
multi-lite window flanked with wooden shutters. Above the window is a circular vent. This volume also
terminates with projecting eaves. The southwest facing fagade of this portion of the building features a
small first story window and a second story window similar to the front fagade: a multi-lite double
casement flanked with shutters. This window also features a metal balconette. The primary entrance
contains a glazed and paneled wood door topped with a fabric awning. To the right of the entrance is an
oriel window featuring multi-lite casement windows on all facets. Above the entrance, at the second
story, there is a small square multi-lite window. A double multi-lite casement window with shutters is
located above the oriel window. The facade terminates with a shallow projecting eave.

Pre-Existing Historic Rating / Survey
San Francisco Planning Department records indicate that the subject property is located within the
boundaries of the California Register-eligible Forest Hill Historic District, as identified through a 2011
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2017-015393ENV
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evaluation (Case No. 2011.1424E) and a 2016 evaluation (Case No. 2016-004294ENV) by Planning
Department Preservation staff. Forest Hill and Forest Hill Extension are also described in the draft
Historic Context Statement, Gardens in the City: San Francisco Residence Parks, 1906-1940, dated May 1, 2016
by Richard Brandi and Denise Bradley. This historic context statement provides a framework for
evaluations of eight of San Francisco’s residence parks constructed during the first half of the twentieth
century.

The staff evaluations find the district to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3 (Architecture) at the local level as an early middle
class community in San Francisco, as an example of the distinctive characteristics of a type and period,
and as an area that possesses high artistic values. The period of significance ranges from 1912 (earliest
date of construction) to 1939 (latest date of construction related to Lang Realty Company). Due to its
location within this district, the subject property at 2216 9% Avenue is considered a "Category A" property
(Known Historical Resources) for the purposes of the Planning Department's California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) review procedures.

Neighborhood Context and Description

2216 9% Avenue is situated within the secluded Forest Hill residential neighborhood, which is located
southwest of the geographical center of San Francisco. Forest Hill is located in the West of Twin Peaks
area across from Laguna Honda Hospital, on a hilly site roughly bounded by Laguna Honda Boulevard,
Vasquez Avenue, Kensington Way, Taraval Street, and 12th Avenue. Dewey Boulevard bisects the tract
and is relatively flat, but to the west the streets are steep with sharp turns. East of Dewey, the streets are
nearly flat until they run up against the promontory known as Edgehill. However, the majority of Forest
Hill is laid out in a curvilinear street and block arrangement that responds to the hilly topography. This
arrangement distinguishes it from the grid in the surrounding neighborhoods to the north and west. The
subject portion of 9% Avenue is adjacent to still-largely undeveloped scrubby sand dunes, an area now
known as Hawk Hill Park.

The immediate area of the subject property along 9" Avenue is strictly residential in use and consists of
single-family homes that primarily range from two to three stories in height. Buildings are generally
situated enough back on their lots to accommodate a front yard. Architectural styles on the block are
predominately Revival styles, ranging from Mediterranean to English Tudor. Buildings in the immediate
vicinity of the subject building were primarily constructed between the years 1914 and 2007. A Mid-
Century modern home and a building constructed in 2007 stand directly opposite the subject property.

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation

Step A: Significance

Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is “listed in, or determined to be
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources.” The fact that a resource is not listed in, or
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local
register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify
as a historical resource under CEQA.

SAN FRANCISCO 2
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To assist in the evaluation of the property associated with the proposed project, the Project Sponsor has
submitted a consultant report:

o Tim Kelley Consulting (TKC), LLC 2216 9" Avenue, Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) — Part 1
(December 2017).

Based on the California Register significance criteria, Department staff concurs with TKC’s report, and
finds that the subject property at 2216 9™ Avenue is not eligible for individual listing in the California
Register, but is eligible as a contributing resource to the previously identified Forest Hill Historic District.
The Forest Hill Historic District is eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 1 (Events)
and Criterion 3 (Architecture) at the local level, as an early middle class community in San Francisco, as
an example of the distinctive characteristics of a type and period, and as an area that possesses high
artistic values. Specifically, this eligible historic district is notable for the high concentration of early
twentieth-century residences that were designed mostly in Revival architectural styles, including Italian
Renaissance Revival, French Renaissance Revival, Colonial Revival, Tudor Revival, Spanish-Colonial
Revival, Moorish Revival, and Roman Beaux-Arts Revival. The period of significance ranges from 1912
(earliest date of construction) to 1939 (latest date of construction related to Lang Realty Company).

Individual Historic District/Context

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

Criterion 1 - Event: D Yes@ No Criterion 1 - Event: & YesD No
Criterion 2 - Persons: |:| Yes& No Criterion 2 - Persons: I:l Yes & No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: D Yes& No Criterion 3 - Architecture: & Yes |:| No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: I:] Yes Zl No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [:] Yes Xl No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 1912-1939

|ZI Contributor I:] Non-Contributor

Criterion 1: Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States.

To be eligible under the event Criterion, the building cannot merely be associated with historic events or
trends but must have a specific association to be considered significant. Staff finds that the subject
building is not eligible for inclusion on the California Register individually under Criterion 1, but is
eligible for inclusion on the California Register as contributor to a potential historic district under
Criterion 1. 2216 9" Avenue was constructed in 1937 during the Period of Significance for the Forest Hill
Historic District. Despite alterations, the building retains several of the character-defining features of the
Forest Hill Historic District and retains overall integrity (see Step B: Integrity discussion below).

SAN FRANGISCO 3
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Forest Hill" was developed on part of the holdings of Adolph Sutro, whose heirs sold the land to the
Residential Development Company (RDC) in 1910. RDC soon sold the tract to the Newell-Murdoch
Realty Company. Construction began in 1912 in Forest Hill (north of Dewey Boulevard) and building
began on Forest Hill Extension (south of Dewey Boulevard) on May 8, 1913. The land for Forest Hill was
owned by the Newell-Murdoch Company. Newell-Murdoch actively advertised the creation and early
sales of Forest Hill, claiming that they would incorporate the best features found in the residence parks in
Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit, Boston, and New York, as well as artistic features from England and the
Riviera. The Newell-Murdoch Realty Company was a partnership of Robert C. Newell and William C.
Murdoch. Robert C. Newell (1878-1963) was born in Towa and moved to California in the 1890s, settling
in Piedmont. Newel entered the real estate business in 1909 to develop the Thousand Oaks neighborhood
in Oakland. He rose to serve as president of the San Francisco Real Estate board before leaving the real
estate business in 1921. He moved into brokerage and insurance, serving as a director and vice president
of the Title Insurance and Guaranty. William C. Murdoch, Jr. (1884-1968) served as a cashier in the
Western National Bank before entering real estate with Newell. In 1921, Murdoch also left real estate to
join in a stock brokerage business with Newell to form Newell, Murdoch, Railey &Company.

Hoping to capitalize on their successful residential development of Thousand Oaks, Newell-Murdoch
hired the same architect, Mark Daniels, to design the new community of Forest Hill. Daniels had recently
completed the master plan for Sea Cliff and Bel-Air in Beverly Hills. Rather than attempting to grid the
streets over the hilly terrain, Daniels opted to allow the streets to wind naturally around the land's
contours, using retaining walls as necessary. Daniels acknowledged that the winding streets were
misleading to visitors, but countered that the residents had no objections. Two arteries were provided
(Pacheco and Magellan), with winding secondary streets adding a picturesque effect with the benefit of
slowing traffic. Bernard Maybeck designed three houses within Forest Hill as well as the Forest Hill
clubhouse during the 1910s. However, by March 1919, the residents of Forest Hill proved so dissatisfied
with Newell-Murdoch's oversight of the tract that they took over the management of streets, sewers, and
lighting from the company. The following year, the Lang Realty Company bought out the disengaging
Newell-Murdoch Company and began planning, financing, and constructing new houses in Forest Hill.
Lang Realty Company was a prolific, family-run development firm active in the Bay Area from 1915
through the 1950s. Throughout the 1920s, Lang Realty used Forest Hill to highlight their work, and
opened a "San Francisco Model House" in the tract to showcase design features.

Lang Realty was founded by August J. Lang (1865-1955) in 1915. He came to San Francisco in 1878, and
opened a butcher shop and brewery before establishing a real-estate firm. A. J. Lang, Jr. joined the
business in 1919, and worked in Forest Hill, the Parkside District, and later Marin County, until his death
in 1946. Several members of the Lang family had previous experience in the building industry, working
as managers and salesmen at major construction and sales firms, including F. Nelson and Sons, and Oscar
Heyman and Brothers. In the early 1920s, the firm was in the business of real estate, insurance, and home
building, promoting itself as exclusive sales agents for Forest Hill, Claremont Court, and Balboa Terrace.
Marketed as "Real Estate, Insurance, and Home Builders," in the mid-1920s, during a peak period of

" Discussion of the Forest Hill neighborhood is excerpted from the draft Historic Context Statement, Gardens in
the City: San Francisco Residence Parks, 1906-1940, dated May 1, 2016.
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construction, Lang Realty consisted of August Lang, sons August, Jr., William, and Rudolph Lang, and
hired in-house architects, including W. E. Hughson and Harold G. Stoner, who designed whimsical
houses in a range of Period Revival styles. In 1927, Stoner designed a Flemish cottage that became one of
four model homes commissioned and opened for tours "under the auspices of the [San Francisco]
Chronicle.” Other homes in Forest Hill were designed by individually commissioned architects in a
variety of revival styles including Italian Renaissance Revival, French Renaissance Revival, Colonial
Revival, Tudor Revival, Spanish-Colonial Revival, Moorish Revival, and Roman Beaux-Arts Revival.
Morrow and Morrow designed what many consider to be the first Modern (International) Style house in
San Francisco in 1933 at 171 San Marcos Avenue. During the 1920s and early 1930s, the Lang Realty
Company constructed and sold several of the remaining lots within the Forest Hill neighborhood. By
1937, operation of the firm passed to August Lang's three sons August, Rudolph, and William (who was
president of the San Francisco Board of Realtors).

Staff concurs with TKC’s finding that the subject property does not appear individually eligible for listing
on the California Register under Criterion 1. The site does have contextual significance as a single-family
residence associated with the development of Forest Hill, but its construction does not appear to be
individually significant within that context, as it was neither among the first or last to be constructed.
Therefore, the property does not appear to be individually eligible for listing under Criterion 1.
Additional research has not revealed that any significant events occurred on the property, thus the
building is not eligible for listing on the California Register under this Criterion.

Criterion 2: Property is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or
national past.

The subject property was owner-occupied (with one tenant/occupant from 1968-1970: Robert Bliss, a
manager) with moderate turnover. In general, the building owner’s occupations are unknown. The
original owner, Russell Thomas, was a claims adjuster. None of the owners or occupants were
particularly distinguished or had a large impact on San Francisco, California, or United States history.
(Please see the TKC report pages 14-15 for ownership and occupancy history.)

Therefore, Staff concurs with TKC's findings that 2216 9% Avenue does not appear to be individually
eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 2.

Criterion 3: Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values.

Staff concurs with TKC's finding that 2216 9" Avenue does not appear to be eligible for listing in the
California Register under Criterion 3 (Architecture) as an individual resource. Contractor Ernest W.
Perkins constructed the subject building and is listed as a carpenter in the San Francisco Directory
beginning in 1911. He constructed residential buildings throughout San Francisco until he retired in the
1950s. In the 1940s, he partnered with his son, also named Ernest, operating E. W. Perkins and Son
located at 425 Taraval Street. During the late 1930s, when the subject property was constructed, Perkins
occasionally worked with architect Charles O. Clausen who designed Period Revival houses in the Sunset
District in the mid-1930s’. Clausen and Perkins constructed two other Forest Hill homes, 400 Magellan

* Planning Department, Sunset District Residential Builders, 1925-1950 Historic Context Statement, page 70.
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Avenue and 350 Castenada Avenue in 1936. Clausen is not associated with 2216 9t Avenue, and Perkins
is not considered a master builder, nor does the subject building embody the distinctive characteristics of
a type, or method of construction.

However, the subject property is located within the Forest Hill Historic District, which, as previously
described, has been previously evaluated and determined eligible under Criterion 1 (Events) and
Criterion 3 (Architecture), with a period of significance from 1912 to 1939. 2216 9t Avenue is eligible
under this Criterion as a contributor to the Forest Hill Historic District. Built in 1937, within the Period of
Significance, and continually used as a single-family residence, 2216 9* Avenue was developed as part of
the planned residence park of Forest Hill.

Criterion 4: Property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.t
Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant
under Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when
involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare construction type.

Step B: Integrity

To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as “the authenticity of
a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property’s
period of significance.” Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident.

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A:

Location: DX Retains  [_] Lacks Setting: X Retains ] Lacks
Association: & Retains l:l Lacks Feeling: X] Retains E] Lacks
Design: & Retains D Lacks Materials: & Retains [:] Lacks

Workmanship: [X] Retains ] Lacks

Staff concurs with TKC that 2216 9* Avenue retains its overall integrity as a contributor to the Forest Hill
Historic District. Alterations include: removal of a second-story deck that wrapped around the primary
facade and was replaced with balconettes in front of second-story primary fagade windows; addition of a
canvas awning above primary entrance; addition of a second story and gabled roof atop an original one-
story rear projection; and removal of eaves that overhung the original wrap around deck on the primary
fagade. A circa 1966 Assessor-Recorder's photograph in TKC’s report (page 13) shows the subject building
prior to these alterations, with the projecting eaves and balcony visible. These alterations do not impact
the building’s original material palette of stucco, wood-frame windows, and gable roof forms, nor do
they diminish the integrity of the features that convey its significance as a contributor to Historic District.
The subject property, although not of architectural significance, is as originally located, thus the site and
the surrounding neighborhood have maintained the original spatial relationships between the buildings
and streets.

1 Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department’s Preliminary Archeological Review
process.
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The 1950 Sanborn Map shows the subject building with a similar footprint to what is seen on the 1938
aerial photograph. The subject building is illustrated as a two-story L-plan building with a one-story
projection at the front and a one-story projection at the rear. There is also a second story balcony on the
interior of the L-shape. The surrounding area is illustrated with detached single-family homes; many
nearby parcels are still vacant. The 1990s era Sanborn Map shows the same footprint as seen on the 1950
map, including the second story balcony on the interjor of the L-shape. This is an error as the balcony was
removed in 1975. As outlined above, known exterior work includes: removal of the balcony from south
west elevation of house, cut off floor joists flush with existing wall and stucco to match, and new wrought
iron balconies to replace the removed deck (1975); a lateral horizontal addition to the second story over
an existing first floor room (1988); and the partial removal of eaves (1998).

Step C: Character Defining Features

If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character-
defining features of the building(s) andlor property. A property must retain the essential physical features that
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential
features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance.

The character-defining features of the subject property include the following;:
¢ One- and two-story form and massing

s  Stucco-clad exterior

¢ Wood sash double casement multi-lite windows with wooden shutters

e  Oriel bay window with multi-lite casement windows

¢ Front and side setbacks (landscaped)

+ Front courtyard and open entryway

¢ Gable roof forms

e Projecting eaves

The character-defining features of the eligible historic district include, but are not limited toS:

¢ Single-family residence on large lots

¢ One- or two-story form and massing (three-story forms observable on Cortes Avenue but not typical
throughout the district)

e Large corner lots

e Front and side setbacks (landscaped)

o Detached garages

®  Stucco, brick or wood cladding

e  Multi-lite, wood-sash windows

e Plaster or wood ornamentation

e Stepped and raised (above grade) principal entries with partially open porticos.

s  Articulated roof form

§ Forest Hill character-defining features previously identified through Case No. 2011.1424E and Case No. 2016-
004294ENV.
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on

e Architectural features that contribute to the district's "picturesque" character
e Period-revival architectural styles

CEQA Historic Resource Determination
& Historical Resource Present
[ ] individually-eligible Resource
X] Contributor to an eligible Historic District

[ ] Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District

I:l No Historical Resource Present

PART I: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature: W %Z"\/‘ Date: 6/ L/// 2

. Pilar LaValley, Act% Principal Preservation Planner

PART IIl: PROJECT EVALUATION
Proposed Project [ ] Demolition X Alteration

Per Drawings Dated: Drawings dated November 20, 2017 by Selander Architects

Project Description

The proposal is for additions of approximately 1,078 square feet to the existing single family home.
Proposed work includes a new bedroom addition above the garage and the widening of the garage
footprint; expansion of the living room and master bedroom, altering the placement of the existing
primary entrance and adding a gabled tower above the new entrance; the addition of windows to the
primary fagade; and a two-story kitchen addition at the rear.

Project Evaluation

If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project
would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or
avoid impacts.

Subject Property/Historic Resource:
[] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.

] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context:
[] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic
district or context as proposed.
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X The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district
or context as proposed.

To assist in the evaluation of the proposed project, the Project Sponsor has submitted a consultant report:

o Tim Kelley Consulting (TKC), LLC 2216 9% Avenue, Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) — Part 2
(December 2017)

Project Impacts

Staff has reviewed the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation analysis included in the Part
2 report prepared by TKC for 2216 9th Avenue and does not concur with TKC’s findings that the project
will not cause a significant adverse impact to the California Register-eligible Forest Hill Historic District
as proposed.

The proposed project at 2216 9™ Avenue will have a significant impact on the potential historic district.
Both the widening of the garage and the proposed addition above the garage dominate the primary
facade and overwhelm the historic building, the building’s spatial relationships and surrounding homes.
The gable tower above the new entrance is also highly visible and conjectural.

In order to not have a significant adverse impact on the individual building and the surrounding
properties, the proposed work should be modified as follows:

1. The garage should not be widened. The proposed addition above the garage should be removed.
These additions are too prominent and obscure the original footprint. Massing should be scaled
back significantly and set back to the proposed family room. A two-story addition would be
appropriate at this location and may expand to the south, however the existing Oriel bay window
and existing rooflines should be maintained.

2. The gabled addition is too prominent. It should be minimally designed so that it fades into the
background view.

Please note that any revisions to the project will require further environmental review.

PART Il: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signatureé--;"f / é%// ) Date: é/ 7,// Fa

M. Pilar LaValley, @g Principal Preservation Planner

cc Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Project Address Block/Lot(s)

50 Urbano Drive 6915/011

Case No. Permit No. Plans Dated
2017-003824ENV 201703020499 3/1/2017
Addition/ |___IDemolition DNew D Project Modification
Alteration (requires HRER if over 45 years old) Construction (GO TO STEP 7)

Project description for Planning Department approval.

CONSTRUCT (N)(2)STORY OVER BASEMENT REAR/SIDE ADDITION. CONVERT PORTION OF (E) BASEMENT
TO HABITABLE. ADD PARTIAL VERTICAL ADDITION ABOVE (E) RESIDENCE. DEMO (E) DETACHED GARAGE.
Approximately 4,053 square foot addition

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*
Class 1 — Existing Facilities. Interior and exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.

)

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

D residences or six (6) dwelling units in one building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions.; .;
change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU. Change of use under 10,000
sq. ft. if principally permitted or with a CU.

D Class___

STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities) within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone?

| Does the project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel
I:I generators, heavy industry, diesel trucks)? Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents
documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Article 38 program and
the project would not have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations. (refer to EP _ArcMap >
CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollutant Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards
D or more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box if the applicant presents documentation of
enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the
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Maher program, or other documentation from Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects
would be less than significant (refer to EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety
(hazards) or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non-archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

O oo d

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

[

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of so0il, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) 1f box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

[]

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50
cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an Environmental
Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

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

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch

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

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

[

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

| [

Category C: Not a Historical Resource or Not Age Eligible (under 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 6.
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STEP 4: PROPOSED WORK CHECKLIST
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

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

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

. Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

il [ElEE]iElEE

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

Note

: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

[l

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

Ll

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

[

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

Ll

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRESERVATION PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.

ulislin]sls]uln

7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties
(specify or add comments):

Per attached HRER Part 1 and 2 signed 12/31/18.
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9. Other work that would not materially impair a historic district (specify or add comments):

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

10. Reclassification of property status. (Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation

Coordinator)
] Reclassify to Category A ] Reclassify to Category C
a. Per IIRER dated: (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify):

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

[]

Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

sirred by Elgatat: Gardon Jonckfrar

Preservation Planner Signature: Elizabeth Gordon Jonckheer S5z Eati iR ommres v

Dk 2018.1231 1565 06%0

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

[

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

Step 2 - CEQA Impacts
D Step 5 — Advanced Historical Review

STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

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

de=cityplanning,
Building Permit Gordon
email=Elizabeth.Gordon-

Planner Name: E Jonckheer Signature:
" Digitally signed by Elizabeth

Project Approval Action: E | |Z a b et h i SZCd;é‘:i‘r’gCg:::ffgov
.ou=CityPlanning, ou=Current
“Planning, cn=Elizabeth Gordon

Jonckheer,

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, J O n C k h e e r Jonckheer@sfgov.org

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the %336?018'12-31 15:37:25

project.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be filed
within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change constitutes
a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the proposed
changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be subject to
additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

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

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

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

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

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

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

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION
] | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Date December 28, 2018

Case No.: 2017-003824ENV

Project Address: 50 URBANO DRIVE

Zoning: RH-1(D) Residential-House, One-Family-Detached
40-X Height and Bulk District

Block/Lot: 6915/011

Date of Review: December 28, 2018 (Part 1 and Part II)

Staff Contact: Elizabeth Jonckheer (Preservation Planner)

(415) 575-8728
elizabeth.gordon-jonckheer@sfgov.org

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION

Buildings and Property Description

The subject buildings at 50 Urbano Drive include a single-family residence and a detached garage. The
buildings are located on a 9,748 square foot lot on the east side of Urbano Drive between Victoria and
Pico Avenues in San Francisco’s Ingleside Terraces neighborhood. The parcel slopes upward slightly to
the east. The main building is set back from the lot line and is separated from both adjacent neighboring
structures that sit at similar setbacks. A concrete walkway and steps bisects the front yard and a concrete
driveway on the right side leads to one-story frame garage at the rear of the parcel. The single-family
residence is a one-story over basement rectangular plan structure clad in stucco and capped with a hip
roof. The 1,320 square foot building is part of the Urban Realty Improvement Company development and
was constructed in 1922 in a Vernacular bungalow style, by architect Gustave Stahlberg for the Urban
Realty Improvement Company (source: original permit). A landing and flagstone steps running parallel
with the building lead to the primary entrance on the right side of the first story. The steps feature a solid
skirt wall with brick coping. The primary entrance is recessed with an arch and features a flush wood
door. A cant bay window is on the left of the entrance and is punctuated with a fixed wood-sash window
in the center and casement windows on the sides. Above the windows are patterned wood panels. The
secondary (side yard) fagade faces south and features a chamfered bay window and three double-hung
multi-pane over one wood-sash windows. The building terminates with overhanging eaves. The one-
story wood-frame garage is clad in vertical and rustic siding and capped with a gable roof. The date of
construction for the garage in unknown; the garage is not noted on the original permit (1922), but is
shown on the 1938 San Francisco Aerial Photograph. No additional information has been found to verify
the construction date. The site is within a RH-1(D) (Residential-House, One Family, Detached) Zoning
District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

Pre-Existing Historic Rating / Survey

San Francisco Planning Department records indicate that the subject property is located within the
boundaries of the California Register-eligible Ingelside Terraces Historic District, as identified through a
2011 evaluation (by Case No. 2011.0161E for 250 Urbano Drive) by Planning Department Preservation
staff. Ingleside Terraces is also described in the draft Historic Context Statement, Gardens in the City: San

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response CASE NO. 2017-003824ENV
December 28, 2018 50 URBANO DRIVE

Francisco Residence Parks, 1906-1940, dated May 1, 2016 by Richard Brandi and Denise Bradley. This
historic context statement provides a framework for evaluations of eight of San Francisco’s residence
parks constructed during the first half of the twentieth century.

The staff evaluations find the district to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3 (Architecture) at the local level as an early middle
class community in San Francisco, as an example of the distinctive characteristics of a type and period,
and as an area that possesses high artistic values. The period of significance ranges from 1910 (earliest
date of construction) to 1930 (latest date of construction related to The Urban Realty Improvement
Company - please see discussion under Criterion 1 below). Due to its location within this district, the
subject property at 50 Urbano Drive is considered a "Category A" property (Known Historical Resources)
for the purposes of the Planning Department's California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review
procedures.

Neighborhood Context and Description

50 Urbano Drive is located in the Ingleside Terraces residential neighborhood, a community of
approximately 800 single-family detached homes. Ingleside Terraces is part of the Oceanview district
situated in between San Francisco City College and San Francisco State University, just south of Mount
Davidson/Miraloma Park and the Balboa Park neighborhoods. Ingleside Terraces is bounded by Ocean
Avenue to the north, Holloway Avenue to the south, Ashton Avenue to the east, and Junipero Serra
Boulevard to the west. In general, houses are one- and two-story houses in height and exhibit
architectural styles such as Craftsman, Period Revival, Spanish Colonial Revival, and Mediterranean. The
Ingleside Terraces housing tract occupies the former site of the Ingleside Racetrack. Specifically, the
elliptical shape of Urbano Drive corresponds to the former loop of the horse-racing track.

The immediate area of the subject property is strictly residential in use with buildings ranging in height
from one to two stories and constructed between 1914 and 1927. These buildings are generally situated
far enough back on their lots to accommodate open space, front and side yards and detached garages.
Architectural styles on the block are predominately Craftsman, Mediterranean Revival, Mission Revival
and Arts and Crafts.

CEQA Historical Resource(s) Evaluation

Step A: Significance

Under CEQA section 21084.1, a property qualifies as a historic resource if it is “listed in, or determined to be
eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources.”
determined to be eligible for listing in, the California Register of Historical Resources or not included in a local

The fact that a resource is not listed in, or

register of historical resources, shall not preclude a lead agency from determining whether the resource may qualify
as a historical resource under CEQA.

o To assist in the evaluation of the property associated with the proposed project, the Project
Sponsor submitted Supplemental Information for Historic Resource determination prepared by
Tim Kelley Consulting, dated July 2017.

Based on the California Register significance criteria, Department staff finds that the subject property at
50 Urbano Drive is eligible as a contributing resource to the previously identified Ingleside Terraces
Historic District. The Ingleside Terraces Historic District is eligible for listing in the California Register

SAN FRANCISCO 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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under Criterion 1 (Events) and Criterion 3 (Architecture) at the local level, as an early middle class
community in San Francisco, as an example of the distinctive characteristics of a type and period, and as
an area that possesses high artistic values. Specifically, as noted below, this eligible historic district is
notable for the high concentration of homes designed according to specific guidelines, on non-rectangular
blocks, with landscaped open spaces (circular mini-parks), and ornamental street furniture (granite entry
monuments, stone benches, column planters, and a sundial)’. The period of significance ranges from 1910
(earliest date of construction) to 1930 (latest date of construction related to The Urban Realty
Improvement Company).

Individual Historic District/Context

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

Criterion 1 - Event: D Yesg No Criterion 1 - Event: @ Yes[] No
Criterion 2 - Persons: E] Yes@ No Criterion 2 - Persons: D Yes& No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: D Yes@ No Criterion 3 - Architecture: Z| YesD No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: []Yes X No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: []Yes X No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance: 1910-1930

& Contributor D Non-Contributor

Criterion 1: Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United States.

To be eligible under the event Criterion, the building cannot merely be associated with historic events or
trends but must have a specific association to be considered significant. Staff finds that the buildings on
the lot are not eligible for inclusion on the California Register individually under Criterion 1. The single-
family residence at 50 Urbano Drive is eligible for inclusion on the California Register as contributor to a
potential historic district under Criterion 1. The subject structure was constructed in 1922 during the
Period of Significance (POS) for Ingleside Terraces. According to building permit records, the subject
building has not been altered since its construction and retains a good degree of integrity (see Step B:
Integrity discussion below). The detached garage, while potentially constructed within the POS, is an
accessory building and does not appear to be part of the original construction (it is not shown on the
original building permit), nor does it share the same architectural style as the main building. While
several (although not all) of the adjacent homes have similar single car carriage houses, the location and
spatial relationship of these garages to the main buildings are not character-defining features of the
district as a whole. Therefore, the garage itself is not eligible for inclusion on the California Register.

The site of Ingleside Terraces was originally part of a Mexican land grant, Rancho San Miguel, most of
which was purchased by Adolph Sutro in 1880. In 1894, Sutro sold the site to a syndicate who built the
Ingleside Racetrack. Michael O’Shaughnessy oversaw the grading of 191,000 cubic yards of soil and rock

1 Case No. 2011.0161E for 250 Urbano Drive, July 12, 2011, page 2.
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to create a flat area for an oval track and ancillary buildings. The track opened in 1895 and was used for
horse racing until 1905. After the 1906 earthquake and fire, the owner of the racetrack, Thomas Williams,
offered the site as an earthquake refugee camp, which was in operation until January 1908. Periodic
bicycle and automobile races were held on the racetrack after the camp’s closure. In February 1910,
Williams sold the land to Joseph Leonard for $400,000 and had no further involvement. An experienced
builder with a long track record in the city of Alameda and in San Francisco with Jordan Park and
Richmond Heights (9th to 11th Avenues, Anza to Balboa Streets), Leonard intended Ingleside Terraces to
be his greatest achievement?,

From 1910 to 1920 Ingleside Terraces® was constructed by Leonard through his house building company,
The Urban Realty Improvement Company as a "residence park" for high-end homebuyers (although the
development included smaller bungalows as well as larger two-story homes). The Urban Realty
Improvement Company was headed by Leonard, and later by his son George L. Leonard, both of whom
lived in Ingleside Terraces until the elder Leonard’s death in 1929. Ingleside Terraces represents Joseph
A. Leonard’s most successful garden park development in San Francisco. Joseph Leonard was an
accomplished architect, developer, and builder who launched Ingleside Terraces, his most ambitious
project, just as his career was waning. Leonard announced the opening of Ingleside Terraces for sale on
November 11, 1911, with a promise: “I frankly and unhesitating say that I shall make this tract the very
best residence park, not only in San Francisco, but in the state of California, not excepting the beautiful
residence parks in Los Angeles and Pasadena.” Lots were from 50 to 150 feet wide, with “marine views
that can never be obstructed.” Leonard said 24 lots had already been sold at the time of this first
announcement. In 1920, Joseph Leonard retired and turned the business over to others; construction
went to W.C. Duncan, and sales were shared by Duncan and R. D. McElroy. The firm of Morrison and
Holt took over exclusive sales management in 1921. A year later, Joseph A. Leonard’s son, George L.
Leonard, bought out Morrison, and the company became Leonard and Holt. The houses built in the 1920s
during the Leonard and Holt period were smaller than were the earlier houses. They designed and
marketed to those of moderate incomes. Only 150 houses stood in the tract in 1921, but by the end of the
decade, Ingleside Terraces had more than 600 houses built. Of the nearly 800 houses in Ingleside
Terraces, the initial houses built during the 1910s were generally substantial and designed in the
Craftsman and Edwardian styles when Joseph Leonard was actively engaged. Examples can be found on
Victoria Street and Moncada Way. During the 1920s, many smaller bungalows designed by Leonard, or
his son George, were built, as were stucco-clad Mediterranean-style houses. Examples can be found on
Monticello Street, Estero Avenue, and Corona Street.* Home building in Ingleside Terraces continued
through the 1930s, consistent with the theme of the residence park.

The residence park was designed to include curvilinear street, landscaped open spaces and ornamental
street furniture (granite entry monuments, stone benches, column planters, and a sundial). The Giant
Sundial, a concrete structure that is approximately 30 feet long by 17 feet high, is located at the Sundial
Park in Entrada Court, and four columns—one each in the Doric, Ionic, Corinthian, and Tuscan orders—

2 Draft Historic Context Statement, Gardens in the City: San Francisco Residence Parks, 1906-1940, dated May
1, 2016, pages 76.

% Discussion of the Ingleside Terraces neighborhood is excerpted from Case No. 2011.0161E for 250 Utbano
Drive, July 12, 2011
+Ibid, Gardens in the City, page 77-82.
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are sited around the sundial. Concrete paths encircle the outer edge of park, each column, and the sundial
and provide connections between each feature. These paths divide the lawn and create an elaborate
pattern on the ground plane. The natural topography of Ingleside Terraces originally sloped down from
east to west; therefore the blocks within Ingleside Terraces were graded into a series of terraces that
gradually decrease in elevation from east to west. As a result, the houses fronting onto one side of the
street are at a higher elevation—above the grade of the street and public sidewalk—than those on the
other side of the street, which are at the same elevation as the street. The front yards of the houses at the
higher elevation have a graded bank or a retaining wall to accommodate the difference in grade between
the yard and the public sidewalk. As is typically the case in other residence park neighborhoods in San
Francisco, the houses in Ingleside Terraces are set back from the street at a uniform distance to create a
band of shallow front yards framing both sides of the street. The public streetscape along each street
consists of a six-foot-wide concrete sidewalk along both sides of the street. The grading or terracing of
home lots around Urbano Avenue was intended to create views of the Pacific Ocean and Lake Merced.
Streets within and south of Urbano Drive are laid out with a slightly curved alignment that creates a
series of oblong blocks. Streets north of Urbano Drive have a pronounced curvilinear alignment that
creates more irregularly shaped blocks?.

According to San Francisco’s Ocean View, Merced Heights, and Ingleside (OMI) Neighborhoods 1862
1959 ("OMI Context Statement"), a historical context statement produced by the Western Neighborhoods
Project, and adopted by the San Francisco Historic Preservation Commission on February 3, 2010:

Ingleside Terraces appears to be significant as a historic district meeting the National
Register of Historic Places definition: "A district possesses a significant concentration,
linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects united historically or
aesthetically by plan or physical development.” Thus it is significant under the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) Criterion 1 for its association with the residential
parks development that occurred in the early 20" Century and Criterion 3, as exhibiting
the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region or method of construction of
residential park. Ingleside Terraces exhibits the characteristic features of residence parks
of that era including curvilinear streets, ornamental street work such as plinths, urns, gates
and fountains and, uniquely, its sundial. The Ingleside Terraces district includes buildings,
structures, sites, objects, and open spaces as these were designed as part of the plan.

Staff finds that the subject property does not appear individually eligible for listing on the California
Register under Criterion 1. The site does have contextual significance as a single-family residence
associated with the development of Ingleside Terraces, but its construction does not appear to be
individually significant within that context, as it was neither among the first or last to be constructed.
Additional research has not revealed that any significant events occurred on the property. Therefore, the
property does not appear to be individually eligible for listing under Criterion 1.

5 Draft Historic Context Statement, Gardens in the City: San Francisco Residence Parks, 1906-1940, dated May 1,
2016, page 73.
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As noted above, built in 1922, the one-story over basement, single-family residence at 50 Urbano Drive is
designed in a Vernacular Bungalow style within the period of significance (1910-1930) and era of
development for the eligible Ingleside Terraces Historic District. The subject property possesses the
siting, open space and architectural elements common to properties within the District (see Character
Defining Features under Step C. below). Therefore, based on the submitted Supplemental Historic
Resource Determination information and Planning Department records, the main building at 50 Urbano
Drive is eligible for inclusion in the California Register as a contributor to an eligible historic district
under Criterion 1 (Events). As previously described, the detached garage, while potentially constructed
within the POS, is an accessory building and does not appear to be part of the original construction, nor
does it share the same architectural style as the main building. It is not eligible for inclusion on the
California Register as contributor to the district.

Criterion 2: Property is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or
national past.

The property was owned by the Urban Realty Improvement Company during construction in 1922, and
was then bought that same year by Eugene and Ethelyn Arnott. The Arnotts sold the property in 1934 to
Lloyd and Eleanor Woltzen, who held the property until 1966. Both Eugene Arnott and Lloyd Woltzen
were electrical engineers. Thereafter the property was consistently owner-occupied, with moderate
turnover. None of the building’s subsequent owners were particularly distinguished or had a large
impact on San Francisco, California, or United States hiétory.

Therefore, 50 Urbano Drive does not appear to be individually eligible for listing in the California
Register under Criterion 2.

Criterion 3: Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values.

50 Urbano Drive is a one-story over basement rectangular plan single-family residence clad in stucco and
capped with a hip roof set back. The subject building is bested described as designed in Vernacular
Bungalow style. The main structure is setback from the lot line and adjacent structures. The primary
entrance is recessed with an arch, and a cant bay window is on the left of the entrance and is punctuated
with a fixed wood-sash window in the center and casement windows on the sides. Above the windows
are patterned wood panels. The secondary (side yard) fagade faces south and features a chamfered bay
window and three double-hung multi-pane over one wood-sash windows. The building terminates with
overhanging eaves. The one-story wood-frame garage at the rear of the lot is clad in vertical and rustic
siding and capped with a gable roof.

The subject building was designed by Gustave Stahlberg who was the architect for several Urban Realty
Improvement Company properties in 1922. Stahlberg is noted in the April-June 2017 issue of the Outside
Lands History from the Western Neighborhoods Project publication, as the architect for Louis Heilmann who
built a cluster of Mediterranean-styled houses (c. 1923) at the southwest corner of Bay and Larkin Streets
and on North View Courts. Information found in the San Anselmo Herald from August 7, 1925 indicates
that Stahlberg had a shortened professional career, as he was...instantly killed [and others

¢ Qutside Lands History from the Western Neighborhoods Project Publication, April-June 2017: Volume 13, Number
2, page 9).
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injured]...when the auto in which they were riding on the highway south of Novato ran off the road and
overturned. Stahlberg does not appear to be a master architect.

Staff finds that 50 Urbano Drive appears to be eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion
3 (Architecture) as a contributing resource to an eligible historic district. Outside of this context, the
subject property lacks architectural distinction such that it would qualify individually for listing in the
California Register under Criterion 3.

Criterion 4: Property yields, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history.”
Based upon a review of information in the Departments records, the subject buildings are not significant
under Criterion 4 since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when
involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare construction type.

Step B: Integrity

To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California
Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have integrity. Integrity is defined as “the authenticity of
a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical characteristics that existed during the property’s
period of significance.” Historic integrity enables a property to illustrate significant aspects of its past. All seven
qualities do not need to be present as long the overall sense of past time and place is evident.

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step A:

Location: XI Retains [:] Lacks Setting: & Retains D Lacks
Association: [X] Retains [ ] Lacks Feeling: X] Retains  [_] Lacks
Design: |Z| Retains |:| Lacks Materials: & Retains |:] Lacks

Workmanship: DX] Retains  [_] Lacks

50 Urbano Drive retains a good degree of integrity. Aside from an undocumented garage door and
garage window alterations, there are no documented exterior alterations to the buildings on the parcel.
The subject property is as originally located, thus the site and the surrounding neighborhood have
maintained the original spatial relationships between the buildings and streets. Both the building and
garage are depicted in the 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photograph, and 1950 Sanborn Map.

Step C: Character Defining Features _ :

If the subjéct property has been determined to have significance and retains integrity, please list the character-
defining features of the building(s) and/or property. A property must retain the essential physical features that
enable it to convey its historic identity in order to avoid significant adverse impacts to the resource. These essential
features are those that define both why a property is significant and when it was significant, and without which a
property can no longer be identified as being associated with its significance.

The character-defining features of the subject property include the following:

¢ Small bungalow style form and massing

7 Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department’s Preliminary Archeological Review
process.
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e Skirt wall with brick coping

¢ Arched entryway

» Hip roof form

¢ Cant bay window with a center wood-sash window and casement windows below patterned wood
panels

e Side facade chamfered bay window with three double-hung multi-pane over one wood-sash
windows

¢ Overhanging eaves

e Stucco-clad exterior

o Front and side yards

The character-defining features of the eligible historic district include, but are not limited to®:

e Large residential lots with detached single-family houses and landscaped front yards

o Combination of larger "high-end" houses and smaller "bungalow" -type houses

e  Architectural styles that include Craftsman (1912-1920s), Period Revival, Spanish Colonial, and
Mediterranean (1920s and 1930s)

e Curvilinear streets

e Circular mini-parks ‘

e Ornamental street furniture such as benches, stairways, plinths; urns, gates, fountains, and a sundial.

CEQA Historic Resource Determination
& Historical Resource Present
] Individually-eligible Resource
DX] Contributor to an eligible Historic District

] Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District

D No Historical Resource Present

PART I: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature: 4 Q k‘f:}z\y \vo PO &;/ [—/r | Date: | / 3 i /,2 VJEeN

Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner

8 Character-defining features previously identified through Case No. 2011.0161E for 250 Urbano Drive.
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PART IIl: PROJECT EVALUATION
Proposed Project [ ] Demolition DX Alteration

Per Drawings Dated: Revised 12/10/2018 drawings by HaunDesign Architecture

Project Description
The proposal includes:

¢ Demolition of the present detached garage at the northeast corner of the parcel

e Construction of a two-story horizontal addition to the house, set back 26 feet 6 inches from the
primary fagade, with wings set back 35 feet 10 inches on the west side and 54 feet on the east side,
with demolition of existing historic fabric in the area of the new construction

e Construction of a one-story addition over a new sub-grade garage located in the ell of the new
additions on the east

* Reconfiguration of the primary entrance stairs and create a new recessed entry porch by opening
the front and side walls of the current interior foyer

o Creation of new basement level windows

Project Evaluation
If the property has been determined to be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed project

would materially impair the resource and identify any modifications to the proposed project that may reduce or
avoid impacts.

0 To assist in the evaluation of the proposed project, the Project Sponsor submitted Historic
Resource Evaluation Part 2 prepared by Tim Kelley Consulting, dated July 2018.

Subject Property/Historic Resource:

X The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.
(] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed.

California Register-eligible Historic District or Context:

DX] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic
district or context as proposed.

] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible historic district
or context as proposed.

Staff finds that the proposed project at 50 Urbano Drive, including the demolition of the garage, will not
have a significant adverse impact on the subject property’s status as a contributing resource in the historic
district. As noted above, the garage is likely a later addition and does not contribute to the specific
character-defining features of the property, such as the original massing and architectural features of the
single-family residence. These features will be retained and are distinguishable from the proposed
additions. There is considerable variation in the design and massing of the buildings on this subject block
and due to the setback and location of the work on the parcel, the proposed additions are subordinate
and readily differentiated from the historic fabric. While the proposed project increases the built
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coverage of this parcel, it does so in manner that preserves the sense of spaciousness characteristic of the
property and the district. The design and scale of the project will be compatible in massing and details
with nearby historic resources.

PART Il: PRINCIPAL PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signature: 4@3«\ \m. iﬂv/ | Date: Q/él /Ao o

Allison Vanderslice, Principal Preservation Planner

cc: Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File

Veronica Flores, Current Planning
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

871 MOULTRIE ST 5811029

Case No. Permit No.

2018-013423ENV 201809271628

Il Addition/ Il pemolition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Addition to existing single-family residence, including but not limited to: Demolition: Partial demolition of existing
facade along with associated existing flooring and roofing. Selected doors and windows to be removed to
accommodate proposed improvements. Proposed improvements: Two story 718 s.f. wood-framed addition at
front of property, to infill front yard and extend second story over garage. Addition of new street entry, ground
floor dining room, internal stair, and two second-floor bedrooms. associated facade improvements, including
new cladding, doors, windows and skylights. Selective remodel of existing garage, including new door and
relocated utilities (under separate application)

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

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

O

Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

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

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

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards)
or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

O

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

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

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O|0|co|d (ol

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

[l

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

- Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

OO |m Q.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.
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D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

- vertical and horizontal addition

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation
. |:| Reclassify to Category A . Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated  01/11/2019 (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify): received signed PTR form from AKV

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

I:l Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

. Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Monica Giacomucci

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

|:| Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either
(check all that apply):

[] step2- CEQA Impacts

|:| Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

- No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant

effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:

Building Permit Monica Giacomucci
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 01/28/2019

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)
871 MOULTRIE ST 5811/029
Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.
2018-013423PRJ 201809271628
Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action
Building Permit

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

O | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

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

O |0l d

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Date:
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion |1/11/2019 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Monica Giacomucci 871 Moultrie Street Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
5811/029 Moultrie and Ellsworth Streets Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B N/A 2018-013423ENV
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(e CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (e Alteration (" Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |9/24/18

PROJECT ISSUES:

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination prepared in
December 2018.

Proposed Project: Two-story vertical/horizontal addition at front with facade alterations,
including new entry and cladding.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: CA CB (e C
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusionin a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance:
( Contributor (" Non-Contributor






Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: C Yes (" No (@ N/A
CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: (" Yes (® No
CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: ( Yes (® No
Requires Design Revisions: ( Yes (e No
Defer to Residential Design Team: (e Yes (" No

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination and
information accessed in Planning Department files, the subject property is improved with
a two-story over basement single-family wood-frame dwelling. The building was originally
constructed as a 600 square-foot single-story flat-roofed cottage, and the a two-story
addition was constructed in 2002.

The original building permit was issued in late 1939 to carpenter Jacob A. Johansen,
who constructed the residence for driver John T. Greehy and his wife, Gail. The Greehy
family resided at the subject property until ca. 1970, at which point it was purchased by a
series of real estate/rental agents who leased the house to various short-term tenants
through the 1980s. Since then, longer-term residents have included a musician
(1991-1998), an ecologist (1998-present), and a landscape architect (2004-present).

Known permitted alterations have included the 2002 two-story addition, installation of a
wood-burning fireplace (also in 2002), and replacement of 5 windows and siding to repair
fire damage (2014). The subject property includes a garage, and it is unclear whether this
was built when the house was initially constructed or was added later without permits.

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
owners or occupants of the subject property have been identified as important to history
(Criterion 2). The building is not architecturally distinct such that it would qualify
individually for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. Based upon a review of
information in the Department's records, the subject building is not significant under
Criterion 4, since this criterion typically applies to rare construction types when involving
the built environment. The subject building does not exemplify a rare construction type.
Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department's
Preliminary Archeological Review process and is outside the scope of this review.

The subject property is not included in any historic resource surveys, nor on any local,
state, or national registers. It is located at the end of a dead-end street in the Bernal
Heights neighborhood, and is situated at the top of a steeply sloping, uninhabited area.
While the subject block contains some buildings that are contemporary to the subject
property, most were constructed between ca. 1900 and 1980 in a wide range of
architectural styles. The subject block lacks overall architectural integrity and cohesion,
and does not qualify as an eligible historic district.

Therefore, 871 Moultrie Street is not eligible for listing on the California Register, either
individually or as part of a district.

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator: |Date:
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

281 MADISON ST 5942017

Case No. Permit No.

2017-008911ENV 201706300869

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

Top floor addition to single family house. Remove deck at rear yard, small rear yard addition 4'-3" in depth
beyond existing back wall. Enlarge existing light well on south side of property.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

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

|:| Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one
building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

|:| Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

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

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

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

D Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010

SAN FRANCISCO Para informacién en Espafiol llamar al: 415.575.9010
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards)
or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

O

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

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

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O|0|co|d (ol

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

[l

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

- Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

O(O|0)0 (O

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.
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D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation
. |:| Reclassify to Category A . Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated ~ 01/09/2019 (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify):

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

I:l Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

. Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Jorgen Cleemann

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

|:| Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either
(check all that apply):

[] step2- CEQA Impacts

|:| Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

- No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant

effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Building Permit Jorgen Cleemann
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 01/29/2019

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)
281 MADISON ST 5942/017
Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.
2017-008911PRJ 201706300869
Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action
Building Permit

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

O | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

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

O |0l d

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Date:
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion | 1/9/2019 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Jorgen G. Cleemann 281 Madison Street Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
5942/017 Silliman and Felton Streets Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B N/A 2017-008911ENV
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(e CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (e Alteration (" Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |10/3/2017

PROJECT ISSUES:

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Proposed: One-story vertical addition.

Submitted: Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination (dated
10/5/17), prepared by Cumby Architecture.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: CA CB (e C
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusionin a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance:
( Contributor (" Non-Contributor






Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: (C Yes (" No (@ N/A
CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: ( Yes (¢ No
CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: ( Yes (¢ No
Requires Design Revisions: C Yes (e No
Defer to Residential Design Team: (® Yes (" No

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

district.

Please see Attachment A for a full property analysis.

The subject property at 281 Madison Street is not eligible for listing in the California
Register of Historical Resources (CRHR) under any criterion, individually or as part of a

Signature of a Senior Preservation Planner / Preservation Coordinator:

Date:

H : Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice
Allison K. Vanderslice Date: 2019.01.25 15:03:06 -08'00'
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ATTACHMENT A 281 MADISON STREET - Case No. 2017-008911ENV

The subject property at 281 Madison Street (APN 5942/017) is improved with a wood framed, two-story
single-family home with garage originally constructed ¢.1909.! The home has a hipped roof that is
obscured by a mansard-like parapet, and the front and secondary facades are clad in vertical wood
siding. An exterior cement stair with steel railings accesses the front entry, and the fenestration of the
front facade consists of one window with a decorative steel Juliette balcony. The ground floor, which
contains the garage that is framed by two posts, is recessed approximately 2-ft. behind the second floor.
The subject building abuts the property line and north adjacent property at 285 Madison Street, and has
a 5-ft. setback at the south property line with a gate and passageway to the rear yard. The rear facade is
clad in the same vertical siding as the front, and a wooden stair and painted lattice rail leads to a second
story deck that provides access to the rear entry. The fenestration at the rear fagade consists of an
aluminum sliding glass door and several small aluminum framed slider windows at the ground level.
Alterations to the building include a rear addition for a dining room, kitchen and bedroom that was
constructed in 1964. Although undocumented, the existing front fagade with the vertical siding and the
overhanging mansard may have also been built out at this time, an alteration that enveloped the
original front facade and the projecting window bay shown on the 1913-15 and 1950 Sanborn Fire
Insurance maps and the 1938 Harrison Ryker aerial photo. Other undocumented alterations to the front
facade include the insertion of the garage and the construction of the metal and concrete front entry
stairs.

281 Madison Street is not located in any existing historic district. The subject block was previously
analyzed under the evaluation at 268 Madison Street (2006.1460E), and determined not to be a
potential historic district. This determination remains valid. Therefore, no further district analysis is
necessary as part of this historic resource evaluation.

The earliest residential development in the Excelsior was scattered and occurred after 1869 with the
founding of the Excelsior Homestead Association. Extant homes built between 1869 and 1906 are rare,
and even fewer have good integrity. The first period of major residential growth in the Excelsior
occurred between 1906 and 1944, following the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. Although the subject house
was originally built ¢.1909, it has been extensively altered and does not possess a clear and specific
association with this early phase of development. Therefore, the subject property is not associated
with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of San Francisco or
Excelsior history, and does not appear eligible for listing on the CRHR under Criterion I.

Upon review of the October 5, 2017 Supplemental Information for Historic Resource Determination
prepared by Cumby Architecture and additional research completed by Department staff, the property
was originally owned by electroplater Louis Gaenicke and his wife, Sidonia. Since then, the property has

1 The Assessor’s Report accessed through the Property Information Map (PIM) gives a construction date of 1936.
The source for this date is unclear; the Assessor’s records may correspond to permits for significant alterations that
were issued in the 1930s. However, historical directories indicate that the original occupants resided at the
subject property as early as 1909, and a review of the 1913-1915 Sanborn Map clearly shows the existing building
standing at that time.





changed ownership ten times among individuals and families employed in the hardware, construction,
gardening, and retail sales industries. The property was not found to be associated with the lives of
persons important to local, California or national history. Therefore, the subject property is not eligible
for listing on the CRHR under Criterion 2.

The subject building was constructed near the beginning of the first period of major residential
development in the Excelsior, following the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. Single-family dwellings are the
most common residential property type in the Excelsior and exhibit a variety of different architectural
styles, including Victorian, Edwardian revival, Minimal Traditional, and Contractor Modern, among
others. The subject building’s original architectural style is not known because the original front facade
no longer exists. The existing building represents an unremarkable example of a vernacular mid-
twentieth century home. It is not unique in its construction techniques, is not an important example of
a building practice of a particular time in history, does not possess high artistic values, and is not a
significant work of a master architect. Therefore, the subject property does not appear eligible for
listing on the CRHR under Criterion 3.

Conclusion: The subject building at 281 Madison Street is not eligible for listing in the California
Register as a historic resource under any criteria, individually or as part of a district. Archeological
assessment is not include in this review.

January 9, 2019





281 Madison Street
Preservation Team Review Form
January 9, 2019

Figure 1. 281 Madison Street. Screenshot of 2015 Google Streetview.






SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

2586 GREAT HWY 2448002E

Case No. Permit No.

2018-006667ENV 201804247207

Il Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.
ENCLOSE TOP FLOOR DECK 195 SF. INTERIOR REMODEL ADD NEW ROOMS BEHIND GARAGE 615 SF.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

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

|:| Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one

building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

|:| Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

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

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

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

D Class
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards)
or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

O

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Laura Lynch
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

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

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O|0|co|d (ol

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

[l

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

- Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

O(O|0)0 (O

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.
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D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation
. |:| Reclassify to Category A . Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify): Per PTR form signed on 1/9/19

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

I:l Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

. Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Stephanie Cisneros

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

|:| Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either
(check all that apply):

[] step2- CEQA Impacts

|:| Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

- No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant

effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:

Building Permit Stephanie Cisneros
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 01/11/2019

the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)
2586 GREAT HWY 2448/002E
Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.
2018-006667PRJ 201804247207
Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action
Building Permit

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

O | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

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

O |0l d

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Date:
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion | 12/31/2018 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Stephanie Cisneros 2586 Great Highway Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
2448/002E Vicente Street Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B N/A 2018-006667ENV
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(e CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC (e Alteration (— Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW:

PROJECT ISSUES:

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Submitted: Historic Resource Determination Supplemental Application prepared by
Jeremy Paul (dated 11/1/2018)

Proposed Project: Enclose top floor deck 195sf. Interior remodel - add new rooms behind
garage 615 sf.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: CA CB (e C
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusionin a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No Criterion 1 - Event: ( Yes (o No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (¢ No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: ( Yes (o No Criterion 3 - Architecture: ( Yes (o No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ( Yes (o No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ( Yes (o No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance:
( Contributor (" Non-Contributor






Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: C Yes (" No (@ N/A
CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: (C Yes (® No
CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: (C Yes (® No
Requires Design Revisions: C Yes (" No
Defer to Residential Design Team: (e Yes (" No

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to the Historic Resource Determination Supplemental Application and
information found in the Planning Department files, the subject building at 2586 Great
Highway contains a two-story-over-garage/basement, wood-frame, single family home
constructed in 1941 (source: building permit). Designed by C.W. Claudius (architect) and
constructed by W.C. Wanderer (civil engineer) and E. Jensen (contractor), the residence
does not express any particular architectural style. Rather, it represents a typical Sunset
District single family vernacular cottage. The residence was originally constructed as a one-
story-over-garage residence, but underwent a second story addition in 1969, which is
highly visible from Great Highway. Other visible alterations that have occurred include:
new aluminum siding on the front and stone on the lower front (1964); damaged framing
of front bay replaced with new lumber and restucco, louver type vents installed in bottom
of bay, ornamental brackets eliminated (1964).

No known historic events occurred at the subject property (Criterion 1). None of the
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2). The subject
building is a heavily altered, nondescript example of a vernacular style single-family
residence. The building is not architecturally distinct such that it would qualify individually
for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3. Additionally, C.W. Claudius does not
appear to be considered a master architect. The subject building is not significant under
Criterion 4 since this significance criteria typically applies to rare construction types when
involving the built environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare
construction type. Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the
Department's Preliminary Archeological Review process and is outside the scope of this
review.

The subject property is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category
A properties) or within the boundaries of any identified historic district. The subject
property is located in the Outer Sunset neighborhood on a block that exhibits a pattern of
other vernacular style single-family residences constructed from 1941 to 1949 in a variety
of materials. While a majority of the residences express similar features such as front
setbacks and raised entries, there is no other pattern of uniformity that would allow the
block face to be read as a cohesive collection. Additionally, many have undergone
substantial vertical additions and other exterior alterations. Together, the block does not
comprise a significant concentration of aesthetically or historically unified buildings.

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

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

Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice

Allison K. Vanderslice Date: 2019.01.09 17:59:07 -08'00'
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination
PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

5616 MISSION ST 7098004

Case No. Permit No.

2017-013929ENV 201807063854

[] Addition/ Il pemolition (requires HRE for Il New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

The proposed project is to demolish an existing one-story commercial building and construct a 4 story, 10 unit
apartment building with commercial space (limited parking, retail and offices) is planned for the first story.

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Note: If neither class applies, an Environmental Evaluation Application is required.*

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

|:| Class 3 - New Construction. Up to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one

building; commercial/office structures; utility extensions; change of use under 10,000 sq. ft. if principally
permitted or with a CU.

. Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

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

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

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

D Class

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces or residential units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle safety (hazards)
or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities?

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/modification greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Archeological Sensitive Area)

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site involve a subdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Topography)

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of
soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is
checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard
Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report is required.

O

Seismic: Liquefaction Zone: Does the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or more of soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) If box is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional): Diane Livia

Enrolled in Maher Program.

SIS E: 415.575.9010
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

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

- Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages and Curb Cuts, and/or
replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential Design Guidelines.

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

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

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption from public notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows.

O|0|co|d (ol

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately adjacent public right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor level of the top story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that is more than 50% larger than that of the original
building; and does not cause the removal of architectural significant roofing features.

[l

Note: Project Planner must check box below before proceeding.

- Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.

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

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

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS - ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

D 1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

O(O|0)0 (O

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.
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D 7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right -of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation
. |:| Reclassify to Category A . Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated (attach HRER)

b. Other (specify): Reclassify to Category C as per PTR form signed on 12/10/18

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

I:l Further environmental review required. Based on the information provided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO STEP 6.

. Project can proceed with categorical exemption review. The project has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categorical exemption review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

Preservation Planner Signature: Michelle A Taylor

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

|:| Further environmental review required. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either
(check all that apply):

[] step2- CEQA Impacts

|:| Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

- No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant

effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:
Building Permit Diane Livia
If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested, 12/13/2018
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address (If different than front page) Block/Lot(s) (If different than
front page)
5616 MISSION ST 7098/004
Case No. Previous Building Permit No. New Building Permit No.
2017-013929PRJ 201807063854
Plans Dated Previous Approval Action New Approval Action
Building Permit

Modified Project Description:

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the modified project:

O | Resultin expansion of the building envelope, as defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

O |0l d

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

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Date:
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400
Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion |12/3/2018 San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
PROJECT INFORMATION: Reception:
Planner: Address: 415.558.6378
Michelle Taylor 5616 Mission Street Fax:
415.558.6409
Block/Lot: Cross Streets:
7098/004 Naglee Avenue and Whipple Avenue Planning
Information:
CEQA Category: Art. 10/11: BPA/Case No.: 415.558.6377
B N/A 2017-013929ENV
PURPOSE OF REVIEW: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
(e CEQA (" Article 10/11 (" Preliminary/PIC ( Alteration (e Demo/New Construction

DATE OF PLANS UNDER REVIEW: |09/17/2018

PROJECT ISSUES:

Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource?

[] | If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact?

Additional Notes:

Historic Resource Evaluation prepared by Brad Brewster (dated 2018).

Proposed project: To demolish an existing one-story commercial building and construct
a 4-story, 10 unit apartment building with commercial space (limited parking, retail, and
offices) is planned for the first story.

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW:

Category: CA CB (e C
Individual Historic District/Context
Property is individually eligible for inclusionin a Property is in an eligible California Register
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of
following Criteria: the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No Criterion 2 -Persons: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No Criterion 3 - Architecture: (" Yes (o No
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: (" Yes (o No
Period of Significance: Period of Significance:
( Contributor (" Non-Contributor






Complies with the Secretary’s Standards/Art 10/Art 11: C Yes (" No (@ N/A
CEQA Material Impairment to the individual historic resource: (" Yes (® No
CEQA Material Impairment to the historic district: ( Yes (® No
Requires Design Revisions: ( Yes (e No
Defer to Residential Design Team: (e Yes (" No

PRESERVATION TEAM COMMENTS:

According to Planning Department records and the Historic Resource Evaluation prepared
by Brad Brewster, 5616 Mission Street is a commercial building located in the Outer
Mission neighborhood. This Streamline Moderne style building was constructed in 1948
and designed by draftsman B.K. Dobkowitz and Engineers Ellison & King as a show room
for the Swan Brothers Floor Covering company. It is a single-story building clad in smooth
stucco with a Permastone water table. The building includes a shallow barrel roof behind a
parapet that features a zigzag pattern and a central curved concrete blade (without
signage). Additional expressions of the Streamline Moderne style include an angled stucco
canopy with rounded corners clad in metal trim. Unlike a typical retail store, the ground
floor of 5616 Mission Street lacks fenestration and features only a utilitarian pedestrian
entrance and a roll up garage door. The building occupies the entirety of the lot and front
of the building is angled, following the shape of the lot and street. According to the permit
history, the subject building has undergone some exterior alterations including repairs to
the front facade following an automobile accident; such repairs may have included the
addition of Permastone at the base of the building (1980). Additional undocumented
alterations likely included the filling in of street facing fenestration and removal of signage
(dates unknown).

The subject building is not eligible for individual listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources under Criterion 1 (events), 2 (persons), 3 (architecture), or 4
(information potential). According to the information provided, the subject property is not
associated with events found to be sufficiently important to be significant under Criterion
1. No person associated with the building is significant to history and therefore the
property does not appear significant under Criterion 2. Architecturally, the building
features a simple design that has undergone several alterations since construction.
Additionally, the subject building is not associated with a master architect or builder and
therefore it is not eligible for listing under criterion 3. Based upon a review of information
in the Departments records, the subject building is not significant under Criterion 4 since
this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types when involving the
built environment. The subject building is not an example of a rare construction type.
Assessment of archeological sensitivity is undertaken through the Department’s
Preliminary Archeological Review process and is outside the scope of this review.

(continued)

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

H H Digitally signed by Allison K. Vanderslice
Allison K. Vanderslice Date: 2018.12.10 18:01:43 -08'00'

AN FRARCGISCO
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5616 Mission Street, San Francisco
Preservation Team Review Form, Comments

(continued)

The subject building is not located adjacent to any known historic resources (Category A
properties); however, the San Francisco Neighborhood Commercial Building (unadopted)
identified the adjacent building, 5620 Mission Street, as an individually eligible historic
resource. 5616 Mission Street does not appear to be located in an eligible historic district. The
building stock on this portion of Mission Street includes a range of commercial buildings
constructed primarily from the 1940’s through the 1960’s. 5616 Mission Street and the
neighboring building stock do not possess sufficient architectural, historical significance or
cohesion to identify as a historic district.





5616 Mission Street, View Looking Northwest.

5616 Mission Street (left), View Looking North.










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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC); CTYPLN - CP TEAM (TAC - Preservation)
Subject: FW: NYTimes: The Battle to Make the Strand a Landmark Is About More Than a Building
Date: Thursday, January 31, 2019 9:14:50 AM

Per Commissioner Pearlman’s request:

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: jonathan@elevationarchitects.com <jonathan@elevationarchitects.com>
Sent: Thursday, January 31, 2019 5:03 AM

To: lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>
Subject: NYTimes: The Battle to Make the Strand a Landmark Is About More Than a Building

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

Please distribute to Planning and HPC commissioners as well as the preservation staff, in particular,
Shelley Caltagirone. Thanks.

Jonathan

An attempt to preserve the home of a beloved independent bookstore points to a new way to think
about saving the city’s cultural heritage.

Read More...

Get The New York Times on your mobile device

Sent from my iPad
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED DELIVERS STATE OF THE CITY ADDRESS
Date: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 1:37:52 PM

Attachments: 1.30.19 State of the City.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 12:17 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED DELIVERS STATE OF THE CITY ADDRESS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 30, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED DELIVERS STATE OF THE CITY
ADDRESS

Mayor Breed calls for San Francisco to rise to the challenges facing the City, announces
ambitious ballot measure to streamline affordable and teacher housing, sets goal to create
4,000 new placements for homeless individuals, and names Dr. Grant Colfax as the new
Director of the Department of Public Health

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today delivered her first State of the City
Address as Mayor, calling on San Francisco to rise to the challenges facing the City. In her
speech, Mayor Breed announced a ballot measure to streamline the creation of new affordable
and teacher housing, called for the City to create 4,000 new placements for unhoused
residents, and named a new Director for the Department of Public Health.

The speech was held at the new National LGBTQ Center for the Arts at 170 Valencia Street,
which serves as the first permanent headquarters of the San Francisco Gay Men’s Chorus. In
it, Mayor Breed announced she will pursue a charter amendment that would streamline all
affordable and teacher housing projects by making their approval as-of-right, which will pair
with her support for an upcoming $300 million bond to fund the creation of affordable
housing. The charter amendment, which she proposed for the November 2019 election, would
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 30, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED DELIVERS STATE OF THE CITY
ADDRESS

Mayor Breed calls for San Francisco to rise to the challenges facing the City, announces
ambitious ballot measure to streamline affordable and teacher housing, sets goal to create 4,000
new placements for homeless individuals, and names Dr. Grant Colfax as the new Director of
the Department of Public Health

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today delivered her first State of the City
Address as Mayor, calling on San Francisco to rise to the challenges facing the City. In her
speech, Mayor Breed announced a ballot measure to streamline the creation of new affordable
and teacher housing, called for the City to create 4,000 new placements for unhoused residents,
and named a new Director for the Department of Public Health.

The speech was held at the new National LGBTQ Center for the Arts at 170 Valencia Street,
which serves as the first permanent headquarters of the San Francisco Gay Men’s Chorus. In it,
Mayor Breed announced she will pursue a charter amendment that would streamline all
affordable and teacher housing projects by making their approval as-of-right, which will pair
with her support for an upcoming $300 million bond to fund the creation of affordable housing.
The charter amendment, which she proposed for the November 2019 election, would allow
100% affordable and teacher housing proposals that comply with existing zoning laws to bypass
the usual bureaucratic and appeals process that can result in long and costly delays.

“We have to break the barriers to building housing so our dollars go farther and we get housing
built faster,” said Mayor Breed. “No more bureaucracy. No more costly appeals. No more ‘not in
my neighborhood.’ It is simple: affordable housing as-of-right because housing affordability is a
right.”

Mayor Breed expanded upon her ambitious plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds by setting a goal
of creating 4,000 total placements for homeless individuals over the next four years through new
shelters, step-up housing units, homeless housing units, and housing subsidies. It is estimated
that there are roughly 4,000 unsheltered people in San Francisco every night. To help achieve
this goal, Mayor Breed called for her proposal for the $185 million of the recently announced
windfall to be spent on homelessness, behavioral health, and affordable housing.

“With this investment we can add 310 new shelter beds; 300 units of housing by master-leasing
units, freeing up hundreds of beds in our shelter system; complete funding for a 255-unit
building for formerly-homeless seniors and adults; and get started on hundreds of more units,”
said Mayor Breed. “Now | know there are other budget priorities, and they are important. But

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

let’s be clear—every dollar we take away from what | have proposed is one fewer bed. One lost
home. One more person on the street.”

Mayor Breed announced that she has chosen Dr. Grant Colfax to serve as the new Director of the
Department of Public Health (DPH). Dr. Colfax is a national leader on HIV Prevention and was
trained at UCSF. He currently serves as Director of Marin County Health and Human Services.
He previously worked at DPH as Director of HIV Prevention and Research before leaving to join
the Obama White House as the Director of National AIDS Policy.

“Dr. Colfax knows our City and its challenges, and he is ready to get to work,” said Mayor
Breed. “He knows that we need to get to zero HIV infections in San Francisco and that we need
to reach our most vulnerable populations, particularly our African-American and Latino
communities who are not seeing their HIV infection rates drop as others do. This means getting
everyone—and | mean everyone—access to services, treatment, and preventative medication like
PrEP. I know Dr. Colfax will get us to that goal.”

“I look forward to rejoining the Department of Public Health team and working with the City’s
diverse communities to ensure all San Franciscans have the opportunity to optimize their health,”
said Dr. Colfax. “This work will require effectively addressing the health challenges facing the
City, as reflected in Mayor Breed’s priorities. This includes improving mental health and
substance use treatment services, addressing the medical needs of people experiencing or at risk
for homelessness, and reducing health inequities. With the Department’s history of innovative
public health initiatives, community-driven programming, and superb clinical care system, | am
optimistic about what can be achieved.”

Mayor Breed stated that addressing behavioral health issues in San Francisco continues to be a
priority for her. She called for the Board of Supervisors to pass conservatorship legislation that
she is authoring with Supervisor Rafael Mandelman to help people suffering from severe mental
health and addiction issues on the streets. She committed to opening 100 new mental health
stabilization beds in addition to the 50 that have already opened during her time as Mayor, and
announced that she is creating the position of Director of Mental Health Reform, who will be
tasked with revamping and overseeing the City’s entire approach to mental health.

Additionally, Mayor Breed stated her support for an upcoming measure with Supervisor Aaron
Peskin to charge ride-hail companies to help relieve congestion on the streets of San Francisco.
She re-iterated her support for advancing street safety and Vision Zero projects, including
building protected bike lanes on the City’s high-injury corridors.

The Mayor’s complete remarks can be viewed at SFGovTV.org/mayorbreed. A transcript of the
speech can be found at SEFMayor.org.

i
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allow 100% affordable and teacher housing proposals that comply with existing zoning laws
to bypass the usual bureaucratic and appeals process that can result in long and costly delays.

“We have to break the barriers to building housing so our dollars go farther and we get
housing built faster,” said Mayor Breed. “No more bureaucracy. No more costly appeals. No
more ‘not in my neighborhood.’ It is simple: affordable housing as-of-right because housing
affordability is a right.”

Mayor Breed expanded upon her ambitious plan to open 1,000 new shelter beds by setting a
goal of creating 4,000 total placements for homeless individuals over the next four years
through new shelters, step-up housing units, homeless housing units, and housing subsidies. It
is estimated that there are roughly 4,000 unsheltered people in San Francisco every night. To
help achieve this goal, Mayor Breed called for her proposal for the $185 million of the
recently announced windfall to be spent on homelessness, behavioral health, and affordable
housing.

“With this investment we can add 310 new shelter beds; 300 units of housing by master-
leasing units, freeing up hundreds of beds in our shelter system; complete funding for a 255-
unit building for formerly-homeless seniors and adults; and get started on hundreds of more
units,” said Mayor Breed. “Now I know there are other budget priorities, and they are
important. But let’s be clear—every dollar we take away from what I have proposed is one
fewer bed. One lost home. One more person on the street.”

Mayor Breed announced that she has chosen Dr. Grant Colfax to serve as the new Director of
the Department of Public Health (DPH). Dr. Colfax is a national leader on HIV Prevention
and was trained at UCSF. He currently serves as Director of Marin County Health and Human
Services. He previously worked at DPH as Director of HIV Prevention and Research before
leaving to join the Obama White House as the Director of National AIDS Policy.

“Dr. Colfax knows our City and its challenges, and he is ready to get to work,” said Mayor
Breed. “He knows that we need to get to zero HIV infections in San Francisco and that we
need to reach our most vulnerable populations, particularly our African-American and Latino
communities who are not seeing their HIV infection rates drop as others do. This means
getting everyone—and [ mean everyone—access to services, treatment, and preventative
medication like PrEP. I know Dr. Colfax will get us to that goal.”

“I look forward to rejoining the Department of Public Health team and working with the
City’s diverse communities to ensure all San Franciscans have the opportunity to optimize
their health,” said Dr. Colfax. “This work will require effectively addressing the health
challenges facing the City, as reflected in Mayor Breed’s priorities. This includes improving
mental health and substance use treatment services, addressing the medical needs of people
experiencing or at risk for homelessness, and reducing health inequities. With the
Department’s history of innovative public health initiatives, community-driven programming,
and superb clinical care system, I am optimistic about what can be achieved.”

Mayor Breed stated that addressing behavioral health issues in San Francisco continues to be a
priority for her. She called for the Board of Supervisors to pass conservatorship legislation that
she is authoring with Supervisor Rafael Mandelman to help people suffering from severe
mental health and addiction issues on the streets. She committed to opening 100 new mental
health stabilization beds in addition to the 50 that have already opened during her time as



Mayor, and announced that she is creating the position of Director of Mental Health Reform,
who will be tasked with revamping and overseeing the City’s entire approach to mental health.

Additionally, Mayor Breed stated her support for an upcoming measure with Supervisor
Aaron Peskin to charge ride-hail companies to help relieve congestion on the streets of San
Francisco. She re-iterated her support for advancing street safety and Vision Zero projects,
including building protected bike lanes on the City’s high-injury corridors.

The Mayor’s complete remarks can be viewed at SFGovTV.org/mayorbreed. A transcript of
the speech can be found at SFMayor.org.
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From: Caltagirone, Shelley (CPC)

To: Aaron Hyland (aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Frye, Tim (CPC)
Subject: Legacy Business Packet for 2/6 Hearing

Date: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 10:18:27 AM

Hello President Hyland and Commissioners,

The Legacy Business Packet for the February gth hearing was difficult for ReproMail to print due to
the number of color pages in the applications. Therefore, they printed only the staff report and draft
resolutions. The legacy business applications within the full packet can be viewed online, and a hard
copy will be available to the public at the Public Information counter. | apologize for any
inconvenience. We will be working with the Commission Secretary on a solution that may reduce our
printing and paper needs while providing the information that you need. Thank you!

P.S. I've Bcc’d the commissioners to avoid an unintended “Reply All” discussion outside of a hearing.

Shelley Caltagirone
Senior Planner | Preservation—Cultural Heritage Specialist

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
Direct: 415-558-6625 Fax: 415-558-6409

Email: shelley.caltagirone@sfgov.org
Web: www.sfplanning.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: Invitation to 2019 Black History Month Kick-Off
Date: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 9:17:18 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: Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (MYR)
Sent: Wednesday, January 30, 2019 9:14 AM
Subject: Invitation to 2019 Black History Month Kick-Off

Greetings Commissioners and Commission Secretaries-

The Honorable Mayor London N. Breed cordially invites you to the 2019 Black History
Month Kick-off Celebration!

Friday, February 15, 2019
12PM -1 PM
Rotunda, San Francisco City Hall

Please contact De’' Anthony Jones with the Mayor’s Office of Neighborhood
Services with any questions deanthony.jones@sfgov.org or by phone at 415-554-
6537.

We look forward to seeing you there!l

Regards,

Mawuli Tugbenyoh #t 7 4%

Liaison to Boards and Commissions

Office of Mayor London N. Breed
415.554.6298 | mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)
Subject: FW: 2019 CEQA Guidelines Book
Date: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 9:14:50 AM

Commissioners,
Please let me know if you would like a copy to be ordered for you.

Jonas P: lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Byrd, Virnaliza (CPC)

Sent: Monday, January 28,2019 4:25 PM

To: CTYPLN - CITY PLANNING EVERYONE <CPC.CityPlanningEveryone @sfgov.org>
Subject: 2019 CEQA Guidelines Book

Hello Everyone,

I am a month late in ordering the new 2019 CEQA Guidelines Book. Please let me

know by Wednesday February 6, if you would like a copy of the new CEQA
Guidelines Book. I will be sending the order request out then. If you have any

questions, please let me know.

Thank you

Virna Byrd

Planner Technician

Environmental Planning

San Francisco Planning Department
Direct: 415-575-9025

Fax:  415-558-6409

Virnaliza.byrd@sfgov.org
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF PETER MAGOWAN
Date: Monday, January 28, 2019 8:46:35 AM

Attachments: 1.27.19 Peter Magowan.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Sunday, January 27, 2019 7:50 PM

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

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF PETER MAGOWAN

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Sunday, January 27, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT **%*
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF PETER
MAGOWAN

“On behalf of the City of San Francisco, I want to send my thoughts and sympathies to the
family and friends of Peter Magowan. San Francisco owes Peter a debt of gratitude for his
leadership in keeping our beloved Giants right here in the City where they belong. Just as
importantly, Peter led the effort to bring a beautiful ballpark to our waterfront, which has
become one of our City’s civic treasures. Without his efforts, we would not have experienced
the joy of three World Series championships and of countless days out at the ballpark. In his
honor, we have lit up City Hall in Giants orange tonight. Peter gave our City so much and |
know all Giants fans join me tonight in remembering and honoring him.”

H
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR LONDON N. BREED

SAN FRANCISCO MAYOR
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
January 27, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131
**%x STATEMENT ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ON THE PASSING OF PETER
MAGOWAN

“On behalf of the City of San Francisco, | want to send my thoughts and sympathies
to the family and friends of Peter Magowan. San Francisco owes Peter a debt of
gratitude for his leadership in keeping our beloved Giants right here in the City where
they belong. Just as importantly, Peter led the effort to bring a beautiful ballpark to
our waterfront, which has become one of our City’s civic treasures. Without his
efforts, we would not have experienced the joy of three World Series championships
and of countless days out at the ballpark. In his honor, we have lit up City Hall in
Giants orange tonight. Peter gave our City so much and | know all Giants fans join me
tonight in remembering and honoring him.”

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

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND TREASURER JOSE CISNEROS ANNOUNCE STEPS TO
ASSIST FURLOUGHED FEDERAL WORKERS

Date: Friday, January 25, 2019 2:01:43 PM

Attachments: 1.25.19 Federal Employee Assistance.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Friday, January 25, 2019 1:15 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND TREASURER JOSE CISNEROS
ANNOUNCE STEPS TO ASSIST FURLOUGHED FEDERAL WORKERS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 25, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

##% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND TREASURER JOSE
CISNEROS ANNOUNCE STEPS TO ASSIST FURLOUGHED
FEDERAL WORKERS

While the government is temporarily re-opened, City will move forward plan to offer no-
interest loans to federal employees forced to go without pay in future shutdowns

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed and Treasurer José Cisneros today announced
a program to provide assistance to federal employees who are furloughed or working without
pay due to a federal government shutdown. The program will be available to affected
employees who reside in San Francisco or work at San Francisco International Airport (SFO).
The proposal requires approval from the Board of Supervisors, and will be introduced as an
ordinance on Tuesday to ensure employees are covered if there is not a permanent end to the
shutdown in three weeks. Supervisor Matt Haney will co-sponsor the legislation with Mayor
Breed.

President Trump and Congressional leaders today announced an agreement to temporarily re-
open the government for three weeks. While the government is temporarily re-opened, this
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Friday, January 25, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND TREASURER JOSE CISNEROS
ANNOUNCE STEPS TO ASSIST FURLOUGHED FEDERAL
WORKERS

While the government is temporarily re-opened, City will move forward plan to offer no-interest
loans to federal employees forced to go without pay in future shutdowns

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed and Treasurer José Cisneros today announced a
program to provide assistance to federal employees who are furloughed or working without pay
due to a federal government shutdown. The program will be available to affected employees who
reside in San Francisco or work at San Francisco International Airport (SFO). The proposal
requires approval from the Board of Supervisors, and will be introduced as an ordinance on
Tuesday to ensure employees are covered if there is not a permanent end to the shutdown in
three weeks. Supervisor Matt Haney will co-sponsor the legislation with Mayor Breed.

President Trump and Congressional leaders today announced an agreement to temporarily re-
open the government for three weeks. While the government is temporarily re-opened, this
program would be available in case the government does not come to a resolution and shuts
down again.

Under the proposal, the City will secure a $20 million line of credit for the Treasurer to distribute
zero-interest loans of up to $6,000 per employee. It is estimated that there are roughly 2,000
affected federal employees residing in San Francisco and 1,300 workers at SFO who would

qualify.

“When federal workers are forced to go without pay due to a federal shutdown, we can and will
step in to help these workers take care of themselves and their families. Even with this short-term
deal to reopen the government, we will still move forward with this plan so that if the
government closes again we will be prepared to help our workers,” said Mayor Breed. “This way
of governing needs to come to an end. We do not need a border wall, we need the President to
stop holding the government and peoples’ livelihoods hostage. I want to thank Treasurer
Cisneros for his partnership in helping to create this program for workers who could be missing
their paychecks.”

“l am committed to helping federal workers avoid turning to predatory payday loans,” said
Treasurer Cisneros. “On behalf of all San Franciscans, I am proud to stand with the Mayor to
offer a zero-interest loan to thousands of people working without pay.”
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For many workers, the impact of a missed paycheck is felt immediately. Most Americans do not
have $500 saved to cover emergency expenses, and when people experience shocks to income,
they often turn to high-cost and damaging financial options such as increasing credit card debt,
delaying payment of bills, or taking out payday loans. The City’s zero-interest loan program will
help families weather the shock without causing long-term financial damage. Participants will
have 60 days to repay the loans once the shutdown has concluded. Loans would be available
immediately after the legislation is signed.

“When the White House fails our residents, the City and County of San Francisco must always
be prepared to step up and have their backs,” said Supervisor Haney. “This is a significant and
immediate solution to support impacted workers who are worried about how they can pay the
bills. Even if the shutdown ends, we must continue to be prepared. I’'m grateful for the leadership
of Mayor London Breed and Treasurer Jose Cisneros for developing this creative program to
support federal workers.”

Treasurer Cisneros has arranged for BALANCE, the City’s financial coaching partner, to offer
free one-on-one credit counseling for any San Francisco workers impacted by the federal
shutdown. San Francisco residents can call BALANCE at 1-866-520-0921 and speak to a
Certified Credit Counselor to find safe options to resolve any negative impacts of the shutdown
on their finances.

Governor Gavin Newsom recently announced that furloughed workers can apply for
unemployment through the state. Furloughed workers can visit edd.ca.gov for more information.

The Treasurer will be responsible for managing this program. With the assistance of CityBase,
the City’s payment gateway provider, the Treasurer’s Office is building an online application to
ensure swift processing for all who apply. Information will be available at
sftreasurer.org/shutdown.
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program would be available in case the government does not come to a resolution and shuts
down again.

Under the proposal, the City will secure a $20 million line of credit for the Treasurer to
distribute zero-interest loans of up to $6,000 per employee. It is estimated that there are
roughly 2,000 affected federal employees residing in San Francisco and 1,300 workers at SFO
who would qualify.

“When federal workers are forced to go without pay due to a federal shutdown, we can and
will step in to help these workers take care of themselves and their families. Even with this
short-term deal to reopen the government, we will still move forward with this plan so that if
the government closes again we will be prepared to help our workers,” said Mayor Breed.
“This way of governing needs to come to an end. We do not need a border wall, we need the
President to stop holding the government and peoples’ livelihoods hostage. I want to thank
Treasurer Cisneros for his partnership in helping to create this program for workers who could
be missing their paychecks.”

“I am committed to helping federal workers avoid turning to predatory payday loans,” said
Treasurer Cisneros. “On behalf of all San Franciscans, I am proud to stand with the Mayor to
offer a zero-interest loan to thousands of people working without pay.”

For many workers, the impact of a missed paycheck is felt immediately. Most Americans do
not have $500 saved to cover emergency expenses, and when people experience shocks to
income, they often turn to high-cost and damaging financial options such as increasing credit
card debt, delaying payment of bills, or taking out payday loans. The City’s zero-interest loan
program will help families weather the shock without causing long-term financial damage.
Participants will have 60 days to repay the loans once the shutdown has concluded. Loans
would be available immediately after the legislation is signed.

“When the White House fails our residents, the City and County of San Francisco must always
be prepared to step up and have their backs,” said Supervisor Haney. “This is a significant and
immediate solution to support impacted workers who are worried about how they can pay the
bills. Even if the shutdown ends, we must continue to be prepared. I'm grateful for the
leadership of Mayor London Breed and Treasurer Jose Cisneros for developing this creative
program to support federal workers.”

Treasurer Cisneros has arranged for BALANCE, the City’s financial coaching partner, to offer
free one-on-one credit counseling for any San Francisco workers impacted by the federal
shutdown. San Francisco residents can call BALANCE at 1-866-520-0921 and speak to a
Certified Credit Counselor to find safe options to resolve any negative impacts of the
shutdown on their finances.

Governor Gavin Newsom recently announced that furloughed workers can apply for
unemployment through the state. Furloughed workers can visit edd.ca.gov for more
information.

The Treasurer will be responsible for managing this program. With the assistance of CityBase,
the City’s payment gateway provider, the Treasurer’s Office is building an online application
to ensure swift processing for all who apply. Information will be available at

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

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE TO STENGTHEN THE
RESILIENCY OF TALL BUILDINGS AND DOWNTOWN NEIGHBORHOODS

Date: Friday, January 25, 2019 10:49:04 AM

Attachments: 1.24.19 Tall Buildings Resiliency Executive Directive.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Thursday, January 24, 2019 9:47 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE TO
STENGTHEN THE RESILIENCY OF TALL BUILDINGS AND DOWNTOWN NEIGHBORHOODS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 24, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

##% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE
TO STENGTHEN THE RESILIENCY OF TALL BUILDINGS
AND DOWNTOWN NEIGHBORHOODS

City takes steps to prepare for the next big earthquake in densely occupied neighborhoods,
including calling for the creation of a comprehensive recovery plan so the City can begin
recovery quickly after disaster strikes

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed today issued an Executive Directive to
strengthen high-rise buildings and create a comprehensive recovery plan in preparation for the
next major earthquake.

The Directive instructs City departments to work with community stakeholders, develop
regulations to address geotechnical and engineering issues, clarify emergency response and
safety inspection roles, and establish a Disaster Recovery Task Force for citywide recovery
planning, including a comprehensive recovery plan for the Financial District and surrounding
neighborhoods by the end of the year. It is estimated that San Francisco has a 72 percent
chance of experiencing a 6.7 magnitude or greater earthquake before 2043.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 24, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ISSUES EXECUTIVE DIRECTIVE
TO STENGTHEN THE RESILIENCY OF TALL BUILDINGS
AND DOWNTOWN NEIGHBORHOODS

City takes steps to prepare for the next big earthquake in densely occupied neighborhoods,
including calling for the creation of a comprehensive recovery plan so the City can begin
recovery quickly after disaster strikes

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed today issued an Executive Directive to
strengthen high-rise buildings and create a comprehensive recovery plan in preparation for the
next major earthquake.

The Directive instructs City departments to work with community stakeholders, develop
regulations to address geotechnical and engineering issues, clarify emergency response and
safety inspection roles, and establish a Disaster Recovery Task Force for citywide recovery
planning, including a comprehensive recovery plan for the Financial District and surrounding
neighborhoods by the end of the year. It is estimated that San Francisco has a 72 percent chance
of experiencing a 6.7 magnitude or greater earthquake before 2043.

“We know that the next major earthquake will hit at any time and every day we should be
working to prepare for it,” said Mayor London Breed. “While the City has taken a number of
steps over the years to make our city more resilient, I want to ensure that our most densely
occupied areas are as prepared as possible and that our departments, businesses, community
groups, and residents are ready to respond. This means doing the work to make our buildings
safer now, but also creating a comprehensive plan so that San Francisco can immediately get to
work helping our residents, businesses, and neighborhoods recover after the earthquake stops.”

In order to centralize earthquake preparedness efforts, the City convened an Executive Panel that
includes the City Administrator, Directors of the Departments of Building Inspection (DBI) and
Emergency Management (DEM), the Chief Resilience Officer, and the Public Utilities
Commission to work with experts from the nonprofit Applied Technology Council to study San
Francisco’s tall buildings and make recommendations to improve the City’s preparedness and
ability to recover in the event of a major earthquake. They developed the Tall Building Safety
Strategy, which is the latest effort to achieve this goal, building on efforts such as the
Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety (CAPSS), a report and 30-year work plan initiated
after the Loma Prieta earthquake.

“Every San Franciscan has a role to play in improving earthquake safety. Now that experts have
provided their recommendations, we will work to build community consensus about the next
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
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steps,” said City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly. “We are a resilient city that must remain well-
prepared for the very real threat of the next earthquake.”

The Mayor’s Executive Directive states that:

The City Administrator and the Directors of the DEM, DBI, and Planning Department
will conduct community outreach to inform stakeholders about the Tall Building Safety
Strategy.

DBI and the Building Inspection Commission are tasked with developing additional
regulations to address engineering issues and explore adopting higher seismic design
standards.

DEM, DBI and Public Works are assigned with updating policies for implementing
safety improvements and clarifying departmental roles following an earthquake.

The City Administrator will establish a Disaster Recovery Task Force, which will
develop a recovery framework, including a comprehensive recovery plan for the
Financial District and adjacent neighborhoods.

The City Administrator will be responsible for sharing knowledge and information with
other cities with tall buildings that face similar seismic risks.

“All disasters are local. This means emergency planning and response must originate with local
government,” said Department of Emergency Management Director Mary Ellen Carroll. “We
also believe recovery is successful when the local community is in the driver’s seat. The San
Francisco Disaster Recovery Task Force places the City and our community in charge of our
own destiny and will influence how we rebuild our neighborhoods, businesses and infrastructure
following a disaster.”

i
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“We know that the next major earthquake will hit at any time and every day we should be
working to prepare for it,” said Mayor London Breed. “While the City has taken a number of
steps over the years to make our city more resilient, I want to ensure that our most densely
occupied areas are as prepared as possible and that our departments, businesses, community
groups, and residents are ready to respond. This means doing the work to make our buildings
safer now, but also creating a comprehensive plan so that San Francisco can immediately get
to work helping our residents, businesses, and neighborhoods recover after the earthquake
stops.”

In order to centralize earthquake preparedness efforts, the City convened an Executive Panel
that includes the City Administrator, Directors of the Departments of Building Inspection
(DBI) and Emergency Management (DEM), the Chief Resilience Officer, and the Public
Utilities Commission to work with experts from the nonprofit Applied Technology Council to
study San Francisco’s tall buildings and make recommendations to improve the City’s
preparedness and ability to recover in the event of a major earthquake. They developed the
Tall Building Safety Strategy, which is the latest effort to achieve this goal, building on efforts
such as the Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety (CAPSS), a report and 30-year work
plan initiated after the Loma Prieta earthquake.

“Every San Franciscan has a role to play in improving earthquake safety. Now that experts
have provided their recommendations, we will work to build community consensus about the
next steps,” said City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly. “We are a resilient city that must remain
well-prepared for the very real threat of the next earthquake.”

The Mayor’s Executive Directive states that:

e The City Administrator and the Directors of the DEM, DBI, and Planning Department
will conduct community outreach to inform stakeholders about the Tall Building Safety
Strategy.

o DBI and the Building Inspection Commission are tasked with developing additional
regulations to address engineering issues and explore adopting higher seismic design
standards.

o DEM, DBI and Public Works are assigned with updating policies for implementing
safety improvements and clarifying departmental roles following an earthquake.

e The City Administrator will establish a Disaster Recovery Task Force, which will
develop a recovery framework, including a comprehensive recovery plan for the
Financial District and adjacent neighborhoods.

o The City Administrator will be responsible for sharing knowledge and information with
other cities with tall buildings that face similar seismic risks.

“All disasters are local. This means emergency planning and response must originate with
local government,” said Department of Emergency Management Director Mary Ellen Carroll.
“We also believe recovery is successful when the local community is in the driver’s seat. The
San Francisco Disaster Recovery Task Force places the City and our community in charge of
our own destiny and will influence how we rebuild our neighborhoods, businesses and
infrastructure following a disaster.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED TO ATTEND UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS
WINTER MEETING

Date: Thursday, January 24, 2019 8:48:22 AM

Attachments: 1.23.19 Conference of Mavors.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 4:13 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED TO ATTEND UNITED STATES CONFERENCE
OF MAYORS WINTER MEETING

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 23, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED TO ATTEND UNITED STATES
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS WINTER MEETING

Mayor Breed to meet with leaders from across the nation on issues affecting cities like San
Francisco, including housing, homelessness, and equity

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed is attending the United States Conference of
Mayors Winter Meeting this week on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco to meet
with leaders from across the nation on issues of importance to San Francisco, including
creating more housing, helping our homeless population into care and shelter, and making the
City more equitable for all residents.

“As the shutdown continues, mayors from across the country are coming together to talk about
solutions to the issues facing our cities and residents,” said Mayor Breed. “We are working to
figure out how to continue addressing issues like homelessness and housing, and how to make
cities more equitable and inclusive.”

The United States Conference of Mayors is the official non-partisan organization of the 1,408
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 23, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED TO ATTEND UNITED STATES
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS WINTER MEETING

Mayor Breed to meet with leaders from across the nation on issues affecting cities like San Francisco,
including housing, homelessness, and equity

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed is attending the United States Conference of Mayors
Winter Meeting this week on behalf of the City and County of San Francisco to meet with leaders from
across the nation on issues of importance to San Francisco, including creating more housing, helping our
homeless population into care and shelter, and making the City more equitable for all residents.

“As the shutdown continues, mayors from across the country are coming together to talk about solutions to
the issues facing our cities and residents,” said Mayor Breed. “We are working to figure out how to continue
addressing issues like homelessness and housing, and how to make cities more equitable and inclusive.”

The United States Conference of Mayors is the official non-partisan organization of the 1,408 cities with
populations of 30,000 or more. Each year, it holds a Winter Meeting in January in Washington, D.C., and an
Annual Meeting each June in a different city. The policy positions adopted at the annual meeting
collectively represent the views of the nation’s mayors and are distributed to the President of the United
States and Congress.

Mayor Breed will meet with mayors as well as state and federal leaders from across the country and
participate in a number of public engagements, including:

e Forum on Hunger and Homelessness
Thursday, January 24
Mayor Breed and Philadelphia Mayor Jim Kenney, who serve as co-chairs of the
Conference of Mayors Task Force, will share best practices and lessons learned in
addressing urban homelessness with other mayors in attendance.

e Housing & Homelessness Forum co-hosted by Center for American Progress &
Mayors and CEOs for Housing Investment
Thursday, January 24
Mayor Breed to participate in a panel with Sacramento Mayor Darrell Steinberg,
Philadelphia Mayor Jim Kenney, Seattle Mayor Jenny Durkan, and Gary, Indiana Mayor
Karen Freeman-Wilson to discuss her efforts to build more housing in San Francisco and
help homeless residents into care and shelter.
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e Mayors Against LGBTQ Discrimination Forum
Friday, January 25
Mayor Breed to join Philadelphia Mayor Jim Kenney and Kansas City Mayor Sly James to
give remarks highlighting her efforts to promote equity and advance the rights of LGBTQ
residents.
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cities with populations of 30,000 or more. Each year, it holds a Winter Meeting in January in
Washington, D.C., and an Annual Meeting each June in a different city. The policy positions
adopted at the annual meeting collectively represent the views of the nation’s mayors and are
distributed to the President of the United States and Congress.

Mayor Breed will meet with mayors as well as state and federal leaders from across the
country and participate in a number of public engagements, including:

¢ Forum on Hunger and Homelessness
Thursday, January 24
Mayor Breed and Philadelphia Mayor Jim Kenney, who serve as co-chairs of the
Conference of Mayors Task Force, will share best practices and lessons learned in
addressing urban homelessness with other mayors in attendance.

e Housing & Homelessness Forum co-hosted by Center for American Progress &
Mayors and CEOs for Housing Investment
Thursday, January 24
Mayor Breed to participate in a panel with Sacramento Mayor Darrell Steinberg,
Philadelphia Mayor Jim Kenney, Seattle Mayor Jenny Durkan, and Gary, Indiana
Mayor Karen Freeman-Wilson to discuss her efforts to build more housing in San
Francisco and help homeless residents into care and shelter.

e Mayors Against LGBTQ Discrimination Forum
Friday, January 25
Mayor Breed to join Philadelphia Mayor Jim Kenney and Kansas City Mayor Sly James
to give remarks highlighting her efforts to promote equity and advance the rights of
LGBTQ residents.



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

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

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Joint Hearing memo and information
Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 2:37:31 PM
Attachments: JointHearinaqMemo001242019.pdf

For tomorrow’s Joint.

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: Vanderslice, Allison (CPC)

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 2:27 PM

To: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY <CPC.COMMISSIONSECRETARY @sfgov.org>

Cc: Frye, Tim (CPC) <tim.frye@sfgov.org>; lonin, Jonas (CPC) <jonas.ionin@sfgov.org>; Gibson, Lisa
(CPC) <lisa.gibson@sfgov.org>; RUIZ-ESQUIDE, ANDREA (CAT) <Andrea.Ruiz-Esquide @sfcityatty.org>
Subject: Joint Hearing memo and information

Attached is the joint hearing memo and attached information.

Thank you,
Allison

Allison Vanderslice, MA

CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager, Environmental Planning Division
San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Francisco, CA 94103

Direct: 415.575.9075 | www.sfplanning.org

San Francisco Property Information Map
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT MEMO

1650 Mission St.
January 22, 2019 Sute 400
TO: Members of the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning gi”gzr?gg'?;f;g
Commission
Reception:
FROM: Tim Frye, Historic Preservation Officer, (415) 575-6822 415.558.6378
Allison Vanderslice, CEQA Cultural Resources Team Manager (415) 575-9075 g,
415.558.6409
RE: Joint Hearing Background Information m‘rm% -
Special Projects Update - Cultural Heritage Element, Historic Design 415.558.6377

Guidelines Document, and the Citywide Survey

At your request there are two items scheduled for the joint Historic Preservation Commission and
Planning Commission hearing on January 24, 2019. To begin, Department staff will provide a short
presentation on the current CEQA review process for known and potential cultural resources. Secondly,
Department staff will present on a special topic design guidelines document titled, Designing for Context
with Retained Elements, which was previously referred to as the Facade Retention Guidelines at past HPC
hearings. We understand the Commissioners may also broadly discuss how the Historic Preservation
Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively. Department staff will be
present to answer questions, as necessary.

Due to the limited time afforded the topics under discussion, the Department is providing a brief update
on several special projects that may also be of interest to both Commissions. Should any of the projects be
scheduled for a future joint hearing, the Department will prepare for a more in-depth discussion as
requested.

Cultural Heritage Element

In FY2018-19, Department staff has worked to refine a working draft of the Heritage Conservation Element,
focusing largely on the development of policies related to the identification, protection, and management
of living heritage and to the integration of conservation principals with the City’s approach to housing
production and sustainable design. At this project phase, the 2018-19 draft will remain a working
document while the Department engages fellow agencies and stakeholders in a dialogue on guiding
principles and key concepts to inform future development of the Element.

Given the current public discourse about safeguarding living cultural heritage, the Department is
proposing to spend FY2019-20 in a public engagement effort to evaluate the efficacy of the 2018-19 draft
policies and to inform a strategy to complete the Element document. The project will conclude with a report
that summarizes stakeholder feedback and makes recommendations for a revised working draft and a
2020-21 Element work program and schedule.

Stakeholder contact will be primarily achieved through interviews and small focus groups. The intent is to
enable conversations that are sufficiently intimate to encourage collaboration and clear input. Utilizing the
next year as an opportunity to re-examine the scope of the Heritage Conservation Element also allows the
Department to observe living heritage management in practice by monitoring the Cultural District
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Special Projects Update - Cultural Heritage Element, Historic Design Guidelines Document,
and the Citywide Survey

program’s inaugural year. Similarly, the time will allow for an evaluation of the Legacy Business program.
Lastly, this scoping phase will coincide with the Department’s and the City’s ongoing Racial and Social
Equity initiative, ensuring that the Heritage Conservation Element reflects and elevates the social justice
goals of the City.

Historic Design Guidelines Document

In FY2018-19, the Department engaged in an initial round of public outreach over the last several months
to inform the development of a working draft of the Historic Design Guidelines (HDGs) Document. To that
end, Department staff noticed all neighborhood groups of Department of the Department’s availability to
discuss the project. Of the groups noticed, two neighborhood groups requested a meeting in 2018. The
Department also hosted a well-attended public open house which involved a short presentation and
discussion with attendees on the purpose and intent of the guidelines. Attendees were also encouraged to
provide feedback as to what subject areas the guidelines the cover. Valuable feedback was gained
throughout this process and will help to inform the topics covered as well as approaches recommended
within the document. Based on this initial feedback, the Department is preparing a working document for
the public to review. The next major goal will be to release a working draft in the Spring 2019, followed by
re-engagement of the public and stakeholders to inform revisions to the draft. Both the Historic
Preservation and the Planning Commission will ultimately be required to adopt a final version of the
HDGs.

Citywide Survey
In FY2018-19, the Survey Team has been developing a draft survey methodology to address:

¢ survey phasing plans for field work and survey adoption

e survey outreach, including Survey Advisory Committee of the HPC
e data collection and research methodology

e evaluative criteria and integrity thresholds

e historic themes and contexts

We anticipate presenting this methodology to the HPC for review in Winter 2019.

In addition, the Survey Team, with support from the Getty Conservation Institute (GCI) and Farallon
Geographic Systems (Farallon), have installed Arches software and configured it for data collection per the
draft survey methodology. During summer 2018, survey staff and interns conducted a pilot survey of the
Haight-Ashbury neighborhood to test Arches software and survey methodology. The Pilot survey collected
field data on approximately 700 properties and included a summary report with recommendations for
Arches and the survey methodology. Survey staff and interns are currently addressing these
recommendations and are coordinating with GCI and Farallon to update the Arches software by early 2019.
We will also be beta testing a mobile data collection application, developed by GCI and Farallon for Arches,
that is anticipated to be released in February 2019.

The Survey Team has also focused on preparing and reviewing community - or consultant - prepared
Historic Context Statements documenting physical development as well as social and cultural history.
These social and cultural histories provide evaluative frameworks for properties throughout the City. Staff
have been cataloging and mapping the surveys and context statements to identify themes and contexts as
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Special Projects Update - Cultural Heritage Element, Historic Design Guidelines Document,
and the Citywide Survey

well as geographies that need to be addressed as part of the Citywide Survey. We anticipate completing
and bringing forward several context statements for adoption in 2019, including African American Citywide
Historic Context Statement and Nuestra Historia San Francisco Latino Historic Context Statement.

Attachments:
CEQA Historical Resources Process Handouts
DRAFT Designing for Context with Retained Elements, Special Topic Design Guidelines
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Historical resource analysis typically includes
one or more of the following steps in the
following order, depending on the historical
resource status of the property, the project
scope of work (i.e., demolition, major alteration,
or minor alteration), and the level of CEQA
review required for the proposed project:

e Determination of whether the proposed
project is a minor alteration that meets the
Categorical Exemption Determination
Proposed Work (see attached: Step 4);

e Determination of historical resource status
of the subject property;

e Evaluation of the proposed project’s
potential to impact historical resources;

e Identification of potential mitigation
measures to reduce any significant
impacts to historical resources;

e Development of preservation alternatives
that reduce impacts to historical resources
when significant impacts cannot be
mitigated to less-than-significant levels;
and

e When preservation alternatives are
required, preparation and presentation of
a Preservation Alternatives memorandum
to the Historic Preservation Committee
(HPC).

For informational purposes, the Planning
Department has organized San Francisco
properties into one of three categories:
Category A, Category B and Category C.
Please note that a property’s location in any
particular category is not a definitive
assessment of its historic status. For instance,
as more information is gathered, a property that
is currently in Categories B or C can be moved
to Category A.

properties are considered
historical resources under CEQA and include
properties that are either

1. listed on or formally determined to be
eligible for the California Register of
Historical Resources (California Register)
or the National Register of Historic Places;

CEQA Historical Resources Process (Informational)
Joint Hearing Background Information

2. listed on an adopted local register [Articles
10/11]; or

3. have been determined to appear eligible for
the California Register [through adopted
survey evaluations or staff review in
HRER/PTR].

properties are properties that could
be eligible for historical resource status due to
their age (built 45 or more years ago) or other
criteria (such as local informational surveys), and
require further preservation review.

properties are properties that have
either (1) been determined ineligible for historic
resource status; or (2) were built less than 45
years ago and the City has no information that
would qualify them as a historical resource.

San Francisco Preservation Bulletin #16
provides a series of tables (see attached) with
additional information about each of these
categories and about how past surveys, either
formal or informal, contribute to a property’s
categorization. Please note that Bulletin #16 has
not been updated since 2008.

e Historic Resource Determination
Supplemental Application

e Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) Part | —
Determination of Historic Resource

e HRE Part Il (Category A properties) —
Analysis of Impacts

e Preservation Alternatives memorandum

e Historic Resource Evaluation Response
(HRER) Part |

e Historic Resource Evaluation Response
(HRER) Part II

e Preservation Team Review (PTR) form
(Shortened version of the HRER)
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For the steps listed below, Environmental
Planning (EP) preservation staff may work in
collaboration with the EP environmental
coordinator, a department-approved historic
preservation consultant, and a general
environmental consultant (prime) as needed.

1.

EP coordinator reviews the project scope
and the historical resource category and
determines if historical review is needed.
EP coordinator consults with EP
preservation staff if there are any questions
on the project scope or the historical
resources category.

If evaluation of the property is needed, EP
preservation staff reviews and determines if
the property is a historical resource.
Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) report
prepared by a qualified consultant or the
Historic Resource Determination informs
this determination. EP preservation staff
records their determination in Historic
Resources Evaluation Response (HRER)
Part | or Preservation Team Review (PTR)
form.

EP preservation staff determines, as
applicable, whether the proposed project
would impact (1) the historical resource
status of the subject property; (2) the
historical resource status of the historic
district in which the property is located; (3)
the historical resources status of adjacent
properties.

If the proposed project would result in a
significant impact on a historical resource,
the EP preservation planner identifies
potential mitigation measures to reduce
these impacts.

If the significant impact on the historical
resource cannot be mitigated to a less-
than-significant level, the proposed project
requires an EIR and the development of
preservation alternatives. The EP
preservation planner and EP coordinator
work with the department-approved
consultant and project team to prepare a
Preservation Alternatives memorandum.

CEQA Historical Resources Process (Informational)
Joint Hearing Background Information

6.

10.

11.
12.

Preservation alternatives are presented to
the HPC for review and comment.
Preservation alternatives may be revised
based on HPC comments.

Preservation alternatives are analyzed in the
Draft EIR.

Draft EIR is brought to HPC for review and
comment during the Draft EIR public
comment period. Comment letter from HPC
on the EIR is sent to the ERO and distributed
to the Planning Commission (CPC).

Draft EIR is brought to CPC during the public
comment period.

Responses to Comments document is
prepared and must include response to HPC
comment(s).

Final EIR is certified by CPC.

If no HPC approval action is required for the
project entitlements, CPC can make CEQA
Findings and consider project approval,
including adopting a statement of overriding
considerations. Otherwise, project must be
heard at HPC before CPC or at a joint
hearing.
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CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Project Address Block/Lot(s)

Case No. Permit No.

[] Addition/ [[] pemoilition (requires HRE for ] New
Alteration Category B Building) Construction

Project description for Planning Department approval.

&

0@

@Q

STEP 1: EXEMPTION CLASS

*Note:

If neither class applies, an Envi valuation Application is required.*

O

Class 1 - Existing Facilities. Interiomand exterior alterations; additions under 10,000 sq. ft.; change of
use under 10,000 sq. ft.

O

Class 3 - New Construc p to three new single-family residences or six dwelling units in one
building; commerci@l/o ctures; utility extensions

O

Class 32 - In-Fill Development. New Construction of seven or more units or additions greater than
10,000 sq. ft. and meets the conditions described below:

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan designation and all applicable general plan
policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations.

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a project site of no more than 5 acres
substantially surrounded by urban uses.

(c) The project site has no value as habitat for endangered rare or threatened species.

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

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

FOR ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING USE ONLY

Class
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STEP 2: CEQA IMPACTS
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

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

O

Air Quality: Would the project add new sensitive receptors (specifically, schools, day care facilities,
hospitals, residential dwellings, and senior-care facilities within an Air Pollution Exposure Zone? Does the
project have the potential to emit substantial pollutant concentrations (e.g., backup diesel generators,
heavy industry, diesel trucks, etc.)? (refer to EP _ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Air Pollution
Exposure Zone)

Hazardous Materials: If the project site is located on the Maher map or is suspected of containing
hazardous materials (based on a previous use such as gas station, auto repair, dry cleaners, or heavy
manufacturing, or a site with underground storage tanks): Would the project involve 50 cubic yards or
more of soil disturbance - or a change of use from industrial to residential? If yes, this box must be
checked and the project applicant must submit an Environmental Application with a Phase |
Environmental Site Assessment. Exceptions: do not check box

if the applicant presents documentation of enrollment in the San Francisco Department of Public Health
(DPH) Maher program, a DPH waiver from the Maher program, or other documentation from
Environmental Planning staff that hazardous material effects would be less than significant (refer to
EP_ArcMap > Maher layer).

Transportation: Does the project create six (6) or more net new parking spaces %tial units?
Does the project have the potential to adversely affect transit, pedestrian and/z@ safety (hazards)

Archeological Resources: Would the project result in soil disturbance/ ion greater than two
(2) feet below grade in an archeological sensitive area or eight (8) feet in a non -archeological sensitive
area? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Arch d’ gical Sensitive Area)

or the adequacy of nearby transit, pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities? @

Subdivision/Lot Line Adjustment: Does the project site in I%ﬂ)ubdivision or lot line adjustment
on a lot with a slope average of 20% or more? (refer to E@p > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >

Topography) h

Slope = or > 20%: Does the project involve any o |ng' (1) square footage expansion greater
than 1,000 sq. ft. outside of the existing bUI|dI |nt (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or more of

soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_Arci A Catex Determination Layers > Topography) If box is

checked, a geotechnical report is required.

Seismic: Landslide Zone: Does t t involve any of the following: (1) square footage expansion
greater than 1,000 sq. ft. outsid sting building footprint, (2) excavation of 50 cubic yards or
more of soil, (3) new construction?{efer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers > Seismic Hazard

Zones) If box is checked, a geqtechnical report is required.

Seismic: Liquefacti es the project involve any of the following: (1) square footage
expansion greater than,1; g. ft. outside of the existing building footprint, (2) excavation of 50

cubic yards or mor soil, (3) new construction? (refer to EP_ArcMap > CEQA Catex Determination Layers >
Seismic Hazard Zones) Wybox is checked, a geotechnical report will likely be required.

If no boxes are checked above, GO TO STEP 3. If one or more boxes are checked above, an
Environmental Evaluation Application is required, unless reviewed by an Environmental Planner.

Comments and Planner Signature (optional):
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STEP 3: PROPERTY STATUS - HISTORIC RESOURCE
TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

PROPERTY IS ONE OF THE FOLLOWING: (refer to Parcel Information Map)

[l

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

[l

Category B: Potential Historical Resource (over 45 years of age). GO TO STEP 4.

O

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

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

Check all that apply to the project.

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

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

3. Window replacement that meets the Department’'s Window Replacement Standards. Does not include
storefront window alterations. 4

Cuts, and/or
gn Guidelines.

4. Garage work. A new opening that meets the Guidelines for Adding Garages ahd

5. Deck, terrace construction, or fences not visible from any immediate

replacement of a garage door in an existing opening that meets the Residential
6. Mechanical equipment installation that is not visible from any immed

adjacent public right-of-way.
@ djacent public
right-of-way.

OO0 (0o |d|ojd

7. Dormer installation that meets the requirements for exemption @)ublic notification under Zoning
Administrator Bulletin No. 3: Dormer Windows. r©

4

[l

8. Addition(s) that are not visible from any immediately a blic right-of-way for 150 feet in each
direction; does not extend vertically beyond the floor le thetop story of the structure or is only a
single story in height; does not have a footprint that i @t an 50% larger than that of the original

building; and does not cause the removal of archit ignificant roofing features.

u

Note:

Project Planner must check box below befgre ing.

[l

Ll

Project is not listed. GO TO STEP 5.
Project does not conform to the s@nrk. GO TO STEP 5.

O

Project involves four or more work{escriptions. GO TO STEP 5.

L

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

STEP 5: CEQA IMPACTS -‘ADVANCED HISTORICAL REVIEW
TO BE COMPLETED BY PRQJECT PLANNER

Check all that apply to the project.

O

1. Project involves a known historical resource (CEQA Category A) as determined by Step 3 and
conforms entirely to proposed work checklist in Step 4.

2. Interior alterations to publicly accessible spaces.

3. Window replacement of original/historic windows that are not “in-kind” but are consistent with
existing historic character.

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

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

O|O|[@;o|.

6. Restoration based upon documented evidence of a building’s historic condition, such as historic
photographs, plans, physical evidence, or similar buildings.
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7. Addition(s), including mechanical equipment that are minimally visible from a public right-of-way
and meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation .

8. Other work consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties (specify or add comments):

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

(Requires approval by Senior Preservation Planner/Preservation Coordinator)

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

Planner/Preservation
|:| |:| Reclassify to Category A |:| Reclassify to Category C
a. Per HRER dated (attach HRER) $
b. Other (specify): Q
Note: If ANY box in STEP 5 above is checked, a Preservation Plann ST check one box below.

O

Further environmental review required. Based on the informatio ided, the project requires an
Environmental Evaluation Application to be submitted. GO TO

O

Project can proceed with categorical exemption revie he&yproject has been reviewed by the
Preservation Planner and can proceed with categoric tion review. GO TO STEP 6.

Comments (optional):

<

Preservation Planner Signature:

STEP 6: CATEGORICAL EXEN

PTION DETERMINATION

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT'RLANNER

O

Further environmental r
(check all that ap

[] step 2 - CEQAmpacts

|:| Step 5 - Advanced Historical Review
STOP! Must file an Environmental Evaluation Application.

equired. Proposed project does not meet scopes of work in either

No further environmental review is required. The project is categorically exempt under CEQA.
There are no unusual circumstances that would result in a reasonable possibility of a significant
effect.

Project Approval Action: Signature:

If Discretionary Review before the Planning Commission is requested,
the Discretionary Review hearing is the Approval Action for the project.

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

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, an appeal of an exemption determination can only be
filed within 30 days of the project receiving the first approval action.

Please note that other approval actions may be required for the project. Please contact the assigned planner for these approvals.
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STEP 7: MODIFICATION OF A CEQA EXEMPT PROJECT

TO BE COMPLETED BY PROJECT PLANNER

In accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code, when a California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) exempt project changes after the Approval Action and requires a subsequent approval, the
Environmental Review Officer (or his or her designee) must determine whether the proposed change
constitutes a substantial modification of that project. This checklist shall be used to determine whether the
proposed changes to the approved project would constitute a “substantial modification” and, therefore, be
subject to additional environmental review pursuant to CEQA.

PROPERTY INFORMATION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

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

Categorical Exemptions--Letter or Certificate /

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

2014-000729GEN

Plans Dated Previous Approval Action %proval Action

Modified Project Description:

0@

DETERMINATION IF PROJECT CONSTITUTES S NTIAL MODIFICATION

Compared to the approved project, would the mo% roject:

[ | Resultin expansion of the building env ‘513 defined in the Planning Code;

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

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

O |0 d

Is any information ins nted that was not known and could not have been known
at the time of thegriginakdetermination, that shows the originally approved project may
no longer qualify he exemption?

If at least one of the above boxes is checked, further environmental review is required.

DETERMINATION OF NO SUBSTANTIAL MODIFICATION

[J | The proposed modification would not result in any of the above changes.

If this box is checked, the proposed modifications are categorically exempt under CEQA, in accordance with prior project
approval and no additional environmental review is required. This determination shall be posted on the Planning
Department website and office and mailed to the applicant, City approving entities, and anyone requesting written notice.

Planner Name: Signature or Stamp:
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SAN FRANCISCO
PRESERVATION BULLETIN NO. 16

City and County of San Francisco Planning Department
CEQA Review Procedures for Historic Resources

The California Environmental Quality Act! and the Guidelines for Implementing CEQA (State
CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5) give direction and guidance for evaluation of properties for
purposes of CEQA as well as the preparation of Categorical Exemptions, Negative Declarations and
Environmental Impact Reports (see Appendix A for pertinent sections of the law). This section
defines in general terms what types of property would be considered an “historical resource;” such
a resource may include historic buildings, structures, districts, objects or sites. The table below
categorizes properties by their particular listing in historic registers and surveys that pertain to the
City and County of San Francisco. Continuing consultation by Major Environmental Analysis
(MEA) staff with the Planning Department’s Preservation Coordinator and the Neighborhood
Planning Team’s Preservation Technical Specialists during the entire planning and environmental
review process is vital.

“Cultural Resources” in the CEQA Checklist include historical, architectural, archeological and
paleontological elements as defined resources. These procedures, however, deal only with the
historical structures, sites and architectural elements under environmental review and do not
address archeological or paleontological resources. It should be noted that if a property is
determined not to be an historical resource using Step 1 of this guidance, an environmental
evaluation and documentation based on other aspects of the proposed project that have the potential
for significant impacts to the environment, such as transportation or air quality, may still be
required.

For the purposes of these procedures the term “historical resource” is used when the property meets
the terms of the definitions in Section 21084.1 of the CEQA Statute and Section 15064.5 of the CEQA
Guidelines. “Historical Resources” include properties listed in or formally determined eligible for
listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or listed in an adopted local historic
register. The term “local historic register” or “local register of historical resources” means a list of
resources that are officially designated or recognized as historically significant by a local
government pursuant to resolution or ordinance. “Historical Resources” also includes resources
identified as significant in an historical resource survey meeting certain criteria. Additionally,
properties, which are not listed but are otherwise determined to be historically significant, based on
substantial evidence, would also be considered “historical resources.” The Planning Department
will consider any information submitted by members of the public, or analysis by Planning
Department experts, when determining whether an otherwise unlisted property may be an
historical resource.

1 The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources Code Sections 21000-21178) is the foundation of environmental
policy and law in the state of California. It encourages the protection of all aspects of the environment (including historic resources -
Section 21084.1) by requiring agencies to prepare informational documents on the environmental effects of a proposed action before
carrying out any discretionary activities.

DRAFT — SUBJECT TO CHANGE
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Under CEQA, evaluation of the potential for proposed projects to impact “historical resources” is a
two-step process: the first is to determine whether the property is an “historical resource” as defined
in Section 15064.5(a)(3) of CEQA; and, if it is an “historical resource,” the second is to evaluate
whether the action or project proposed by the sponsor would cause a “substantial adverse change”
to the “historical resource.” The responses to these questions will have a bearing not only on the
type of environmental documentation that will be necessary but also how the property will be
analyzed.

STEP 1 —Is the Property an “Historical Resource” Under CEQA?

The first step for an environmental evaluation is to determine whether the potential property fits the
definition of an “historical resource” as defined in the CEQA Statutes and Guidelines. The table
below gives direction for making this determination and is divided into three major categories based
on their evaluation and inclusion of specified registers or surveys:

Category A — Historical Resources

Category A.l1 - Resources listed on or formally determined to be eligible for the California
Register. These properties will be evaluated as historical resources for purposes of CEQA.
Only the removal of the property's status as listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in
the California Register of Historic Resources by the California Historic Resources Commission
will preclude evaluation of the property as an historical resource under CEQA. See page 3 for
further discussion.

Category A.2 — Resources listed on adopted local registers, and properties that have been
determined to appear or may become eligible, for the California Register. These properties
will be evaluated as historical resources for purposes of CEQA. Only a preponderance of the
evidence demonstrating that the resource is not historically or culturally significant will
preclude evaluation of the property as an historical resource. In the case of Category A.2
resources included in an adopted survey or local register, generally the “preponderance of the
evidence” must consist of evidence that the appropriate decision-maker has determined that the
resource should no longer be included in the adopted survey or register. Where there is
substantiated and uncontroverted evidence of an error in professional judgment, of a clear
mistake or that the property has been destroyed, this may also be considered a “preponderance
of the evidence that the property is not an historical resource.? See page 4 for further discussion.

Category B - Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review. Properties that do not
meet the criteria for listing in Categories A.1 or A.2, but for which the City has information
indicating that further consultation and review will be required for evaluation whether a
property is an historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. See page 5 for further discussion.

2 For those A.2 resources which are not on an adopted local register or survey, the “preponderance of the evidence” must consist of
evidence that the property (1) no longer possesses those qualities which might have made it eligible for the California Register, or (2)
additional information shows that the property could never meet the California Register’s criteria, or (3) and error in professional
judgment shows that the property could not meet the California Register Criteria.
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Category C - Properties Determined Not To Be Historical Resources or Properties For
Which The City Has No Information indicating that the Property is an Historical Resource.

Properties that have been affirmatively determined not to be historical resources, properties less
than 50 years of age, and properties for which the City has no information indicating that the
property qualifies as an historical resource. See page 7 for further discussion.

A property may be listed in more than one register or survey and may be included in more than one
of the “historical resource” categories in the table below. For purposes of determining the
property's treatment as a potential "historical resource," the property's highest category ranking
shall prevail (with Category A being the highest and Category C being the lowest).

Category A — Historical Resources

Category A.1 — Resources listed on or formally eligible for the California Register3 4

National Register of
Historic Places
(NRSC 1 or 2)

Either listed or formally determined eligible for listing in the National
Register of Historic Places (National Register). These structures would
appear in a list from the California Historic Resources Inventory
System (CHRIS) database as having a National Register Status Code
(NRSC) of 1 or 2, and are therefore automatically listed in the California
Register. Interiors of National Register properties with a NRSC of 1
and 2 are “historical resources” if the nomination form calls out the
interior as a character-defining feature of the resource. All National
Historic Landmarks are listed in the National Register.

California Register of
Historical Resources®

By definition anything listed in the California Register of Historical
Resources (California Register) or formally determined eligible for
listing in the California Register is an "historical resource" for purposes
of CEQA. Interiors of California Register properties are “historical
resources” if the nomination form calls out the interior as a character-
defining feature of the resource. Note: All properties on the California
Register are listed in the CHRIS database maintained by the Office of
Historic Preservation (OHP).

Dogpatch Survey
(NRSC 1 or 2)

All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 1 or 2 are separately
designated as such in the California Register and are “historical
resources.”

Central Waterfront
Survey

All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 1 or 2 are separately
designated as such in the California Register and are “historical

3 See definition of Category A.1 above.

4 Effective August 2003, in order to simplify and clarify the identification, evaluation, and understanding of California’s historic resources
and better promote their recognition and preservation, the (former) National Register status codes were revised to reflect the application
of California Register and local criteria and the name was changed to “California Historical Resource Status Codes.”

5 The California Register automatically includes California Historic Landmarks number 770 and higher, and all properties formally listed
in, or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRSC of 1 or 2). The California Register may also include
Points of Historic Interest that have been reviewed and recommended for listing by the California Historical Resources Commission, as
well as other individual resources, districts, etc. that are nominated and determined to be significant by the California Historical
Resources Commission. Records of San Francisco resources on the National and California Resisters are kept in the CHRIS database at the
Northwest Information Center at Sonoma State University (707) 664-2494.
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(NRSC 1 or 2)

resources.”

North Beach Survey
(NRSC 1 or 2)

This survey was approved by Board of Supervisors in August 1999 by
Resolution No. 772-99. It is, therefore, an adopted local register under
CEQA.

Category A.2 — Adopted local registers, and properties that have been determined to appear
eligible, or which may become eligible for the California Register®

National Register of
Historic Places
(NRSC 3, 4, or b)

Properties listed in the CHRIS database as having an NRSC of 3 —
"Appears eligible," 4 — "May become eligible for listing in the National
Register'” or 5 — not eligible for the National Register but of “local
interest” are presumed to be “historical resources.”

California Register of
Historical Resources?

Properties rated with a California Historical Resource Status Code
(CHRSC) of 3 or 5 are presumed “historical resources.” As of August
15, 2003, the OHP has reclassified NRSC 4s as CHRSC 7Ns or 7N1s.
Therefore, NRSC 4s, which predate this change, are presumed
“historical resources.”

Article 10 of the Planning
Code

Article 10 contains an adopted local register of historic resources.
Individual landmarks and designated historic districts are identified as
significant and are presumed to be "historical resources." In historic
districts, properties with ratings of Contributory and Contributory -
Altered are also presumed to be historic resources. Properties
designated as non-contributory and non-compatible are not of
themselves presumed to be historic resources. Any construction within
an historic district will be evaluated to determine its effect on the
historic district as the “historical resource.” Interiors of Article 10
buildings are also “historical resources” if the designating ordinance
identifies the interior as a feature that should be preserved.

Article 11 of the Planning
Code
(Category L II, IIT and IV
Buildings)

Article 11 contains an adopted local register of historic resources in the
C-3 (Downtown) district. Under Article 11, Category I and II Buildings
are buildings that are “judged to be Buildings of Individual
Importance” Category IIl and IV buildings are called out as
“Contributory Buildings,” both are presumed to be “historical
resources.” Article 11 contains designated conservation districts, which
are also presumed significant. Any construction within a conservation
district will be evaluated to determine its effect on the district as the
“historical resource.” Interiors of Article 11 buildings are also
“historical resources” if the designating ordinance calls out the interior
as a feature that should be preserved.

6 See definition of Category A.2 on page 2.
7 Asof August 15, 2003, the OHP has reclassified NRSC 4s as CHRSC 7Ns or 7N1s. Therefore, NRSC 4s, which predate this change, are

presumed “historical resources.”
8 See Footnote 2.
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Here Today The findings of this survey were adopted by the Board of Supervisors
on May 11, 1970; Resolution No. 268-70. It is, therefore, an adopted
local register under CEQA. (Note: this designation covers the text and
appendix of the book Here Today as selected from the full survey).

Dogpatch Survey This survey was endorsed by the Planning Commission on December

(NRSC 3, 4 or 5) 13, 2001 by Motion No. 16300. It is, therefore, an adopted local register

under CEQA. All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 3, 4° or 5
are presumed to be “historical resources.”

Central Waterfront

This survey was endorsed by the Planning Commission on June 13,

Survey 2002 by Motion No. 16431. It is, therefore, an adopted local register
(NRSC 3, 4 or 5) under CEQA. All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 3, 41° or
5 are presumed to be “historical resources.”
North Beach Survey This survey was approved by Board of Supervisors in August 1999 by
(NRSC 3, 4, or 5) Resolution No. 772-99. It is, therefore, an adopted local register under

CEQA. All resources listed in this survey with NRSC of 3, 4! or 5 are
presumed to be “historical resources.”

Category B — Properties Requiring Further Consultation and Review™

National Register
(NRSC 7) and
California Register
(CHRSC 7)

Buildings that are listed in the CHRIS database as having a
NRSC/CHRSC of 7 - "Not evaluated" or which have a temporary
designation NRSC/CHRSC of 7 while waiting for evaluation from the
State Office of Historic Preservation will need additional investigation
to determine what the underlying information/evidence is regarding its
historic status.

General Plan-referenced
Buildings

Properties identified as having historic status in the General Plan could
be considered as “historical resources” because elements of the General
Plan are considered “local registers of historical resources." Note: each
Area Plan within General Plan has varying degrees of information
regarding historic resources. Additional consultation will be required;
additional research may be needed.

Structures of Merit

Created by Section 1011 of the Planning Code, Structures of Merit must
have Planning Commission approval. These properties are recognized
structures of historical, architectural or aesthetic merit, which have not
been designated as landmarks and are not situated in designated
historic districts. Additional consultation will be required; additional
information may be needed.

9 See Footnote 6.
10 Ibid.
11 Tbid.

12 See definition of Category B on page 2.
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1976 Architectural Survey

The properties marked “AS” in the block books and in the Parcel
Information Database system were assessed for architectural merit but
other elements of historic significance might not have been considered.
An “AS” rating is an indication that the Department has additional
information on the building but not that the building is an “historical
resource” under CEQA. Additional research will be required to
determine whether a property identified solely as “AS” qualifies as an
“historical resource.”

San Francisco
Architectural Heritage
Surveys!3

San Francisco Architectural Heritage (Heritage) has completed a
number of surveys in selected areas of the City. These surveys provide
informational materials but do not qualify as adopted local registers for
purposes of CEQA. Additional research may be required to determine
whether properties included in Heritage surveys qualify as “historical
resources.” Note: many of the properties surveyed and rated by
Heritage appear in other surveys and inventories, and may be
considered by CEQA as “historical resources” on the basis of those
other evaluations.

Properties More than 50
Years Old Proposed for
Demolition or Major
Alteration'* 1

Properties more than 50 years of age and proposed for demolition or
major alteration will have additional information requested. The
additional research will be required to determine whether they meet
the California Register criteria and qualify as “historical resources” for
the purposes of CEQA.

Unreinforced Masonry

This survey is a compilation of previous studies with new information

Buildings (UMB) Survey | provided on specific properties. The determination of whether the
property is an “historical resource” needs to be made from original
source material and/or listings and surveys.

1968 Junior League Not all buildings surveyed in 1968 were selected to be included in the

Survey (used as the basis of | book Here Today; however, their survey forms can be reviewed at the

Here Today book) San Francisco Main Public Library and need to be evaluated.

Informational Surveys

Over the years, the Planning Department and other groups interested
in historic preservation have conducted a number of surveys (studies
and/or inventories). These surveys, listed in Appendix D, have not
been formally adopted or endorsed, but are another valuable source of
information when determining if a property could be an "historical
resource” under CEQA.

13 This category includes the Heritage rating “D — Of Minor /No Importance,” and the initial research needs to ascertain if the property is
in the “no importance” segment; these may very well not be historical resources under CEQA.

14 1f the proposed project includes a demolition in this category, a request for information will be sent to the project sponsor and the
response will be evaluated by the quadrant’s technical preservation specialist.

15 These CEQA review procedures have adopted the definition of “demolition” contained in Planning Code Section 1005(f) and the

definition of “major alteration” contained in Planning Code Section 1111.1.
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California Register Buildings having a NRSC/CHRSC of 6 that were surveyed before the

(CHRSC 6) year 2000.

Article 11 In Article 11, buildings that are “Category V - Unrated,” i.e., not

(Category V) designated as either Significant (Category I and II) or Contributory
(Category Il and IV).”

Category C — Properties Determined Not To Be Historical Resources/ Properties For Which
The City Has No Information Indicating That The Property is an Historical Resource®®

National Register Buildings that are listed in the CHRIS database having a NRSC/CHRSC
(NRSC 6) and California | Of 6 - “Determined ineligible” for the National Register would need
Register (CHRSC 6) credible evidence/research presented by a qualified expert to be

properties that were considered “historical resources.”

surveyed after year 2000

Summary of Table
Therefore, in looking at the table above:

Category A.1 — Properties will be evaluated as historical resources. Only the removal of the
property's status as listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of
Historic Resources by the California Historic Resources Commission will preclude evaluation of
the property as an historical resource under CEQA.

A property listed on the California Register of Historic Resources can be removed from the
California Register. The State Historical Resources Commission is empowered to remove from
the California Register a resource that through demolition, alteration, or loss of integrity has lost
its historic qualities or potential to yield information, or that new information or analysis shows
was not eligible for the California Register at the time of its listing.

A property listed on the National Register of Historic Places can be removed from the National
Register. The Keeper of the National Register is empowered to remove from the Register a
resource that has ceased to meet the criteria for listing on the National Register through the loss
or destruction of its historic qualities, that has been shown through additional information not to
meet National Register criteria for listing, that has been shown to have been listed due to an
error in professional judgment, or that has been shown to have been listed after the commission
of prejudicial error in the nomination or listing process.!”

Category A.2 — Properties will be evaluated as historical resources. The A.2 category is
primarily composed of properties that are listed in a local register of historical resources, as
defined by Public Resources Code Section 5020.1(k), or identified as significant (status codes 1-5)

16 See the definition of Category C on page 2.
17 Those wishing to have a property removed from the California or National Register should contact the State Office of Historic
Preservation for more information on how this may be done.
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in an historical resource survey meeting the requirements of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1(g). Only a preponderance of the evidence demonstrating that the resource is not
historically or culturally significant will preclude evaluation of the property as an historical
resource. In the case of Category A.2 resources included in an adopted survey or local register,
generally the “preponderance of the evidence” must consist of evidence that the appropriate
decision-maker has determined that the resource should no longer be included in the adopted
survey or register. Where there is substantiated and uncontroverted evidence of an error in
professional judgment, of a clear mistake, or that property has been destroyed, this may also be
considered a “preponderance of the evidence” that the property is not an historical resource.'®

Category B — After further review those properties deemed significant pursuant to the criteria in
Public Resources Code Section 5024.1 will be evaluated as historical resources. MEA will
request that the Neighborhood Planning Team's Preservation Technical Specialists review each
property in this category to determine if the property could be deemed significant pursuant to
the criteria provided in Public Resources Code Section 5024.1(c). [See attached copies of statute
and its accompanying California Regulation, Title 14, Section 4852.]

Category C — Absent additional information provided to the City, as discussed below, that a
property is significant pursuant to the criteria in Public Resources Code Section 5024.1,
properties in this category will not be evaluated as historical resources.

The Planning Department, particularly if a property falls in Category B above, may request
additional information to assist in the determination whether that property is an historical resource
for purposes of CEQA and/or to aid in the evaluation of the effects a proposed project may have on
an historical resource. A Supplemental Information Form asking for information such as previous
owners, original architect and construction history may be sent to the project sponsor. See
Appendix B for a copy of the form and the guidance “How to Document a Building.” In some cases,
the project sponsor will be required, as a part of the environmental process, to have an Historical
Resource Evaluation Report prepared by a qualified professional of architectural history (or a closely
related field such as historic preservation) after Planning Department approval of a scope of work
for the proposed project. (See Appendix C for further information on the requirements and process
for these reports.)

Context Statements

There are a number of historical context statements that have been adopted by the Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board that are not “adopted local registers,” but can be a valuable
informational source when determining whether a property is an “historical resource” under CEQA.
If there is such a statement for the property type or area in which the proposed project is located, the
environmental planner should refer to the context statement for additional historic information.

18 For those A.2 resources which are not on an adopted local register or survey, the “preponderance of the evidence” must consist of
evidence that the property (1) no longer possesses those qualities which might have made it eligible for the California Register, or (2)
additional information shows that the property could never meet the California Register’s criteria, or (3) an error in professional judgment
shows that the property could not meet the California Register criteria.
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Additional Information

As noted on page 1, the Planning Department as a part of the environmental review process or at
any other time, will accept any additional substantiated information that may be provided by
interested parties about the eligibility of a property to be identified as an “historical resource” under
CEQA, i.e., information regarding to property’s ability to meet the criteria for listing in the
California Register. For Category A.1, the property would have to be “delisted” from the National
Register or the California Register before MEA would consider the property not to be an “historical
resource.” For properties in Category A.2, the information would have to show by “a
preponderance of the evidence” that the presumed historical resource should not be considered as
an historical resource. In the case of Category A.2 resources included in an adopted survey or local
register, generally the “preponderance of the evidence” must consist of evidence that the
appropriate decision-maker has determined that the resource should no longer be included in the
adopted survey or register. Where there is substantiated and incontrovertible evidence of an error
in professional judgment, of a clear mistake, or that property has been destroyed, this may also be
considered a “preponderance of the evidence” that the property is not an historical resource.

If submitted information, after review by the Planning Department’s Preservation Technical
Specialist, is deemed sufficient, the property may be reevaluated as an “historical resource.” The
Preservation Technical Specialist shall use the MEA Summary Sheet for Historical Resource Evaluation
when completing the reevaluation process. A property may be considered “historically significant,”
and therefore an “historical resource,” if it meets the criteria for listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, pursuant to 15064.5(a)(3) of the CEQA guidelines.

Interested parties who are providing historical information should submit such information to the
Planning Department — the MEA environmental planner or Environmental Review Officer if there is
an on-going environmental application or the Preservation Coordinator if there is no current
application. In any cases where there are differing opinions as to whether or not a property is an
“historical resource,” for purposes of CEQA, the Planning Department will evaluate the evidence
before it and shall make the final determination based upon such evaluation of evidence.

STEP 2 — Will the Project have a Substantial Adverse Change? (What Type of
Environmental Document?)

After determining that a property is an "historical resource" for the purposes of CEQA, the next step
is to determine if the proposed project could cause a substantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource. CEQA defines a "substantial adverse change" as the physical demolition,
destruction, relocation or alteration of the historical resource or its immediate surroundings such
that the significance of an historical resource would be materially impaired. CEQA goes on to
define "materially impaired" as work that materially alters, in an adverse manner, those physical
characteristics that convey the resource's historical significance and justify its inclusion in the
California Register of Historic Places, a local register of historical resources, or an historical resource
survey.
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If the resource has not been listed on any register or survey but nonetheless is found to be an
historical resource, the City shall determine whether a proposed project materially impairs those
physical characteristics that convey the resource's historical significance for the purposes of CEQA.
Once this determination has been made, the type of environmental documentation needed for the
proposed project can be determined. The environmental planner in consultation with the
preservation technical specialists will determine whether the project, as defined by the project
sponsor, causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of the historical resource.

It should be noted that projects involving new construction in an “Historical District,” the major

alteration or the demolition and replacement of a property that is not an historical resource but is
located within an historic district will require evaluation under CEQA to determine if the project
could have a substantial adverse change on the significance of the overall historic district.

A proposed project on an historical resource will be evaluated to determine if it qualifies for a
categorical exemption under Class 31 (CEQA Guidelines Section 15331), if the project requires the
preparation of a Negative Declaration or a Mitigated Negative Declaration, or requires the
completion of an Environmental Impact Report. Normally, a project will qualify for a categorical
exemption if the change or alternation is minor and if the implementation of the alteration will meet
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for rehabilitation of historic structures.

In order to qualify for a Class 31 exemption, the proposed work must be (1) limited to maintenance,
repair, stabilization, rehabilitation, restoration, preservation, conservation or reconstruction of an
historical resource and (2) consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment
of Historic Properties as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15331. If the proposed project
consists of other kind of work on or alteration to an historical resource, including an addition, it may
still qualify for another categorical exemption as long as it is demonstrated that there is no
substantial adverse change to the historical resource. If the proposed project does not qualify for a
categorical exemption, a negative declaration (or mitigated negative declaration) will be prepared as
long as it can be shown that there is no substantial adverse change to an historical resource, or that
any changes can be mitigated. CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(b)(3) considers any adverse
impacts to be mitigated if the project follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the
Treatment of Historic Properties. Finally, an EIR will be prepared if it cannot be demonstrated with
certainty that there will be no substantial adverse change to the historical resource.

For example, an historical resource on the California Register of Historic Places will be evaluated to
determine if the proposed project will demolish, destroy, relocate or alter those physical
characteristics which convey the resource's historical significance and which justify its inclusion in
the California Register of Historic Places. If the proposed project will not create a substantial
adverse change, a categorical exemption or a negative declaration will be appropriate. If the
proposed project will cause a substantial adverse change, the City must determine if this impact can
or cannot be mitigated. If it can be mitigated, a mitigated negative declaration is appropriate. If it
cannot be mitigated, an Environmental Impact Report must be prepared. In making a determination
regarding the form of environmental documentation, the environmental planner will keep in mind
that the effects of the environmental factors of the proposed project other than historical may also
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determine if an EIR, a Negative Declaration or a Categorical Exemption is the appropriate
environmental document.

It should be noted that as a general rule, a significant impact is considered mitigated if the property
follows the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings or the
Secretary of Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic
Buildings (1995) Weeks and Grimmer; and the Department’s Residential Design Guidelines, which
contain an illustrated section, Special Guidelines for Alterations to Buildings of Potential Historic or
Architectural Merit. Additional mitigation measures may be appropriate for a particular project and
will be considered.

All formal evaluation and determination requests from MEA staff members to the Preservation
Technical Specialists needs to be logged in by the MEA staff and sent to the Preservation
Coordinator. The Preservation Coordinator will track the progress of requests for historic
determinations or evaluations. Day-to-day project review and consultation between MEA staff and
the Preservation Technical Specialists does not need to be routed through the Preservation
Coordinator.

NOTIFICATION

Before Environmental Document is Prepared

When MEA is sending out a “Notification of a Project Receiving Environmental Review” (i.e., a
Neighborhood Notice, which is sent if a Class 32 Categorical Exemption or Negative Declaration is
being prepared) or a “Notice that an EIR is Required” regarding a proposed project that includes
demolition or reconstruction to an existing structure that is included in Categories A.1, A.2, or B
areas, the notice should be sent to the individuals and groups on the “Historic Preservation
Interested Parties” list and those who have requested notice by a Block Book Notation." Historic
Preservation Interested Parties list will be kept current and parties will be added or deleted at their

request.

After Determination of Exclusions and Categorical Exemptions

For those projects that are excluded or categorically exempt from CEQA, Chapter 31 of the City’s
Administrative Code (Section 31.08 (f)) requires notice to the public of “all such determinations
involving the following types of projects:

19 Groups or individuals interested in specific properties may receive project notices by requesting a Block Book Notation from the
Planning Department. This notation will provide for the sending of notices on all permit and environmental review applications for a
specific lot or group of lots. There is a nominal fee for this service. For an additional charge per lot, notice can be provided for permits on
all lots of an assessor’s block.
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(1) any “historical resources” as defined in CEQA, including without limitation, any buildings
and sites listed individually or located within districts listed:

(i) in Planning Code Articles 10 or 11,
(i) in City-recognized historical surveys,
(iii) on the California Register, or
(iv) on the National Register of Historic Places;

(2) any Class 31 categorical exemption (Section 15331, CEQA Guidelines);

(3) any demolition of an existing structure; or,

(4) any Class 32 categorical exemption (Section 15332, CEQA Guidelines).”

This notice is provided by posting in the offices of the Planning Department (at the Planning

Information Center counter, 1660 Mission Street) and by regular mail to any individuals or
organizations that have previously requested such notice in writing following such determination.
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Designing with
Retained Elements

Much of San Francisco consists of older buildings that provide familiar
neighborhood fabric, and which establish how neighborhoods feel,
express identity, and define their own context. Development projects
often seek to remove smaller existing buildings for financial, architectural,
and use reasons. These underbuilt or "soft" sites are commonly ripe for
new development and potential higher and better use. As individual sites
they may not present a strong case for retention; however, their collective
erosion can feel destabilizing to residents in the broader context of neigh-
borhood change. To address these challenges, the following guidelines
establish methods for deciding when and how to retain all or a portion of
an existing structure in an intentional and sensitive manner to maintain
neighborhood character.

Successful new development can reinforce and enhance the physical
patterns of neighborhood by connecting to the existing built environment
in a positive manner. Existing buildings often feel familiar and anchoring
to residents, express neighborhood harmony, and provide architectural
character and with greater quality and details than typically achievable
with today's construction methods and costs. And equally desirable,
maintaining and rehabilitating an existing building results in more
environmental benefits.

New development, however, can support better quality and more plentiful
housing, refresh or revive retail, or provide space for badly needed
institutional uses. These guidelines offer a way to achieve sustainability
objectives, such as water, embodied, energy, and new energy use,
resulting in meaningful and cohesive architecture that supports the uses
needed for the City, and to maintain neighborhood character.

These guidelines apply on sites where a project will retain
all or visual parts of an existing structure that is not or will
not continue to be a historic resource.

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

Guideline Origin

The Planning Department, in consultation with the Planning and Historic
Preservation Commissions and city stakeholders, have developed this
set of guidelines to direct project applicants and design teams to study
and explore ways to combine elements of existing structures and new
development. One goal of these guidelines is to provide greater clarity
on the notion of fagade retention, which is often mischaracterized as a
form of historic preservation. Integrating retained elements within a larger
development should not be classified as a form of historic preservation
practice. Historic preservation principles have matured and evolved over
time, and where the practice of retaining only a facade was once lauded
as a preservation success, today we are more aware of how it diminishes
history of a building, especially the social and cultural history of San
Francisco and its people. For guidance on the rehabilitation and alteration
and of historic properties, please reference the Planning Department’s
Historic Design Guidelines.

Using the Urban Design Guidelines (UDGs) as a base, these more specific
guidelines seek to avoid development where existing building elements
are retained in a superficial or inauthentic way. These guidelines instead
ask projects to define the deeper relevance of maintaining all or parts of
an existing building and to both express harmonious relationships and
articulate dynamic associations between an existing structure and its role
in a larger development.

Special Topic Guidelines

‘ | As adopted,
| | supersede base

Base Design Guidelines

Urban or Historic
Design Guidelines






Application of the Guidelines

These Design Guidelines apply in instances where visible parts of existing
buildings are incorporated into new development in all zoning districts.
They work in concert with the UDGs. Consistency with both sets of
guidelines is mandatory in the approval process. Should application of
the respective guidelines conflict, these Special Topic Design Guidelines
supersede the UDGs.

Note that application of these guidelines will not achieve conformance
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards nor do they reflect widely-
accepted preservation practice. These guidelines do not apply to
properties identified as City Landmarks under Article 10 or Significant
or Contributory Buildings under Article 11 of the Planning Code. These
guidelines also do not apply to eligible historic resources identified for
the purposes of CEQA. The Historic Design Guidelines (HDGs) should
be referenced for all proposed work to designated or eligible historic
properties.

Historic buildings referenced in the document are intended to exemplify
principles of these guidelines and are not intended to demonstrate
compliance with other standards. All examples are found in San Francisco
except as noted on introductory pages for each section.

Guideline Structure

Each guideline is described at the top of the page, followed by a sidebar
that explains the rationale for the guideline, a range of means by which
one might achieve that guideline, and illustrations that further describe

its application. The range of means describes important parameters

and methods by which a project can meet the guideline, but is not a
prescriptive list. Projects may satisfy the guideline by applying one or all
of the means or by suggesting something unique to the project that meets
the intent. The guidelines are organized to relate and elaborate with more
specificity to the relevant guideline in the Urban Design Guidelines. For
example, S1.1 of the Retained Elements Design Guidelines is related to

RETAINED ELEMENTS

S1 of the UDGs. The illustrations are existing examples in San Francisco
that exemplify the means for the guideline indicated but are not necessarily
exemplary of every guideline.

Note that the examples in the document that are in historic districts or
are historic resources are being shown to exemplify principles of these
guidelines and are not intended to demonstrate compliance with other
standards. All examples are found in San Francisco except as noted on
introductory pages for each section.

RECOMMENDED
ANALYSIS RATIONALE | | RANGE OF MEANS | | EXAMPLE

\ |

") HARMONIZE MATERIALS IN NE!
" WITHRETAINED ELEMENTS

Extend or express 4 sympathetic pattern of
structural elements and organizing geometry
that establish the overall rhythm and
proportions of the existing building.

The choice, quality, location, ahd detailing of
materials and openings can gfeatly enhance
the compatibility between new buildings

and existing structures. There/should be a
relationship rather than an exact match or one
part of the development appgaring to be an
accessory to the other.

Extend a common architectural expression
between existing and new development, such
as: frame and infill, volumetric projections,
layered volumes, compositional grids, etc. Intentionally offset or inversd elements in
the new development to pravide conceptual
consistency in the union of fhe existing and
proposed architectural conjponents.

Synchronize or extend fenestration and
material patterns and proportions in retained
elements: such as: deep punched openings.
extensive glazed curtainwall, solid/void ratios, New facades should not orjly be harmonious
align elements between both parts even when with retained elements but/offer their own
other elements are more i i integrity.

Contrast the material qualities of a new
development in specific situations to highlight
the existing element.

Analyze: Look for common window pattems and
material types on the existing structure and in the

Use a similar material in a different way to find
harmony and intentional diifference in architectural
neighborhood. expression

Using a strong contrast of material qualities
with a setback can help new development
read as an urban layer






Weighing the Options

When investigating a new development proposal on a site that includes an
existing structure that will not be retained as a historic resource, applicants
should:

1. Determine the visual contributions of an existing structure as a compo-
nent of the broader neighborhood context.

»  Does it include a public use, either currently or formally?

»  Does it function as an informal visual marker for the
neighborhood?

»  Does the existing structure help establish a pattern of similar
buildings in the neighborhood?

» Is it of physical interest? If so, does it present features, scales, or
qualities not found commonly in contemporary architecture?

2. Technically evaluate the existing structure to see if it can be feasibly
integrated.

»  What is the structural and material condition of the existing
structure?

» Wil its integration contribute important public-serving aspects in
the project?

3. Determine the fundamental site relationships, massing, spatial or
compositional ideas found in the existing architecture.

)

—_—
—

»  How much of the existing structure should be
retained to support neighborhood context and use?

»  Which critical materials, walls, volumetric elements
or details that embodies the existing structure
should be retained? .

.
i

|

|

E
.

»  Using this document, what are the potential design E————a

options, and do they find the right balance of public
benefits and project objectives?

A

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

4. If a new building is proposed in lieu of the existing one, evaluate its
replacement.

» Is the architecture of the replacement project as good as or
superior to the existing structure?

»  Does the replacement project represent greater physical durability
and overall long-term contribution to the neighborhood context?

»  Does the replacement project express the same level of detail,
materials, and response to distinct neighborhood conditions as the
existing one?

»  If the existing building has a formal or informal public function,
does the replacement project provide the opportunity for
distinction and usability in a similar way?

The answers to the above questions should be studied, considered, and
presented as part of pre-application meetings with neighbors, public
meetings, and Planning Department applications.






Glossary

Compatible
Able to exist or occur together without conflict.

Complement

Something that goes well with something.

This document uses this term to express how
elements can be adjacent and agreeable in
scale, proportion, composition, and type but not
identical in style or manner.

Existing element
Part of a building or landscape present on a site.

Harmonize

To be combined or go together in a pleasing
way. Like complement, this document uses this
term to describe how elements can visually

fit together, or make meaningful relationships
without being identical or duplicative.

Historicism

Reference or influence of patterns or approaches
of the past. False or cursory historicism is often
used to suggest an unwarranted or excessive
regard of the importance of past styles or a
misappropriation or replication of a historic motif
that implies it is itself historic.

Horizontal hyphen

A horizontal surface or spacer that is placed
between two parts of a building to separate or
otherwise clarify a distinction between the two.
This element is commonly used to denote an
existing structure and new development. A
horizontal hyphen may be narrow or wide and
is often expressed in a different material than
both adjacent volumes. It is often combined

with a small setback to increase its legibility as a
change in building volume.

Original features

Parts of a building or building facade that
express architectural character that were present
when the structure was first built.

Retained element

Part of a building or landscape that already is
built on a development site that is included in a
new building project on that site. This can include
a full facade, a tower or spire, a storefront,

a building volume, a mural, a wall, a roof or
roofline, or anything that is recognizably used
from a previous structure.

Reveal

In a facade, a recess or gap, often in the shape
of a "C" in section, made in cladding to indicate a
change in material, plane, or "reveal' the edge of
something else.

Solid/Void Relationship

a defined area. In architectural conversation, this t
The ratio of open space to solid plane within

a defined area. In architectural conversation,

this term most often references the amount of
openings in a front facade.

Streetwall

Combined facades of buildings generally built to
the property line facing a street or open space. A
clear streetwall helps define "the urban room" of
the public realm. A consistent streetwall that is
visually interesting and has active ground floor
uses promotes pedestrian activity.

RETAINED ELEMENTS

Subordinate

Treat or regard as of lesser importance than
something else. In the case of new development
on a site with retained elements, an addition

to retained elements should be less visually
prominent from the public realm in form, material,
and texture.

Vertical expansion or vertical addition

An expansion of the building envelop above its
present height. Typically, this means adding one
or more stories to an existing building.

Vertical hyphen

A vertical surface or spacer that is placed
between two parts of a building to separate or
otherwise clarify a distinction between the two.
This element is often used to denote an existing
structure and new development. A vertical
hyphen may be short or a full floor or more. It is
often combined with a material change and small
setback to increase its legibility as a change in
building volume.

Volume

A three-dimensional measure of space that
comprises a length, a width, and a height. In
architecture, a volume can describe a three-
dimensional portion of a building or shaped
element.

Volumetric
relating to the measurement of volume.
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SITE

DESIGN

S1.1 Sustain existing features that define a neighborhood

S2.1 Establish new massing to be compatible with the context

Precedents outside of San Francisco
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m SUSTAIN EXISTING FEATURES THAT DEFINE A NEIGHBORHOOD

Buildings often present important

and distinct elements that act as
landmarks for residents and visitors.
Examples include: spires, large signage,
clocktowers, murals, gateways, unusual
rooftop elements, or other distinct

markers.

| ~

-

Analyze: Identify distinct volumes or large design
features. Diagram how they are perceived in the
neighborhood and how to maintain those vantage points.

=

»

»

»

Existing buildings often present distinct
elements that act as visual markers for
residents and visitors. Examples include:
spires, large signage, clocktowers, murals,
gateways, unusual rooftop elements, or other
distinct features.

Retain interesting roof forms and elements,
such as clocktowers, spires, architectural
features, fenestration as part of the new
building. Maintain their visually presence from
key locations and public view corridors.

Maintain existing pedestrian pathways and
gateways when possible to continue existing
pathways, edges, and boundaries in the
neighborhood and add new development

Types of important building elements that mark
neighborhoods.

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

where volume already exists or naturally
participates in the overall massing.

P

v

Retain partial walls only in exceptional
circumstances where existing textures,
material qualities, or architectural reference
produces a distinct neighborhood experience.

Volumetric elements can be retained or
isolated from other parts of existing structures
if they are visually distinctive.

P

P

Maintain existing murals or art installations
when recognized as important to the
neighborhood or broader community. This
can be done by either leaving them in place or
providing a new and sustainable backdrop for
their visibility. Provide additional protection for
their long-term durability and maintenance.

NEW MASSING IS SCULPTED AROUND
THE EXISTING STRUCTURE

Roof types that are more architecturally distinct (such
as gabled, mansard, or hipped, etc.) may require further
setbacks and sculpting to respond to the character of
the roof form.





@ ESTABLISH NEW MASSING TO BE COMPATIBLE WITH THE CONTEXT

Add new building mass thoughtfully » Discover the common widths, heights, and
L - proportions of existing massing to see how

to existing building volumes so that added volumes can extend or build upon

it complements the existing scale, them.

circulation, and forms on the site. » At corner sites, turn the corner with the

existing structure to maintain a reading of
existing volume.

This helps new project volumes feel
natural to the city and extend familiar

environments.

NEW MASSING FOLLOWS
THE BLOCK PATTERN OF
SMALLER FRONTAGES

4

Analyze: Diagram the site volumes. Find common Common massing proportions and logics can help
proportions, heights, widths, and open space patterns. older and newer buildings relate to one another.

»

»

»

RETAINED ELEMENTS 11

Look for natural or subordinate ways to place
massing on a site with an existing structure,
including underground, alongside, or behind,
not just as a vertical addition.

Break new massing in proportion with the
existing building helps synchronize new and
existing volumes together.

Look at patterns of open space on the block
or site to see how volume can complement its
use and definition.

NEW MASSING FILLS IN AN OPEN
CORNER ENHANCING THE BLOCK

r











/4\ ARCHITECTURE

A2.1 Modulate new development to support retained massing and facade edges

A2.2 Articulate a clear relationship between new development and retained elements
A3.1 Harmonize materials in new development with retained elements

AB.1 Restore existing features

A8.1 Revive and animate retained ground floor elements

Precedents outside of San Francisco
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E MODULATE NEW DEVELOPMENT TO SUPPORT
RETAINED MASSING AND FACADE EDGES

Where the existing structure location

or streetwall presence varies on a more
complex lot, the new development may
complement it by stepping back behind
important existing features and stepping
forward to fill in undesired openness.

nn

0000
L]

Analyze: Diagram the existing and potential
streetwall to find ways to express similar

widths and heights.

» Avoid enveloping an existing facade with new
development when the proposed project has
a longer frontage than the retained element.
In most cases, new development should
only be in (or near) the same plane of the
existing facade along one edge of the retained
frontage. Consider setbacks along
additional edges.

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

Provide breaks between retained elements
and new massing, and along long new
massing to help break down front facade
scale in alignment with typical lot widths.

P

Create entries or public open space to
highlight the breaks between existing and new
masses.

P

Add bay windows, where contextually
appropriate for the neighborhood pattern, to
help modulate a new facade.

Evaluate how much of the facade and interior should
be retained to maintain a durable use, expression, and
presence.

BREAK ADDITIONAL
NEW MASSING MASSING TO AVOID
COMPLEMENTS THE OVERWHELMING
SIZE AND SCALE OF THE RETAINED
NEARBY BUILDINGS FACADE

1y
1y
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A
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Modulating a new facade behind an existing one helps
two masses feel like a natural layering of the city.





M ARTICULATE A CLEAR RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN
NEW DEVELOPMENT AND RETAINED ELEMENTS

Demonstrating a clear or intentional
relationship between new and old parts
of building helps a viewer to read the
more complex layers of a project. This
layering of information, or expression
of evolution feels natural in a city
environment.

¥

» New development should be volumetrically

distinct from retained elements. Employ

a vertical or horizontal "hyphen" to create

a sense of volume change between new
development and retained elements. Vertical
hyphens should be tall enough that they do
not visually collapse from the viewpoint of
pedestrians.

Spatial volumes defined by existing elements
and new development should be distinct.
Front facades of or interior volumes within new
development should not appear both "above"
and "behind" an existing facade.

RETAINED ELEMENTS

» For unique locations, such as abandoned
industrial sites, retention of features, such
as cobblestones, rail spurs, or existing
“ruins” should highlight and authentically
demonstrate their distinct landscape and
organic edges.

P

Contrast material type between an existing
wall and a new wall to clarify the use,
meaning, access, or construction technique
between the two projects. This is especially
useful where entry points may be added.

X

Avoid minor or architecturally-scaled setbacks
that only highlight an existing facade as a

“surface."
AVERTICAL HYPHEN

AS AFULLFLOOR

HE e |

Analyze: Diagram the existing streetwall to understand
the pattern of the urban room (defined by the surfaces
of the public right-of-way and the building frontages).

Hyphens can move with the profile of the existing

structure.

Vertical additions can contextually fit on top of new
development by crafting setbacks appropriate to
pedestrian viewpoints.

Vertical additions can contextually fit on top of new
development by crafting setbacks appropriate to
pedestrian viewpoints.

15
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E HARMONIZE MATERIALS IN NEW DEVELOPMENT
WITH RETAINED ELEMENTS

The choice, quality, location, and
detailing of materials and openings
can greatly enhance the compatibility
between new buildings and existing
structures. They should feel like a
family rather than trying to match or
have one part look like an accessory to
the other.

I
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Analyze: Look for common window patterns and

material types on the existing structure and in the

neighborhood.

Extend or express a sympathetic pattern of
structural elements and organizing geometry
that establish the overall rhythm and
proportions of the existing building.

Extend a common architectural expression
between existing and new development, such
as: frame and infill, volumetric projections,
layered volumes, compositional grids, etc.

The choice, quality, location, and detailing of
materials and openings can greatly enhance
the compatibility between new buildings

and existing structures. There should be a
relationship rather than an exact match or one
part of the development appearing to be an
accessory to the other.

Intentionally offset or inverse elements in
the new development to provide conceptual
consistency in the union of the existing and
proposed architectural components.

Use a similar material in a different way to find
harmony and intentional difference in architectural
expression.

P

P

P

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

Contrast the material qualities of a new
development in specific situations to highlight
the existing element.

New facades should not only be harmonious
with retained elements but offer their own
architectural integrity.

Synchronize or extend fenestration and
material patterns and proportions in retained
elements; such as: deep punched openings,
extensive glazed curtainwall, solid/void ratios,
align elements between both parts even when
other elements are more randomized.

PLRY
R A\ 1

Using a strong contrast of material qualities
with a setback can help new development
read as an urban layer.





E RESTORE EXISTING FEATURES

Over time, many existing buildings

have been modified to accommodate
new uses and needs. When renovated

or incorporated into a new project, their
retained elements should be restored or
re-animated as they had originally been
designed further enhancing authenticity
and cohesion.

7

»

»

»

»

New space behind an existing facade should
be aligned with its natural openings, floor
heights, and geometry.

Some interior spaces, such as those within
churches, warehouses, assembly halls, or
other publicly-accessible spaces, contain
details and spatial characteristics that convey
a building’s original use. Design sensitive
transitions from the retained and new building
elements to maintain this connection.

Open spaces in existing walls that were
previously window or door openings to revive
the originally intended wall transparency or
operability.

Remove later layers and repair and restore
original exterior cladding surfaces, where
possible.

Cornices are an example of an architectural feature that should be rstored, retained, or recreted. Conte_mporary
materials, such as Glass Fiber Reinforced Concrete (GFRC) or Fiber Reinforced Polyester (FRP), may be employed
as a substitute for terra cotta, cast stone, or pressed metal. Ghosting, scaring, and other visual evidence may help

explain alterations to building features and openings over time.

RETAINED ELEMENTS 17

P

Repair or restore details or character
elements, such as decorative entry or rooftop
features, to original shape and /or texture.

P

Replace decorative features that were
removed either through an authentic
reproduction. In all features that are restored
or replaced, use original or similar material
types and finishes.

P

Provide moldings, trim, or other original
features surrounding windows that have been
previously removed or altered.

P

To ensure a harmonious relationship with the
overall new development, all mechanical,
electrical, plumbing, and interior partitions
should not visually interfere with the existing
building’s character.

AN

Restoration of existing elements, such as prism
glass, can greatly contribute to the character of the
development and its relationship to neighborhood
context.





18

m REVIVE AND ANIMATE RETAINED GROUND FLOOR ELEMENTS

It is common in projects that reuse
existing elements for the ground floor
to be a key part of the retained piece.
To avoid a superficial appearance, it is
important that the interior space and
use of ground floors match well to the
exterior building facade.

» Restore existing storefronts to maximize
transparency, visibility into the depth of the
commercial space, and physical access. Look
for infilled masonry frames where material was
added for easy places to restore visibility.

» Include volumetric entries to support the
original intent of storefront access and window
shopping.

Analyze: use original drawings and physical
evidence to evaluate the restoration of the
ground floor elevation and plan.

SUPPORT | OPEN PANEL AREAS OF
ORIGINAL [— THE ORIGINAL FACADE
ENTRIES | | THAT WEREFILLEDIN
|
LOOK FOR ORIGINAL
AREAS OF SIGNAGE

X

Before

s

SPECIAL TOPIC DESIGN GUIDELINES

Restore storefront openings including
materials, configuration, and finishes. The
ground floor interior should reflect the
character of the existing structure and be
distinct from any new development.

Include hierarchy in building entries so that
residential and commercial openings are
visually distinct.

Include and reference the original scale and
types of signage in new sign programs.

Explore uniform lighting strategies that
support highlighting special character
elements on the facade visible to pedestrians.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO REDEVELOP FIRE STATION 13
WITH NEW HOUSING

Date: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:13:58 PM

Attachments: 1.23.19 530 Sansome.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, January 23, 2019 12:05 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO REDEVELOP FIRE
STATION 13 WITH NEW HOUSING

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 23, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO
REDEVELOP FIRE STATION 13 WITH NEW HOUSING

Project will create new seismically enhanced fire station and include market-rate housing that
will fund the creation of over 50 units of affordable housing

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Aaron Peskin today
announced a public-private housing development opportunity in the Jackson Square
neighborhood. The City will be offering developers the opportunity to build market-rate
housing above a renewed and seismically enhanced Fire Station 13, located at 530 Sansome
Street. The affordable housing fees generated by the project will fund the development of over
50 units of affordable housing at 772 Pacific Avenue in Chinatown, and preserve the New
Asia Restaurant.

“Our lack of housing is hurting our residents and our city, and we need to build new homes
wherever we can, including on public land,” said Mayor Breed. “This innovative plan will
create a newly renovated fire station, build new homes for people to live in our city, and
provide funding for over 50 units of affordable housing to help our most vulnerable residents.
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 23, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED ANNOUNCES PLAN TO
REDEVELOP FIRE STATION 13 WITH NEW HOUSING

Project will create new seismically enhanced fire station and include market-rate housing that
will fund the creation of over 50 units of affordable housing

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed and Supervisor Aaron Peskin today announced
a public-private housing development opportunity in the Jackson Square neighborhood. The City
will be offering developers the opportunity to build market-rate housing above a renewed and
seismically enhanced Fire Station 13, located at 530 Sansome Street. The affordable housing fees
generated by the project will fund the development of over 50 units of affordable housing at 772
Pacific Avenue in Chinatown, and preserve the New Asia Restaurant.

“Qur lack of housing is hurting our residents and our city, and we need to build new homes
wherever we can, including on public land,” said Mayor Breed. “This innovative plan will create
a newly renovated fire station, build new homes for people to live in our city, and provide
funding for over 50 units of affordable housing to help our most vulnerable residents. Addressing
our housing crisis requires creative solutions, and we will keep looking for opportunities like this
one to build more housing here in San Francisco, especially as we move forward with our bond
to renovate fire stations, police stations, and other infrastructure throughout our city.”

The development comes as a result of a resolution introduced by Supervisor Peskin urging the
City’s Real Estate Division to issue a request for development proposals for 530 Sansome Street,
which was unanimously passed by the Board of Supervisors.

“l proposed housing for this site 15 years ago, in an effort to maximize the public benefits of our
public parcels,” said Supervisor Peskin. “When | came back into office, we were not only facing
a housing crisis but a loss of our iconic legacy businesses, and | realized that we needed creative
solutions. We've finally landed on a proposal that brings housing to the transit-rich downtown
job center, rebuilds one of the busiest fire stations in the City and funds an affordable housing
and legacy business rehab in the heart of Chinatown. I'm really quite thrilled to see this finally
move forward after so many years.”

A legislative mandate encouraging such a market-rate development allows in-lieu housing fees
and any other revenues that the project generates to fund the creation of affordable housing.
Preliminary studies indicate the 8,936-square-foot site has the potential to be redeveloped into a
19-story building, providing over 170,000 square feet of density over an existing three-level
basement. The Fire Department will require an estimated 22,000 square feet for a new fire
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station, above which approximately 99,000 saleable square feet of market-rate residential
housing can be built.

“This is an effective and innovative use of a public asset to generate capital investment in our
aging infrastructure,” said City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly, who chairs the Capital Planning
Committee and manages the Real Estate Division. “I am hopeful that this can be a model for
better utilizing public property to meet the City’s affordable housing goals.”

Public Works and the Fire Department worked together to create clear specifications for the new
Fire Station 13 to meet San Francisco’s strong standards for resiliency. An interim plan has been
created by the Fire Department to temporarily move operations from 530 Sansome during
construction that ensures full service to the downtown area.

There will be a robust review of proposals and the Fire Commission will recommend the most
responsive developer and plan. The Board of Supervisors and Mayor Breed will be required to
approve the developer selection, with development details and construction subject to the normal
entitlement process.
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Addressing our housing crisis requires creative solutions, and we will keep looking for
opportunities like this one to build more housing here in San Francisco, especially as we move
forward with our bond to renovate fire stations, police stations, and other infrastructure
throughout our city.”

The development comes as a result of a resolution introduced by Supervisor Peskin urging the
City’s Real Estate Division to issue a request for development proposals for 530 Sansome
Street, which was unanimously passed by the Board of Supervisors.

“I proposed housing for this site 15 years ago, in an effort to maximize the public benefits of
our public parcels,” said Supervisor Peskin. “When I came back into office, we were not only
facing a housing crisis but a loss of our iconic legacy businesses, and I realized that we needed
creative solutions. We've finally landed on a proposal that brings housing to the transit-rich
downtown job center, rebuilds one of the busiest fire stations in the City and funds an
affordable housing and legacy business rehab in the heart of Chinatown. I'm really quite
thrilled to see this finally move forward after so many years.”

A legislative mandate encouraging such a market-rate development allows in-lieu housing fees
and any other revenues that the project generates to fund the creation of affordable housing.
Preliminary studies indicate the 8,936-square-foot site has the potential to be redeveloped into
a 19-story building, providing over 170,000 square feet of density over an existing three-level
basement. The Fire Department will require an estimated 22,000 square feet for a new fire
station, above which approximately 99,000 saleable square feet of market-rate residential
housing can be built.

“This is an effective and innovative use of a public asset to generate capital investment in our
aging infrastructure,” said City Administrator Naomi M. Kelly, who chairs the Capital
Planning Committee and manages the Real Estate Division. “I am hopeful that this can be a
model for better utilizing public property to meet the City’s affordable housing goals.”

Public Works and the Fire Department worked together to create clear specifications for the
new Fire Station 13 to meet San Francisco’s strong standards for resiliency. An interim plan
has been created by the Fire Department to temporarily move operations from 530 Sansome
during construction that ensures full service to the downtown area.

There will be a robust review of proposals and the Fire Commission will recommend the most
responsive developer and plan. The Board of Supervisors and Mayor Breed will be required to
approve the developer selection, with development details and construction subject to the
normal entitlement process.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. DAY
Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:35:37 AM

Attachments: 1.21.19 MLK Day Statement.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Monday, January 21, 2019 7:06 AM

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

Subject: *** STATEMENT *** MAYOR LONDON BREED ON MARTIN LUTHER KING JR. DAY

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, January 21, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT **%*

MAYOR LONDON BREED ON MARTIN LUTHER KING JR.
DAY

“Today we honor the legacy of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. His dedication to the nonviolent
struggle for equality in this country has served as an inspiration for future generations who
continue the fight for equality and justice for all.

It is also important to remember that this day is not just a celebration of Dr. King’s legacy, but
also a day to live that legacy by demonstrating with our words and our deeds that we will not
rest until we are a more equal, more inclusive, and more just place for all.

While we have made great progress as a society, we have a long way to go until we live in a
nation where we will not be judged by the color of our skin, the gender we identify with, who
we love, or the god we worship, but by the content of our character.”

HiH
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LoNDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Monday, January 21, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** STATEMENT ***

MAYOR LONDON BREED ON MARTIN LUTHER KING JR.
DAY

“Today we honor the legacy of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. His dedication to the nonviolent
struggle for equality in this country has served as an inspiration for future generations who
continue the fight for equality and justice for all.

It is also important to remember that this day is not just a celebration of Dr. King’s legacy, but
also a day to live that legacy by demonstrating with our words and our deeds that we will not rest
until we are a more equal, more inclusive, and more just place for all.

While we have made great progress as a society, we have a long way to go until we live in a
nation where we will not be judged by the color of our skin, the gender we identify with, who we
love, or the god we worship, but by the content of our character.”

HiH

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









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

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS JENNY LAM TO SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF
EDUCATION

Date: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:34:13 AM

Attachments: 1.22.19 School Board Appointment.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 10:23 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS JENNY LAM TO SAN FRANCISCO
BOARD OF EDUCATION

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 22, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS JENNY LAM TO SAN
FRANCISCO BOARD OF EDUCATION

Lam, a parent of two children in San Francisco’s public schools, brings mix of local and
national public policy experience, non-profit education and advocacy work, and volunteerism
in the school district

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today appointed Jenny Lam to serve on the
San Francisco Board of Education. Lam will fill the vacancy left by Matt Haney, who
resigned from his seat after being elected to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.

A second-generation Chinese American and Bay Area local, Lam has dedicated her career to
public service and social change. She is a strong advocate and supporter of public education.
She has served in a number of executive leadership positions with nonprofit organizations,
including Chinese for Affirmative Action (CAA) in San Francisco. She previously served as
co-chair of two San Francisco Unified School District committees: the Public Education &
Enrichment Fund Committee and the Quality Teacher and Education Act Committee.
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Tuesday, January 22, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED APPOINTS JENNY LAM TO SAN
FRANCISCO BOARD OF EDUCATION

Lam, a parent of two children in San Francisco’s public schools, brings mix of local and
national public policy experience, non-profit education and advocacy work, and volunteerism in
the school district

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today appointed Jenny Lam to serve on the San
Francisco Board of Education. Lam will fill the vacancy left by Matt Haney, who resigned from
his seat after being elected to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors.

A second-generation Chinese American and Bay Area local, Lam has dedicated her career to
public service and social change. She is a strong advocate and supporter of public education. She
has served in a number of executive leadership positions with nonprofit organizations, including
Chinese for Affirmative Action (CAA) in San Francisco. She previously served as co-chair of
two San Francisco Unified School District committees: the Public Education & Enrichment Fund
Committee and the Quality Teacher and Education Act Committee.

Lam is currently the Education Advisor in the Office of Mayor Breed. As the Education Advisor,
she administers and implement the policies of the Mayor and advances strong partnership
between the public school system (early childhood, K-12 to secondary education) and the City.
Prior to joining the Mayor’s Office, she served as a State Engagement Manager at
EducationSuperHighway, a national nonprofit upgrading Internet access in every public school
classroom so that every student has the opportunity to take advantage of the promise of digital
learning.

“I am proud to appoint Jenny Lam to serve on the San Francisco Board of Education,” said
Mayor Breed. “Jenny has fought for public school students and families at both the local and
state levels and she has stood up for immigrant communities so that all are welcome in San
Francisco and its schools. Both as a professional and a parent, she has demonstrated a
commitment to improving our public schools and to promoting equity throughout our entire
school district.”

“I'm honored and excited to serve on the San Francisco Board of Education,” said Lam. “As a
parent and a community advocate, I've seen the challenges our public school system faces and
the immense positive impact educational opportunity can have on the lives of our children and
our families. I will continue to fight for our diverse students — by supporting English language
learners, fostering supportive learning environments, closing the achievement gap and striving
for excellence in every school and every classroom.”

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





LONDON N. BREED

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
MAYOR

SAN FRANCISCO

Lam lives in San Francisco with her husband and two children, both attending San Francisco
public schools. She stays active by volunteering for local nonprofit organizations and her

children’s schools.

The seat that Lam has been appointed to will be up for a special election in November 2019. The
winner of that election will have to run again in November 2020, which is the normal election

cycle for the four-year seat.
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Lam is currently the Education Advisor in the Office of Mayor Breed. As the Education
Adpvisor, she administers and implement the policies of the Mayor and advances strong
partnership between the public school system (early childhood, K-12 to secondary education)
and the City. Prior to joining the Mayor’s Office, she served as a State Engagement Manager
at EducationSuperHighway, a national nonprofit upgrading Internet access in every public
school classroom so that every student has the opportunity to take advantage of the promise of
digital learning.

“I am proud to appoint Jenny Lam to serve on the San Francisco Board of Education,” said
Mayor Breed. “Jenny has fought for public school students and families at both the local and
state levels and she has stood up for immigrant communities so that all are welcome in San
Francisco and its schools. Both as a professional and a parent, she has demonstrated a
commitment to improving our public schools and to promoting equity throughout our entire
school district.”

“I'm honored and excited to serve on the San Francisco Board of Education,” said Lam. “As a
parent and a community advocate, I've seen the challenges our public school system faces and
the immense positive impact educational opportunity can have on the lives of our children and
our families. I will continue to fight for our diverse students — by supporting English language
learners, fostering supportive learning environments, closing the achievement gap and striving
for excellence in every school and every classroom.”

Lam lives in San Francisco with her husband and two children, both attending San Francisco
public schools. She stays active by volunteering for local nonprofit organizations and her
children’s schools.

The seat that Lam has been appointed to will be up for a special election in November 2019.

The winner of that election will have to run again in November 2020, which is the normal
election cycle for the four-year seat.
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

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

Cc: CTYPLN - COMMISSION SECRETARY; Rahaim, John (CPC); Joslin, Jeff (CPC); CTYPLN - CP TEAM (TAC -
Preservation); RUIZ-ESQUIDE, ANDREA (CAT); WONG, VICTORIA (CAT)

Subject: HPC Calendars for January 24, 2019

Date: Friday, January 18, 2019 1:40:02 PM

Attachments: HPC Advance - 20190206.xlIsx

HPC Hearing Results 2019.docx
20190124 Inthrghpc.docx
20190124 JInthrghpc.pdf

Commissioners,
Attached are your Calendars for January 24, 2019.

Please note, that this is a Special Joint at 10:00 am in our normal Chambers.

Enjoy the three day 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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Advance

				To:		Historic Preservation Commission

				From:		Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

				Re:		Advance Calendar

						All items and dates are tentative and subject to change.



				February 6, 2019 - ARC						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-014839COA 		1 Bush Street 										Vimr

						120-square foot kiosk 

		TBD		920 North Point Street 										Salgado

						Modifications to the non-historic Restroom structure in the main plaza of Ghirardelli Square

				February 6, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

				Budget and Work Program 										Landis

						Adoption

		TBD		920 North Point Street 										Salgado

						Modifications to the non-historic Restroom structure in the main plaza of Ghirardelli Square

		2018-016400PCA 		Arts Activities and Nighttime Entertainment Uses in Historic Buildings										Sanchez

						Planning Code Amendment

		2018-003593COA 		906 Broadway										Vimr

						interior alterations and installation of an egress stair 

		2018-008948DES		906 Broadway (Our Lady of Guadalupe Church)										Smith

						Landmark Recommendation

		2017-012291DES		2031 Bush Street (Kinmon Gakuen)										Smith

						Landmark Initiation

				Landmark Designation and Cultural Heritage Work Program Quarterly Report										Smith; Caltagirone

						Informational

				Racial & Social Equity Plan										Flores

						Informational

				February 20, 2019						 

		Case No.		Johnck - OUT				Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner





				March 6, 2019 - ARC						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2015-009783PTA		220 Battery Street 										Salgado

						4-story visible addition on a 2-story building in the Front-California CD

		2018-009197COA		1470 McAllister Street										Ferguson

						Review and Comment

				March 6, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-000619COAVAR		50-52 Fair Oaks Avenue 										Salgado

						vertical and horizontal addition as well as the reconstruction of an existing garage 

				March 20, 2019						 

		Case No.		Head Shots				Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2014.0012E		Better Market Street  										Thomas

						DEIR

				April 3, 2019 - ARC						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-007267PTA 		865 Market Street										Vimr

						a remodel of the façade of the existing Westfield Centre building

				April 3, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2018-007267PTA 

				April 17, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

				May 1, 2019 - ARC						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner

		2017-004557ENV		550 O’Farrell Street										Greving

						Review and comment on the Preservation Alternatives

				May 1, 2019						 

		Case No.						Continuance(s)		CONT.		NOTES		Planner
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Action Items

		HPC Action Items								 

		Date		Item						CONT.		NOTES		HEARING DATE

		3/7/12		Priorities on Landmark Designation Work Program										TBD

						Pending completion of Preserve America Grant Tasks

		3/21/12		Discussion of incentives and preservation tools for historic cultural uses/resources										TBD

						Follow-up based on 12/5/12 Hearing

		6/20/12		HPC Review and Comment of CEQA Ducuments										TBD

						Pending request with Environmental Planning

		12/19/12		Condition of Mothers Building										TBD

						With RecPark and Arts Commission Representatives

		2/6/13		Update on monastery materials to return back to Santa Maria de 'Ovila Monastery in Spain										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Martinez

		2/6/13		Status update on Settlement Agreement re: mitigation monitoring and enforcement										TBD

						Request by President Damkroger & Commissioner Martinez

		2/6/13		Status of Golden Gate Park Landmark Designation, including Stow Lake Boat House										TBD

						Request by President Damkroger

		3/6/13		Update on Preservation Website										5/15/13

						Request by Commissioner Wolfram

		10/2/13		Inventory of Interpretive displays associated with EIRs										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Johns

		5/15/13		2nd Update on Preservation Website										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Wolfram

		10/2/13		Inventory of Interpretive displays associated with EIRs										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Johns

		2/5/14		Discuss HPC promotion and involvement in 20% Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit Program										TBD

						Request by Vice President Wolfram, with representatives from OHP

		2/19/14		Update on Draft Preservation Element										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Matsuda, President Hasz 

		2/19/14		Discuss local application of Secretary of the Interior's Standards										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Pearlman

		2/19/14		Status of Golden Gate Park Landmark Designation, including Stow Lake Boat House										TBD

						Request by Commissioner Matsuda
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To:	Staff

From:	Jonas P. Ionin, Director of Commission Affairs

Re:	Historic Preservation Commission Hearing Results

	

NEXT RESOLUTION No:  1019

NEXT MOTION No:  0367

NEXT COMMENT LETTER:  0089

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

January 16, 2019 ARC Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		2018-002022COA

		SFDPW Replacement of Path of Gold Light Standards

		Cisneros

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		

		2014.0012E

		Better Market Street

		McMillen

		Reviewed and Commented

		







January 16, 2019 HPC Hearing Results:

		Action No.

		Case No.

		 

 

		Planner

		Action

		Vote



		

		

		Draft Minutes for HPC December 19, 2018

		Ionin

		Adopted

		+7 -0



		

		

		Election of Officers

		Ionin

		Hyland – President

Matsuda – Vice 

		+7 -0



		M-0365

		2017-003989COA

		1231 Fulton Street

		Salgado

		Approved with Conditions

		+7 -0



		

		2018-015471CRV

		FY 2019-2021 Proposed Department Budget and Work Program

		Landis

		Reviewed and Commented

		



		M-0366

		2017-008875COA

		920 North Point Street

		Salgado

		Approved with Conditions

		+6 -0 (Wolfram Recused)



		R-1015

		2018-017223DES

		2851-2861 24th Street

		Smith

		Initiated

		+7 -0



		R-1016

		2019-000267LBR

		56 Gold Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-1017

		2019-000269LBR

		521 Clement Street

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		R-1018

		2019-000316LBR

		2050 McKinnon Avenue

		Caltagirone

		Adopted a Recommendation for Approval

		+7 -0



		

		2018-002650OTH

		Legacy Business Registry Semi-Annual Report

		Caltagirone

		Reviewed and Commented
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Notice of Joint Meeting

	& 

Agenda



Commission Chambers - Room 400

City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689



Thursday, January 24, 2019

10:00 a.m.

Special Meeting



PLANNING COMMISSION: 	President: 	Myrna Melgar

	Vice-President: 	Joel Koppel

	Commissioners		Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, 

			                              	Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards



HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION:	

	President: 		Aaron Hyland 

	Vice-President: 	Diane Matsuda

	Commissioners:	Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns,

			Jonathan Perlman, Andrew Wolfram

[bookmark: _GoBack]

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

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.

 

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.



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 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415) 554-5163; 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.

 

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 48 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:	

	

PLANNING

COMMISSION:		President:	Myrna Melgar		Vice-President:	Joel Koppel

Commissioners:		Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

HISTORIC PRESERVATION

COMMISSION:	President: 	Aaron Hyland

	Vice-President: 	Diane Matsuda

	Commissioners:	Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns,

		Jonathan Perlman, Andrew Wolfram



	

A. SPECIAL CALENDAR



1. COMMUNICATION BETWEEN COMMISSIONS - Department staff will give a short presentation on the current CEQA review process for known and potential cultural resources. The Commissioners will discuss more broadly how the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively regarding its review of CEQA documents, including the HPC’s review of preservation alternatives. The Commissioners may also discuss more broadly how the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively. 

Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational 



1. RETAINED ELEMENTS POLICY - Department staff will provide a presentation on a draft special topics design guidelines document regarding the retention and incorporation of existing building elements into a new development. The Commissioners may also discuss more broadly how the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively regarding design review. 

Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational 



ADJOURNMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING COMMISSION

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION

Notice of Joint Meeting
&
Agenda

Commission Chambers - Room 400
City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Thursday, January 24, 2019
10:00 a.m.
Special Meeting

PLANNING COMMISSION: President: Myrna Melgar
Vice-President: Joel Koppel
Commissioners Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson,

Kathrin Moore, Dennis Richards

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION:

President: Aaron Hyland
Vice-President: Diane Matsuda
Commissioners: Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns,

Jonathan Perlman, Andrew Wolfram

Commission Secretary:
Jonas P. lonin

Hearing Materials are available at:
Website: http://www.sfplanning.org
Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, 4t 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.
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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.

Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Commission or the
Department. All written or oral communications, including submitted personal contact information, may be made available to the public for
inspection and copying upon request and may appear on the Department’s website or in other public documents.

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 244; phone (415) 554-7724; fax (415)
554-5163; 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.

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 48 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 informacion en Espafol 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:
MEZE B gaife . e BT S B e R B M, FEFE415-558-6309. (LM € BRAT A 1 2 /D481 Ny 2

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:

lMoBecTka AHst Kommccrm no nnaHnpoBaHuio. 3a NOMOLLbIO NepEeBOAYMKa UITN 3@ BCMIOMOraTelbHbIM CITyXOBbIM YCTPONCTBOM
Ha BpeMsi CryLlaHui obpallartechk No Homepy 415-558-6309. 3anpockl AOMKHbI AenaTbCsa MUHUMYM 3a 48 YacoB [0 Havana
crywaHus.
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San Francisco Planning Commission Thursday, January 24, 2019

ROLL CALL:
PLANNING
COMMISSION: President: Myrna Melgar
Vice-President: Joel Koppel
Commissioners: Rodney Fong, Rich Hillis, Milicent Johnson, Kathrin Moore,
Dennis Richards
HISTORIC PRESERVATION
COMMISSION: President: Aaron Hyland
Vice-President: Diane Matsuda
Commissioners: Kate Black, Ellen Johnck, Richard S.E. Johns,

Jonathan Perlman, Andrew Wolfram

A. SPECIAL CALENDAR

1. COMMUNICATION BETWEEN COMMISSIONS - Department staff will give a short presentation on the
current CEQA review process for known and potential cultural resources. The Commissioners will
discuss more broadly how the Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can
communicate more effectively regarding its review of CEQA documents, including the HPC's review
of preservation alternatives. The Commissioners may also discuss more broadly how the Historic
Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively.
Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational

2. RETAINED ELEMENTS POLICY - Department staff will provide a presentation on a draft special topics
design guidelines document regarding the retention and incorporation of existing building
elements into a new development. The Commissioners may also discuss more broadly how the
Historic Preservation Commission and the Planning Commission can communicate more effectively
regarding design review.

Preliminary Recommendation: None - Informational

ADJOURNMENT
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LAW TO SUPPORT WORKING PEOPLE AND SMALL
BUSINESSES ON PUBLIC CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Date: Friday, January 18, 2019 1:11:03 PM

Attachments: 1.18.19 Proiject Labor Agreement Signing.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Friday, January 18, 2019 11:54 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LAW TO SUPPORT WORKING
PEOPLE AND SMALL BUSINESSES ON PUBLIC CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

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

##% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LAW TO SUPPORT
WORKING PEOPLE AND SMALL BUSINESSES ON PUBLIC
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Citywide project labor agreement creates framework for labor contracting in public projects;
expands opportunities for graduates of the City’s job training programs

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation that supports
working people and small businesses by creating the framework for a citywide project labor
agreement on public construction projects.

This legislation comes after months of negotiations between Mayor Breed, the Board of
Supervisors, labor leaders, and community stakeholders, including Local Business Enterprise
leaders. It builds on the Mayor’s commitment to help working people, including legislation
she recently signed to increase wages for in-home supportive service workers and nonprofit
workers under City contracts, who are among the lowest paid workers in San Francisco.

“I am committed to making sure that working people can continue to live in San Francisco,”
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LONDON N. BREED
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

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

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED SIGNS LAW TO SUPPORT
WORKING PEOPLE AND SMALL BUSINESSES ON PUBLIC
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS

Citywide project labor agreement creates framework for labor contracting in public projects;
expands opportunities for graduates of the City’s job training programs

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed today signed legislation that supports working
people and small businesses by creating the framework for a citywide project labor agreement on
public construction projects.

This legislation comes after months of negotiations between Mayor Breed, the Board of
Supervisors, labor leaders, and community stakeholders, including Local Business Enterprise
leaders. It builds on the Mayor’s commitment to help working people, including legislation she
recently signed to increase wages for in-home supportive service workers and nonprofit workers
under City contracts, who are among the lowest paid workers in San Francisco.

“l am committed to making sure that working people can continue to live in San Francisco,” said
Mayor Breed. “That is why | was excited to sign the recent minimum compensation ordinance to
provide a raise to some of the lowest paid workers in the City and why | am proud to sign this
project labor agreement. It is critical that we make sure that people get paid a fair wage for the
work they do.”

Project labor agreements seek to avoid delays and cost overruns on both public and private
projects by creating a clear framework instead of negotiating on a project-by-project basis. The
legislation was passed unanimously by the Board of Supervisors and requires the City to
negotiate a project labor agreement with local unions covering City public work projects above
certain monetary thresholds. For work funded by bonds, the threshold triggering applicability of
the project labor agreement begins at $5 million and lowers to $1 million over a three year time
period. For all other work the threshold is set at $10 million.

Recognizing the importance the City’s Local Business Enterprise program plays in supporting
small and minority owned businesses and ensuring they have the opportunity to participate on
City projects, the legislation contains a provision which allows Local Business Enterprises to
accumulate $5 million worth of work before being subject to the terms of the project labor
agreement, allowing time for smaller Local Business Enterprises to grow.

“This historic agreement sets the foundation to advance, promote, and protect good middle-class
jobs in the construction industry and sets the example for the rest of California and the nation,”
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

said Supervisor Ahsha Safai. “We took great care to also protect the advancements made by
minority contractors and the pathways to employment we’re creating for under-represented
communities. | am proud to have been a part of this great achievement.”

Additionally, the legislation seeks to expand opportunities for graduates of San Francisco’s City
Build Program, which provides pre-apprenticeship and construction training, by requiring that
unions provide pathways to direct entry into union apprenticeship programs for City Build
graduates.

“This citywide project labor agreement represents the culmination of many conversations
between city representatives, labor and small contractors,” said Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer.
“This policy is a commitment to organized labor and a statement about the value that union
workers bring to San Francisco’s economy.”

“This is a historic day for working people in San Francisco,” said Larry Mazzola, Jr., President
of the San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council and Business Manager of
Plumbers and Pipefitters Union Local 38. “In her first six months, Mayor London Breed has
already delivered a win decades in the making by ensuring family-supporting wages and benefits
for all construction workers and expanded access to apprenticeships for disadvantaged
community members.”

it
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said Mayor Breed. “That is why I was excited to sign the recent minimum compensation
ordinance to provide a raise to some of the lowest paid workers in the City and why I am
proud to sign this project labor agreement. It is critical that we make sure that people get paid
a fair wage for the work they do.”

Project labor agreements seek to avoid delays and cost overruns on both public and private
projects by creating a clear framework instead of negotiating on a project-by-project basis.
The legislation was passed unanimously by the Board of Supervisors and requires the City to
negotiate a project labor agreement with local unions covering City public work projects
above certain monetary thresholds. For work funded by bonds, the threshold triggering
applicability of the project labor agreement begins at $5 million and lowers to $1 million over
a three year time period. For all other work the threshold is set at $10 million.

Recognizing the importance the City’s Local Business Enterprise program plays in supporting
small and minority owned businesses and ensuring they have the opportunity to participate on
City projects, the legislation contains a provision which allows Local Business Enterprises to
accumulate $5 million worth of work before being subject to the terms of the project labor
agreement, allowing time for smaller Local Business Enterprises to grow.

“This historic agreement sets the foundation to advance, promote, and protect good middle-
class jobs in the construction industry and sets the example for the rest of California and the
nation,” said Supervisor Ahsha Safai. “We took great care to also protect the advancements
made by minority contractors and the pathways to employment we’re creating for under-
represented communities. I am proud to have been a part of this great achievement.”

Additionally, the legislation seeks to expand opportunities for graduates of San Francisco’s
CityBuild Program, which provides pre-apprenticeship and construction training, by requiring
that unions provide pathways to direct entry into union apprenticeship programs for CityBuild
graduates.

“This citywide project labor agreement represents the culmination of many conversations
between city representatives, labor and small contractors,” said Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer.
“This policy is a commitment to organized labor and a statement about the value that union
workers bring to San Francisco’s economy.”

“This is a historic day for working people in San Francisco,” said Larry Mazzola, Jr.,
President of the San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council and Business
Manager of Plumbers and Pipefitters Union Local 38. “In her first six months, Mayor London
Breed has already delivered a win decades in the making by ensuring family-supporting wages
and benefits for all construction workers and expanded access to apprenticeships for
disadvantaged community members.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)

To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna
(CPQC); planning@rodneyfong.com; Rich Hillis; Aaron Jon Hyland - HPC; Andrew Wolfram (andrew@tefarch.com);
Black, Kate (CPC); Diane Matsuda; Ellen Johnck - HPC; Jonathan Pearlman; Richard S. E. Johns

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO PERMIT EAGLE PLAZA
PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD

Date: Friday, January 18, 2019 9:47:21 AM

Attachments: 1.17.19 Eadle Plaza.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2019 4:31 PM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO PERMIT
EAGLE PLAZA PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*#% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO
PERMIT EAGLE PLAZA PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD

Eagle Plaza will bring needed open space to Western SOMA and recognize the contributions
of the leather and LGBTQ community, Supervisors Matt Haney and Rafael Mandelman co-
sponsor the legislation

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Matt Haney, and Supervisor
Rafael Mandelman have introduced legislation to permit the construction of a new public
gathering space in the Western SoMa neighborhood known as Eagle Plaza, which will serve as
a focal point for the Leather and LGBTQ Cultural Heritage District.

Largely due to its industrial past, there is a significant lack of public open space in the
neighborhood. Eagle Plaza will help address this need as the area continues to experience
growth, and will be designed to recognize the strong cultural influence of the local LGBTQ
and leather communities.

“Eagle Plaza will not only provide much-needed open space in Western SoMa, it will also
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED INTRODUCES LEGISLATION TO
PERMIT EAGLE PLAZA PROJECT TO MOVE FORWARD

Eagle Plaza will bring needed open space to Western SOMA and recognize the contributions of
the leather and LGBTQ community; Supervisors Matt Haney and Rafael Mandelman co-sponsor
the legislation

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Matt Haney, and Supervisor Rafael
Mandelman have introduced legislation to permit the construction of a new public gathering
space in the Western SoMa neighborhood known as Eagle Plaza, which will serve as a focal
point for the Leather and LGBTQ Cultural Heritage District.

Largely due to its industrial past, there is a significant lack of public open space in the
neighborhood. Eagle Plaza will help address this need as the area continues to experience
growth, and will be designed to recognize the strong cultural influence of the local LGBTQ and
leather communities.

“Eagle Plaza will not only provide much-needed open space in Western SoMa, it will also
recognize the cultural contributions of the LGBTQ and leather communities,” said Mayor Breed.
“I am excited that we are able to remove the roadblocks and finally get this exciting project to
move forward.”

Eagle Plaza will transform an approximately 12,500 square foot portion of 12th Street between
Harrison and Bernice Streets in San Francisco's Western SoMa neighborhood into a new
pedestrian plaza with a shared public way, in which traffic calming features create a safe space
for people of all ages to gather, relax, play, and celebrate. The plaza is designed for both active
and passive recreation, with more open, hardscape areas that can host neighborhood gatherings,
events, and performances. Additional improvements will include approximately 2,400 square
feet of additional landscaping, accent lighting, temporary seating, and a re-grading of sidewalk
and roadway paving. Eagle Plaza will stand as an internationally landmarked commemorative
public space for Folsom Gulch's leather and LGBTQ communities and include a leather pride
flag flying above the plaza.

“I’m glad to see Eagle Plaza finally moving forward and am proud to introduce this ordinance
with Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. “The plaza will
be an important public meeting place for the leather community during events like Folsom Street
Fair and Up Your Alley and will also provide much-needed year-round public park space in
SoMa.”

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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“At a time when San Francisco is rapidly changing and developing, it is even more critical that
we honor and celebrate the rich history and culture of our city,” said Supervisor Matt Haney.
“The SOMA neighborhood has been home to a thriving LGBTQ and leather community for
decades. It is wonderful to see the important contributions of the LGBTQ leather community
honored, while also bringing much needed public open space to our neighborhood. I'm grateful
for the hard work of the LGBTQ community, the Mayor’s Office, Build Inc, and many others in
making Eagle Plaza a reality.”

HH#
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recognize the cultural contributions of the LGBTQ and leather communities,” said Mayor
Breed. “I am excited that we are able to remove the roadblocks and finally get this exciting
project to move forward.”

Eagle Plaza will transform an approximately 12,500 square foot portion of 12th Street between
Harrison and Bernice Streets in San Francisco's Western SoMa neighborhood into a new
pedestrian plaza with a shared public way, in which traffic calming features create a safe space
for people of all ages to gather, relax, play, and celebrate. The plaza is designed for both active
and passive recreation, with more open, hardscape areas that can host neighborhood
gatherings, events, and performances. Additional improvements will include approximately
2,400 square feet of additional landscaping, accent lighting, temporary seating, and a re-
grading of sidewalk and roadway paving. Eagle Plaza will stand as an internationally
landmarked commemorative public space for Folsom Gulch's leather and LGBTQ
communities and include a leather pride flag flying above the plaza.

“I’m glad to see Eagle Plaza finally moving forward and am proud to introduce this ordinance
with Mayor Breed and Supervisor Haney,” said Supervisor Rafael Mandelman. “The plaza
will be an important public meeting place for the leather community during events like Folsom
Street Fair and Up Your Alley and will also provide much-needed year-round public park
space in SoMa.”

“At a time when San Francisco is rapidly changing and developing, it is even more critical that
we honor and celebrate the rich history and culture of our city,” said Supervisor Matt Haney.
“The SOMA neighborhood has been home to a thriving LGBTQ and leather community for
decades. It is wonderful to see the important contributions of the LGBTQ leather community
honored, while also bringing much needed public open space to our neighborhood. I'm
grateful for the hard work of the LGBTQ community, the Mayor’s Office, Build Inc, and
many others in making Eagle Plaza a reality.”
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From: Ionin, Jonas (CPC)
To: Richards, Dennis (CPC); Johnson, Milicent (CPC); Koppel, Joel (CPC); Moore, Kathrin (CPC); Melgar, Myrna

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND THE SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT
ANNOUNCE 2018 PUBLIC SAFETY STATISTICS

Date: Thursday, January 17, 2019 11:20:54 AM

Attachments: 1.17.19 Year-End Public Safety Statistics.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,

Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Thursday, January 17, 2019 11:18 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND THE SAN FRANCISCO POLICE
DEPARTMENT ANNOUNCE 2018 PUBLIC SAFETY STATISTICS

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

##% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND THE SAN FRANCISCO
POLICE DEPARTMENT ANNOUNCE 2018 PUBLIC SAFETY
STATISTICS

Year-end crime report for 2018 shows decrease in homicides and auto burglaries as well as a
large decrease in gun violence

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Police Department
(SFPD) today announced that violent crimes, particularly gun violence, dropped significantly
in 2018.

The findings were released as part of the SFPD’s 2018 CompStat Profile and reflect progress
from a number of new initiatives spearheaded by the SFPD and Mayor Breed to increase foot
patrols, hire more officers, and help stabilize neighborhoods that experience a higher level of
crime.

“Every San Franciscan, regardless of which neighborhood they are in, deserves to be safe in
our City,” said Mayor Breed. “Since taking office, I have been focused on adding more police
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Thursday, January 17, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*** PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND THE SAN FRANCISCO
POLICE DEPARTMENT ANNOUNCE 2018 PUBLIC SAFETY
STATISTICS

Year-end crime report for 2018 shows decrease in homicides and auto burglaries as well as a
large decrease in gun violence

San Francisco, CA —Mayor London N. Breed and the San Francisco Police Department
(SFPD) today announced that violent crimes, particularly gun violence, dropped significantly in
2018.

The findings were released as part of the SFPD’s 2018 CompStat Profile and reflect progress
from a number of new initiatives spearheaded by the SFPD and Mayor Breed to increase foot
patrols, hire more officers, and help stabilize neighborhoods that experience a higher level of
crime.

“Every San Franciscan, regardless of which neighborhood they are in, deserves to be safe in our
City,” said Mayor Breed. “Since taking office, I have been focused on adding more police
officers to our streets, opening academies to prepare the next generation of SFPD officers,
strengthening ties with our communities, and continuing important reforms to the Department.
We have a lot of work still to do, but I am encouraged by the progress we have made.”

The 2018 CompStat Profile shows that compared to 2017:
Homicides decreased 18 percent;

Homicides by firearms decreased 37 percent;
Non-fatal shooting incidents decreased 30 percent; and
Aggravated assaults decreased 3 percent.

“Though we are encouraged by our year-end numbers, one life lost is one life too many,” said
Police Chief William Scott. “Through close collaboration with our community-based anti-
violence partners and the establishment of our Crime Gun Investigations Center, we saw a
decrease in gun-related violence last year. Reducing all violent crime remains our top priority,
and we are committed to smart strategies and partnerships that will continue to enable us to
provide safety with respect for everyone who lives in, works in or visits San Francisco.”

SFPD seized 1,276 firearms in 2018, a 25 percent year-over-year increase. Last year also saw a
significant drop in property crimes that have victimized many people in San Francisco:
e Auto burglaries decreased 17 percent;
e Auto thefts decreased 13 percent; and
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e Larceny theft decreased 10 percent.

In 2017, SFPD doubled its citywide uniformed foot patrols, and with the direction and support of
Mayor Breed, greatly increased foot patrols in U.N. Plaza and in the Mid-Market corridor last
year in response to numerous quality of life issues. A 2018 study by the California Policy Lab
and researchers at the University of California, Berkeley found a significant decrease in assaults
and thefts after SFPD expanded its foot patrol strategy, which focuses on crime deterrence and
improved responsiveness and engagement with community members.

In addition to expanding foot patrol officers, Mayor Breed and the SFPD have focused on
increased enforcement of drug dealing in the Tenderloin and Mid-Market areas. This effort
includes a two-tiered strategy, with the Narcotics Unit focusing on disrupting the flow of drugs
into the City and targeting individuals participating in drug trafficking, coupled with street
officers implementing sting operations at the street level to reduce public drug sales.

The Mayor’s Fiscal Year 2018-19 & 2019-20 budget included a focus on responsible
investments to strengthen the City’s public safety into the future. Mayor Breed pushed to include
funding for the first two years of a four-year hiring plan to deploy an additional 250 officers to
the streets. Additionally, she invested $8 million in new funding for the Department of
Emergency Management to train 90 new dispatcher recruits, ensuring that sufficient staffing
levels are met and maintained.

SFPD CompStat reports are posted online at sanfranciscopolice.org/compstatreports.
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officers to our streets, opening academies to prepare the next generation of SFPD officers,
strengthening ties with our communities, and continuing important reforms to the Department.
We have a lot of work still to do, but I am encouraged by the progress we have made.”

The 2018 CompStat Profile shows that compared to 2017:
o Homicides decreased 18 percent;
¢ Homicides by firearms decreased 37 percent;
o Non-fatal shooting incidents decreased 30 percent; and
o Aggravated assaults decreased 3 percent.

“Though we are encouraged by our year-end numbers, one life lost is one life too many,” said
Police Chief William Scott. “Through close collaboration with our community-based anti-
violence partners and the establishment of our Crime Gun Investigations Center, we saw a
decrease in gun-related violence last year. Reducing all violent crime remains our top priority,
and we are committed to smart strategies and partnerships that will continue to enable us to
provide safety with respect for everyone who lives in, works in or visits San Francisco.”

SFPD seized 1,276 firearms in 2018, a 25 percent year-over-year increase. Last year also saw
a significant drop in property crimes that have victimized many people in San Francisco:

e Auto burglaries decreased 17 percent;

e Auto thefts decreased 13 percent; and

e Larceny theft decreased 10 percent.

In 2017, SFPD doubled its citywide uniformed foot patrols, and with the direction and support
of Mayor Breed, greatly increased foot patrols in U.N. Plaza and in the Mid-Market corridor
last year in response to numerous quality of life issues. A 2018 study by the California Policy
Lab and researchers at the University of California, Berkeley found a significant decrease in
assaults and thefts after SFPD expanded its foot patrol strategy, which focuses on crime
deterrence and improved responsiveness and engagement with community members.

In addition to expanding foot patrol officers, Mayor Breed and the SFPD have focused on
increased enforcement of drug dealing in the Tenderloin and Mid-Market areas. This effort
includes a two-tiered strategy, with the Narcotics Unit focusing on disrupting the flow of
drugs into the City and targeting individuals participating in drug trafficking, coupled with
street officers implementing sting operations at the street level to reduce public drug sales.

The Mayor’s Fiscal Year 2018-19 & 2019-20 budget included a focus on responsible
investments to strengthen the City’s public safety into the future. Mayor Breed pushed to
include funding for the first two years of a four-year hiring plan to deploy an additional 250
officers to the streets. Additionally, she invested $8 million in new funding for the Department
of Emergency Management to train 90 new dispatcher recruits, ensuring that sufficient
staffing levels are met and maintained.

SFPD CompStat reports are posted online at sanfranciscopolice.org/compstatreports.

HiH


https://www.capolicylab.org/sfpd-foot-patrols/https:/www.capolicylab.org/sfpd-foot-patrols/
http://sanfranciscopolice.org/compstatreports




From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

To: Smith, Desiree (CPC)

Cc: Feliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Agenda Item 10 -2018-017223DES Initiating Landmark Designation for Galeria de la Raza/Studio
24/Billboard

Date: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 4:14:03 PM

Attachments: 19.0116 SFLHS LTR GALERIA LANDMARK.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: AM Cervantes <ACervantes@sflhs.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:23 AM

To: andrew@tefarch.com; aaron.hyland.hpc@gmail.com; Black, Kate (CPC) <kate.black@sfgov.org>;
ellen.hpc@ellenjohnckconsulting.com; RSEJohns@yahoo.com; dianematsuda@hotmail.com;
jonathan.pearlman.hpc@gmail.com; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Cc: Alan Martinez <awmarch@mac.com>; lorrainegn1l1@gmail.com; cordova@sfsu.edu; Erick
Arguello <erick@-calle24sf.org>; ogrande@podersf.org; ani.galeria@gmail.com

Subject: Agenda Item 10 -2018-017223DES Initiating Landmark Designation for Galeria de la
Raza/Studio 24/Billboard

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

See attached correspondence in support of this agenda item.
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January 16, 2017

RE: Agenda Item 10 -2018-017223DES
Initiating Landmark Designation for Galeria de la Raza/Studio 24/Billboard

Preservation Commission,

The Mission Area Plan was adopted in December of 2008, without the inclusion of San Francisco’s
Latino Communities’ documentation of our Historic Resources. From Reconstruction Period (Mexican
Revolution & Immigration) 1907-1915, World Wars & Latino Neighborhoods (Latinos in New Century)
1916-1945, Post World Wars 1946-1960, Economic, Political & Cultural Empowerment (Latinos in
Modern Era) 1961-1999, Cultural Affirmation & Resistance to Displacement 2000-1018 as required
by CEQA for the rezoning of San Francisco’s Mission District.

Latino Historical Society was established in 2012, to document and preserve the Latino experience in
San Francisco in first voice. The founding members consist of SF Historians, Preservation Architects,
Artist, and Community Representatives committed to preserving, interpreting, and promoting the
contributions Latinos have made to the development to the City & County of San Francisco and the
State of California.

The San Francisco Latino Historical Society supports the initiating study for the Landmark Designation
of the Galeria de la Raza/Studio 24 Building located at the southwest corner of 24th and Bryant Street.
For over 46 years, the Galeria de la Raza/Studio 24 (Galeria) Building and Billboard have been a major
art and cultural anchor for the 24t Street Cultural District. The Mission Coalition Organization, an
organization established to fight displacement in the Mission and address the issues of poverty, racial
injustice was “the largest urban popular mobilization in San Francisco’s recent history” that provided
seed monies to establish the Galeria de la Raza.! Latino Artist up until the Galeria was established had
be excluded from San Francisco’s larger Arts & Culture. The Galeria was one of first galleries to provide
a venue to showcase Latino Art & Culture.

“Sitio Y Lengua”, a concept that scholars such as Emma Perez and others have studied, believe that in
the main element for the creation of space is that people must have their own language in order to
survive and flourish. When people were colonized their language was taken away and history of the
residents is erased. Emma Perez, argues that without language there is no memory, “...Preserving or
the reconstruction of histories, one can create a space - in the past -that sustains the community and
allows them to have a different future.”?2

The Galeria was formed as a visual art space to recognize and understand the significance of the
contributions of Latino Artists. Its focus was on first voice presentations and where language and
culture could be retained. The Galeria’s billboard murals were another way to have cultural expression
be accessible the adjacent neighborhood and the Latino community. It is seen as an instrument to

1 San Francisco Latino Historical Society: Oral History_ Michael Rios, November 2017.

2 California Women and Politics: From the Gold Rush to the Great Depression, edited by Robert E. Cherny, Mary Ann
Irwin & Anne Marie Wilson “I do not like the white man...he is a liar and a thief: Testimonies and the Politics of
Resistance” Linda Heidenreich, pg 7.
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communicate ideas and concepts in first voice about diversity of culture that make up the Latino
experience, whether it be the Latino LGBTQ or the Women’s movement.

The Latino Community’s language, art and culture, events within the building and the billboard’s mural
are key elements in the creation of place and are important Latino Historic Resources to retain as a
major art and cultural anchor for the Calle Veinte-Cuatro Cultural District.

Sincerely

FOUNDING MEMBERS
SAN FRANCISCO LATINO HISTORICAL SOCIETY

Anne Cervantes, Architect, former City Hall Preservation Commissioner

Sl indy

Alan Martinez, Architect, former Preservation Commissioner

(S Ho

Lorraine Garcia- Nakata, Artist, Arts/Cultural Specialist, Commissioner, The National
Museum of the American Latino, former Director, The Mexican Museum, former San
Francisco Arts Commissioner and chair San Francisco Public Arts Program

Dr. Carlos Cordova, Historian, Professor of History-San Francisco State University, Latino
Context Statement Historian

cc. Mike Buehler, San Francisco Heritage
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From: CPC-Commissions Secretary

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: Galeria de la Raza SF Landmark

Date: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 4:13:24 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: Paola de la Calle <delacalle.paocla@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 10:59 AM

To: Smith, Desiree (CPC) <Desiree.Smith@sfgov.org>; CPC-Commissions Secretary
<commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>

Subject: Galeria de la Raza SF Landmark

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

Dear SF Planning Department,

| write to you today to share how valuable Galeria de la Raza is to both San Francisco and the
Mission, specifically 24th street. When | first visited San Francisco in 2016 | immediately fell in love
with the city largely due to Galeria de la Raza. As an artist, | felt deeply connected and represented
by the city and Galeria de la Raza after seeing the mural on the corner of Bryant and 24th. This mural
has been the home of artwork by artists and cultural workers who represent the heart of this city
and the Latinx community. These are artists recognized nationally and internationally (who bring
enormous value to the city) and they often depict messages of community, equality, and justice. This
mural has often been the center for vigil's, protests, ceremonies, and community engagement. It has
included so many diverse voices and stories and it would be a disservice to the Latinx community
and the city of San Francisco to lose this landmark which represents both history and progress.
Making this mural a city landmark will uplift the many underrepresented voices this mural amplifies
and honor the Indigenous, Queer, Black, Latinx, Migrant stories it publicly shares. The Latinx
community of San Francisco deserves to have this cultural institution added to the list of historic
landmarks so it can continue to be honored and enjoyed by all.

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

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

Cc: Eeliciano, Josephine (CPC)

Subject: FW: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR VALLIE BROWN MEET WITH CHARIOT
DRIVERS AND ANNOUNCE CITYDRIVE TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

Date: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 4:12:11 PM

Attachments: 1.16.19 CityDrive.pdf

Jonas P. lonin,
Director of Commission Affairs

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

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

From: Press Office, Mayor (MYR)

Sent: Wednesday, January 16, 2019 11:28 AM

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

Subject: *** PRESS RELEASE *** MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR VALLIE BROWN MEET
WITH CHARIOT DRIVERS AND ANNOUNCE CITYDRIVE TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 16, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

##% PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR VALLIE
BROWN MEET WITH CHARIOT DRIVERS AND ANNOUNCE
CITYDRIVE TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

Mayor Breed meets with Teamsters and Chariot drivers to offer employment and training
opportunities with the San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Vallie Brown, City officials, and
the Teamsters announced today a new City program to train commercial drivers known as
CityDrive. The program provides free training to residents as commercial drivers to meet the
demand at the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and in the private
sector.

Following the announcement, Mayor Breed and representatives from the Office of Economic
and Workforce Development and SFMTA met with drivers for Chariot, which recently
announced it would cease operations, to offer employment opportunities at SFMTA and
training through CityDrive.
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:
Wednesday, January 16, 2019
Contact: Mayor’s Office of Communications, 415-554-6131

*x* PRESS RELEASE ***
MAYOR LONDON BREED AND SUPERVISOR VALLIE
BROWN MEET WITH CHARIOT DRIVERS AND ANNOUNCE
CITYDRIVE TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM

Mayor Breed meets with Teamsters and Chariot drivers to offer employment and training
opportunities with the San Francisco Municipal Transit Agency

San Francisco, CA — Mayor London N. Breed, Supervisor Vallie Brown, City officials, and
the Teamsters announced today a new City program to train commercial drivers known as
CityDrive. The program provides free training to residents as commercial drivers to meet the
demand at the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and in the private
sector.

Following the announcement, Mayor Breed and representatives from the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development and SFMTA met with drivers for Chariot, which recently announced it
would cease operations, to offer employment opportunities at SFMTA and training through
CityDrive.

“This makes sense for the drivers, it makes sense for Muni, and it makes sense for the City,” said
Mayor Breed. “I am always focused on creating employment opportunities for our residents.
This program will not only provide paid training to help drivers while they prepare for their new
roles, but will also help address the driver shortage at Muni and improve service for all San
Franciscans.”

Following Chariot’s announcement of their closure, Mayor Breed directed the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development and the SFMTA to build on the plans for CityDrive—
making free Class B driver’s license training available to all workers that are being laid off so
that they can meet the qualifications to apply for Muni operator positions. CityDrive is a three
week long training course that provides participants education and preparation to take the Class
B commercial drivers’ test and graduate with industry certifications.

CityDrive will also provide on-the-job training while they wait for a potential offer to drive for
the City so workers will continue to get paid during the transition.

“Our transit operator shortage is hurting our ability to deliver service for Muni riders,” said
Supervisor Vallie Brown. “This is an opportunity to get more drivers on board quickly to help
close our operator gap. We also need to look at long term solutions, which is why creating a
City-run program is so important.”
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According to Chariot, 10-15% of their workforce have Class B driver’s licenses. While not a
requirement to apply for all SFMTA driver positions with the City, they are required to drive
Muni buses. CityDrive can expedite the training progression for workers to obtain their Class B
permits faster than the traditional process.

“Thanks to Mayor Breed's leadership and with support of the Teamsters, we are turning a
difficult situation into a great opportunity for Chariot drivers and for Muni riders,” said Ed
Reiskin, SFMTA Director of Transportation. “This program will help get more Muni operators
behind the wheel faster, while connecting real people to quality jobs in San Francisco. I’'m proud
to work with Mayor Breed to move this program forward and as we make every effort to
improve service across the city.”

"The Teamsters thank Mayor London Breed for marshaling San Francisco’s resources to keep
these drivers behind the wheel,” said Teamsters Local 665 Secretary-Treasurer Mark Gleason.
“Muni needs drivers and our members need jobs. It’s a good match.”

The City also offers free training academies in other high demand industry sectors in healthcare,
tech, hospitality and construction. As part of employer lay off services, the Office of Economic
and Workforce Development is also providing information around resources on healthcare,
finances, and many other job assistance to displaced workers.

“We are excited that Mayor Breed is helping us find new jobs,” said Chariot driver Kendra
Watkins. “With housing prices as crazy as they are, San Francisco is helping working people
stay in San Francisco."
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“This makes sense for the drivers, it makes sense for Muni, and it makes sense for the City,”
said Mayor Breed. “I am always focused on creating employment opportunities for our
residents. This program will not only provide paid training to help drivers while they prepare
for their new roles, but will also help address the driver shortage at Muni and improve service
for all San Franciscans.”

Following Chariot’s announcement of their closure, Mayor Breed directed the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development and the SFMTA to build on the plans for CityDrive—
making free Class B driver’s license training available to all workers that are being laid off so
that they can meet the qualifications to apply for Muni operator positions. CityDrive is a three
week long training course that provides participants education and preparation to take the
Class B commercial drivers’ test and graduate with industry certifications.

CityDrive will also provide on-the-job training while they wait for a potential offer to drive for
the City so workers will continue to get paid during the transition.

“Our transit operator shortage is hurting our ability to deliver service for Muni riders,” said
Supervisor Vallie Brown. “This is an opportunity to get more drivers on board quickly to help
close our operator gap. We also need to look at long term solutions, which is why creating a
City-run program is so important.”

According to Chariot, 10-15% of their workforce have Class B driver’s licenses. While not a
requirement to apply for all SFMTA driver positions with the City, they are required to drive
Muni buses. CityDrive can expedite the training progression for workers to obtain their Class
B permits faster than the traditional process.

“Thanks to Mayor Breed's leadership and with support of the Teamsters, we are turning a
difficult situation into a great opportunity for Chariot drivers and for Muni riders,” said Ed
Reiskin, SFMTA Director of Transportation. “This program will help get more Muni operators
behind the wheel faster, while connecting real people to quality jobs in San Francisco. I'm
proud to work with Mayor Breed to move this program forward and as we make every effort
to improve service across the city.”

"The Teamsters thank Mayor London Breed for marshaling San Francisco’s resources to keep
these drivers behind the wheel,” said Teamsters Local 665 Secretary-Treasurer Mark Gleason.
“Muni needs drivers and our members need jobs. It’s a good match.”

The City also offers free training academies in other high demand industry sectors in
healthcare, tech, hospitality and construction. As part of employer lay off services, the Office
of Economic and Workforce Development is also providing information around resources on
healthcare, finances, and many other job assistance to displaced workers.

“We are excited that Mayor Breed is helping us find new jobs,” said Chariot driver Kendra
Watkins. “With housing prices as crazy as they are, San Francisco is helping working people
stay in San Francisco."
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