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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

- BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
o : | Tel. No. 554-5184
'y Fax No. 554-5163

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

_ NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco will hold a public hearing to consider the following proposal
and said public hearing will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may

attend and be heard;

Date: Tuesday, June 286, 2012
Time: 4:00 p.m.

Location: Legislative Chamber, Room 250 located at City Hall, 1 Dr.
Carlton B. Goodleft Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

- Subject: File No. 120646. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting
' to the decision of the Planning Commission's April 26, 2012,
approval of a Conditional Use Authorization identified as
Planning Case No. 2011.0584CV, by its Motion No. 18604,
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3(g), 303, and 317, to
- convert a former church that is currently being used as a
single-family dwelling into a private elementary school
operated by “Children’s Day School”, within a RH-3
(Residential House, Three-Family), on property located at 601
Dolores Street, Assessor's Block Assessor’s Block No. 3598,
Lot No. 060. (District 8) (Appellants: Elizabeth Erhardt, Rutan
Attorneys at Law, on behalf of Lisa Nahmanson and Sandra
Steele) (Filed May 29, 2012).

Pursuant to Government Code Section 65009, notice is hereby given, if you
challenge, in court, the matter described above, you may be limited to raising only those
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in
written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors at, or prior to, the public

hearing.

, In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,

~ persons who are unable to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written
commients to the City prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be

made a part of the official public records in these matters, and shall be brought to the

attention of the Board of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed to

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room %4]40’ 6Ci’ty Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
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Place, San Francisco, CA'94102. Information relating to this matter is available in the
Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information will be available for public

~ review on Thursday, June 21, 2012. ~
Cadardl

Angela Calvillo .
Clerk of the Board

MAILED/POSTED: June 15, 2012

¢
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RADIUS SERVICES 1221 HARRISON ST #18 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103 415-391-4775

BLOCK LOT OWNER OADDR CITY STATE ZIP
0001 001 RADIUS SERVICES NO. 359860NU 601 DOLORES ST CHILDDAY 11 0528
000t 002 .. .. ... .. - L L. ] ..
0001 003 RADIUS SERVICES 1221 HARRISON ST #18  SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103
0001 004 . CHILDREN'S DAY SCHOOL 333 DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110
0001 005 e e ; S
3586 001 REC & PK DEPT 501 STANYAN ST~ SAN FRANCISCO CA 94117-1898
3587 019 EVAN WILLIAMS TRS : 231 PALMDR PIEDMONT CA 94610-1054
3587 020 HOWK HONG CHIN FEI FONG WONG 2405 GREENWICH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94123-3303
3587 021 JEAN PACHEU TRS 1534 IRVING ST #201 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94122-1900
3587 022 HICKEY TRS 301 CAVANAUGH ST SAN MATEO CA 94401-1212
3587 025 WILLIAM & GLORIA WONG 843 FOERSTER ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94127-2307
3587 025 OCCUPANT 3660A 19TH ST SAN FRANGISCO CA 94110-1535
3587 025 OCGCUPANT 3660 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1535
3587 025 OCCUPANT 3662A 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1535
3587 025 OCCUPANT 3662 19TH'ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 84110-1535
3587 025A ARTHUR ANDERSON 3668 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1535
3587  025A OCCUPANT 3664 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1535
3587  025A OCCUPANT 3666 19TH ST SANFRANCISCO . CA 94110-1535
3587 026 MARCUS COLLARDIN 821 MASON ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94108-2210
3587 026 OCCUPANT 3670A 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA - 94110-1535
3587 026 OCCUPANT 3672 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1535
3587 026 OCCUPANT 3670 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1535
3587 027 NIDAL & SAADRA NAZZAL 3674 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110
3587 027 OCCUPANT 3676 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1535
3587 028 ARNESTY-GOOD TRS 3694 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1535
3587 028  OCCUPANT 3696 19TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1535
3587 029 PRITCHARD TRS 2200 9TH AV SAN FRANCISCO CA 94116-1935
3587 029 OCCUPANT 595A DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 5958 DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 595C DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 595D DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 597A DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 597B DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 597C DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 84110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 597D DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 599A DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
. 3587. 029 OCCUPANT 5998 DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 599C DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 029 OCCUPANT 599D DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 030 VANNI & ING TRS 614 CASTRO ST #3 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94114-2518
3587 031 SCHUERER TRS 2906 EASTERN SHORE DR OWENS CROSS ROADSAL 35763-9339
3587 032 B & M. QUINONES 583 DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 033 MAHIN HEIDARY-CHARLES 575 DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 9411071564
3587 034 PROTESTANT EPISC BISHOP 1055 TAYLOR ST - SAN FRANCISCO CA 94108-2209
3587 035 BRENDA ROMANO 212 NW 101ST AV " PLANTATION FL 33324-7062
3587 036 KEVIN' TAM 561 DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 056A FEDOROFF TRS 98 MONTEBELLO DR " DALY CITY CA 940154722
3587 056B  DANIEL DRUMMER 72 OAKWOOD ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1530
3587 057 HIDALGO TRS 74 OAKWOOD ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1530
3587 058 . SINGSTAD & DICKERMAN TRS 76 OAKWOOD ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1530
3587 059 EUGENE WHANG 77 OAKWOOD ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1529
3587 080  MICHAELRICCA 37067 LAKE CANDLEWOOD ST~ FREMONT CA 94555-1214
3587 061 NANCY RANDALL £5 OAKWOOD ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1573
3587 107 JASON FLASHBERG 557 DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 108 ROBERT LORD 555 DOLORES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1564
3587 109 JAMES SLOATE TRS 3203 STONE VALLEY RD ALAMO CA 94507-2801
3598 020 DAVID FLEMING TRS 3768 20TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 841102220
3598 021 RICHARD SHERRY 3772 20TH ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-2260
3508 022 R & K EVANS 3778 20TH ST SANFRANCISCO . CA 94110-2220
3598 027 CAPITAN TRS 11 MIGUEL ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94131-2605
3538 028 SECOND CH CHRIST SCIENTIST 95 CUMBERLAND ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94110-1524
3598 034 ZACHARY KELLERMAN 452 ALVARADO ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94114-3305

THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN WHILE NOT GUARANTEE!QF‘A@ BEEN SECURED FROM SOURCES DEEMED RELIABLE  PAGE 1



RADIUS SERVICES 1221 HARRISON ST #18 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103 415-391-4775

BLOCK LOT
3598 035
3598 037
3508 038
3598 039
3508 048
3598 049
3588  049A
3598  049B
3598 050
3588 051
3588 051
3598 053
3598 053
3598 053
3598 054
3598 054
3598 054
3598 054
3598  054A
3598  D54A
3598  054A
3588  054B
3588  054B
3598  054B
3508 055
3588 055
3538 055
3598 - 056
3598 056
3598 056
3588 056
3598 056
3598 057
3538 057
3588 057
3598 057
3598 057
3598 . 057
3598 058
3598 058
3598 058
3598 058
3598 059
3588 059
3598 059
3538 059
3588 059
3538 059
3598 060
3598 080
3598 062
3598 062
3538 062
3598  0B2
3598 062
3508 083
3588 063
3598 063
3538 063
3538 © 063
3538 063
3598 065

1

OWNER -
CONWAY CHENG CHANG
ROBERT SCHWINDT
KELL.ERMAN TRS

NOAH HURWITZ
TIMOTHY OCONNELL

MA & MAR

MANISH CHAMPSEE
FINE & HECHT TRS
MARY ANDERTON TRS

- JAN ZOBEL TRS

OCCUPANT
HOEGGER TRS
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
ELIZABETH SACHS

'OCCUPANT

OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT

JULIO DELUCCHI TRS
OCCUPANT

OCCUPANT

GIACOMO FRANCO FMLY
OCCUPANT

OCCUPANT

ROBERT BATHRICK TRS
OCCUPANT

" OCGUPANT

FLAHAVAN TRS
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
FLAHAVAN TRS
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
BENEICKE & SMITH
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
JARVIS & ANNE GATES
OCCUPANT -
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
SIAMAK AHKAVAN
OCCUPANT
JOANNE SANDRY
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT

" OCCUPANT

GRANT THOMPSON
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT

R & R HOFFSCHILDT

OADDR

69 CUMBERLAND ST
61A CUMBERLAND ST
452 ALVARADO ST

49 CUMBERLAND ST
512 JOHNSON AV

340 FERNDALE AV

36 CUMBERLAND ST
44 CUMBERLAND ST
48 CUMBERLAND ST
3045 HOLYROOD DR
56 CUMBERLAND ST
26 BURLWOOD DR

64 CUMBERIAND ST
66 CUMBERLAND ST
5 BROOKWOOD AV
68 CUMBERLAND ST .
70 CUMBERLAND ST
68A CUMBERLAND ST
1915 ALEMANY BL
72 CUMBERLAND ST
74 CUMBERLAND ST
76 CUMBERLAND ST
78 CUMBERLAND ST .
78A CUMBERLAND ST
84 CUMBERLAND ST

" 80 CUMBERLAND ST

82 CUMBERLAND ST
308 LOMITA AV

88 CUMBERLAND ST #1
88 CUMBERLAND ST #2
88 CUMBERLAND ST #3
88A CUMBERLAND ST
308 LOMITA AV

90 CUMBERLAND ST #1
90 CUMBERLAND ST #2
90 CUMBERLAND ST #3
90 CUMBERLAND ST #4

.90 CUMBERLAND ST #5

96 CUMBERLAND ST
96A CUMBERLAND ST
98 CUMBERLAND ST
635 DOLORES ST
629 DOLORES ST
623 DOLORES ST
625A DOLORES ST
625 DOLORES ST
627A DOLORES ST
627 DOLORES ST
PO BOX 8725

" 601 DOLORES ST
" 215 MAIN ST #206

3677A 19TH ST
3677 1/2 19TH ST
3677 19TH ST
3679 19TH ST
3675 19TH ST
3673A 19TH ST
3673B 19TH ST
3673 19TH ST
3675A 19TH ST
36758 19TH ST
937 CHURCH ST

CITY.

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
PACIFICA

S SAN'FRANGISCO
SAN FRANCISCO -
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
OAKLAND

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
WILMINGTON
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANGISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
MILLBRAE '

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
MILLBRAE

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANGISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISGO
SAN FRANCISCO
EMERYVILLE
SAN FRANCISCO
SAUSALITO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO

" SAN FRANCISCO

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO

STATE ZIP

CA 94110-1524
CA 94110-1524
cA 94114-3305
CA 94110-1524
CA 94044-1919
CA 94080-1244
cA 941101525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94611-2541
CA 941101525
CA 94127-2202
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
NC 28403-1107
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
CA  -94110-1525
CA . 84112-3201
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110

CA 941101525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94030-1202
CA 94110-1584
CA 94110-1584
CA 94110-1584
CA 941101584
CA 94030-1202
CA  94110-1692
CA 94110-1692
CA 94110-1692
CA 94110-1592
CA 94110-1692
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
CA 941101525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1515
CA 94110-1515
cA 94110-1515
CA 94110-1515
CA 94110-1515
cA 94110-1515
CA 94662-0725
CA 54110-1526
CA 94965-2403
CA 84110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA  94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA-  94110-1522
CA 94114-3028

>
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BLOCK LOT
3598 065
3538 065
3598 085
3598 067
3508 068
3508  0B9A
3598 070
3538 075
3588 075
3598 . 075
3598 075
3598 075
3508 075
3598 075
3598 075
3508 075
3598 075
3598 Q75
3598 075
3598 075
3588 076
3598 076
3508 077
3598 078
3598 078
3508 083
3598 083
3598 084
3598 . 085
3598 086
3598 090
3598 091
3508 092
3598 - 093
3598 094
3598 ' 095
3598 096
3598 099
3598 100
3598 101
3598 111
3598 112
3598 113
3598 114
3598 115
3598 116
3598 117
3598 117
3598 118
3599 001
9999 999

OWNER
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT

R & | ARGUELLO

" EVELYN AGUILAR TRS

GARY ASPINWALL
THOMAS GOLD
JANE BALLESTEROS TRS
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT
OCCUPANT

‘'OCCUPANT

OCCUPANT
JULIA DANISON
OCCUPANT

P & J GLIKSHTERN

GYR TRS

OCCUPANT

RMA ASSOC LLC
OCCUPANT

DAMON ELLIS

MARK SHAW ,
JENNIFER MCCHESNEY
ELIZABETH FOSTER
ILLIG & HERSH
SECRIST & SCHIFF TRS
MARK KAUFMAN
ESTHER & EMMETT BERG
LEVY & NAZZARO

JED & SIMONE BARGEN
LYNNE JASSEM

RUTH CONROY

DONNA TWAROG TRS
SUSAN LIEBL

DIANE HOROWITZ
JASON SUITTS

PETER SCOTT TRS
CAMERON WALLACE
PETERISCOTT TRS
LANCE WILLS
OCCUPANT

LISA NAHMANSON

REC & PK DEPT

Combined 311 and CU notification list

OADDR

3683 19TH ST
3685A 19TH ST
3685 19TH ST
3647 19TH ST
3645 19TH ST
3637 19TH ST
3633 19TH ST
2757 SILVERADO DR
3861 19TH ST #101
3661 19TH ST #102
3661 19TH ST #103
3861 19TH ST #104
3661 19TH ST #201
3661 19TH ST #202
3661 19TH ST #203
3661 19TH ST #204
3661 19TH ST #301
3661 19TH ST #302
3661 19TH ST #303
3661 19TH ST #304
1801 SPRUCE ST #C

" 58 CUMBERLAND ST

60 CUMBERLAND ST
930 ROBLE RIDGE RD*
52 CUMBERLAND ST
1613 GHELSEA RD #344
3667 19TH ST #A

3667 19TH ST

3659 19TH ST

3671 19TH ST

3627 19TH ST

3629 19TH ST

3628A 19TH ST

43 CUMBERLAND ST
45 CUMBERLAND ST
50 CUMBERLAND ST
52 CUMBERLAND ST
3637A 19TH ST

3639 19TH ST

3641 19TH ST

1554 SWAN DR

2261 MARKET ST #112
79 CUMBERLAND ST
63 CUMBERLAND ST
65 CUMBERLAND ST
67 CUMBERLAND ST
3683 19TH ST

3681 19TH ST

3685 19TH ST

501 STANYAN ST

CITY :

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
PINOLE

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO

~ SAN FRANCISCO

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
BERKELEY

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
PALO ALTO

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN MARINO
SAN FRANCISCO

SAN FRANCISCO

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
TULSA

SAN FRANGISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO

SAN FRANCISCO -

SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO
SAN FRANCISCO

RADIUS SERVICES 1221 HARRISON ST #18 SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103 415-391-47735

STATE ZIP l

CA 94110-1522
CA  94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94564-1211
CA 94110-1567
CA 94110-1567
CA 94110-1567
CA 94110-1567
CA 94110-1567
CA 94110-1567
CA 94110-1567
CA 94110-1567
CA 04110-1567
CA 941101567
CA 84110-1567
€A 94110-1567
CA 94709-1864
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94306-2609
CA 94110-1525
CA 911082419
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1524
CA 94110-1524
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1525
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
CA 94110-1522
OK 74120-7627
CA 94114-1600
"CA 94110-1524
CA 94110-1524
CA 94110-1524
CA 94110-1524
CA 84110-1522
CA 94110-1522
"CA 94110-1522
CA 94117-1898

" THE INFORMATION CONTAINED HEREIN WHILE NOT GUARANTE52 fl'iﬁ‘S@EEN SECURED FROM SOURCES DEEMED RELIABLE  PAGE 3



: City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/ETY No. 544-5227
June 7, 2012

Elizabeth T. Erhardt
Rutan & Tucker, LLP
3000 El Camino Real, Suite 200
Palo Alto, CA 94306
eerhardt@rutan com.

File No. 120646 Planning Case No. 2011.0584CV
601 Dolores Street — Condition Use Appeal

Dear Ms. Erhardt: . '

This is in reference fo the appeal you submli‘ted from the decision of the Planning
Commission by Motion No. 18604, on property located at:

601 Dolores Street, Assessor's Block No. 3598, Lot No. 060.

The Director of Public Works has informed the Board -of Supervisors in a letter dated June -
7, 2012, (copy attached), that the signatures represented with your appeal of May 29,
2012, have been checked pursuant to the Planning Code and represent owners of more
than 20 percent of the property involved and would be sufficient for appeal

A hearing date has been scheduled on Tuesday, June 26, 2012, at 4:00 p.m., at tﬁe
Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room 250,
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 941 02 -
\
Please provide 1 8 copies to the Clerk’s Office by:

8 days prior to the hearing: any documentation which you may want available to

, the Board members prior to the hearing;
11 days prior to the hearing:  names of interested parties to be notified of the heanng

in label format.

2111



601 Dolores Street - Conditional Use Appeal
June 7, 2012
Page 2

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Legislative Deputy Director, Rick
Caldeira at (415) 554-7711 or Legislative Clerk, Joy Lamug at (415) 554-7712.

.Sincerely,

Caguidde

Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

o
Mohammed Nutu, Interim Director of Public Works

Jerry Sanguinetti, Manager Department of Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mappmg

Fuad Sweiss, City Engineer, Department of Public Works

Property Sponsor, Children’s Day Schoof, Molly Huffman, 333 Dolores Street, San Francisco, CA 94110
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Depariment

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department :

Tina Tam, Planning Department

Nannie Turrell, Planning Department

Linda Avery, Planning Department

Michael Smith, Planning Department

Cheryt Adams, Deputy City Attorney

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attormey

Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney
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7

M

City and County of San Francisco

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Mohammed Nuru, Director
Fuad S. Sweiss, PE, PLS,
City Engineer & Deputy Director of Engineering

June 7, 2012

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place
City Hall —Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE: = 601 Dolores St.
: Lot 060 of Assessor’s Block 3598

Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of
Conditional Use Application No. 2011.0584CV

Dear Ms. Calvillo:

(ol Phone: (415) 554-5827

R@@E‘ Fax: (415) 554-5324

www.sfdpw.org
Subdivision.Mapping @ sfdpw.org

Department of Public Works

Office of the City and County Surveyor
875 Stevenson Street, Room 410

San Francisco, CA 94103

Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyor

. This Tetter is in response to your May 30, 2012 request for our Department to check the sufficiency of the signatures
with respect to the above referenced appeal

Please be advised that per our caIculations the appellants’ signatures represent 27.88% of the area within the 300
foot radius of the property of interest; which is more than the minimum required 20% of the area involved and is

therefore sufficient for appeal.

5864.

Sincerely

Cowee, 71

ce R. Storrs

//City & County Surveyor

- IMPROVING THE QUA[JTZ &IJL:%-—E IN SAN FRANCISCO.

Customer Service

Teamwork

_If you have any questions concerning ﬂ]lS matter, please contact Mr. Javier Rlvera of my staff at 554-

/

Confinuous Improvement



- City Hall
1Dr. Carlton B. Gogdlett Place, Room 244
San Frantisco §4102-4689

12 HERSEEEH o

TDD/TTY No.544-5227
DEPT. FUBLIC WORKE

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

May 30, 2012 MRECTOR'S DFFINE
Mohammed Nuru g oore T
Director of Public Works m o [T

City Hall, Room 348 S = =2 ol

San Francisco, CA 94102 5 ©om
: Do P

0=
' <
Planning Case No. 2011.2011.0584CV 52 B>
601 Dolores Street - Conditional Use Appeal NS e

| 2= =
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Dear Director Nuru:

The Cffice of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of an appeal filed by Elizabeth Erhardt (Rutan
Attorneys at Law) on behalf of Lisa Nahmanson and Sandra Steele, on May 29, 2012, from the
decision of the Planning Commission by its Mofion No. 18604 dated April 26, 2012, relating to the
approval of conditional use authorization for the conversion of a former church that is currently being
used as a single-family dwelling into a private elementary school operated by “Children’s Day School”
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3(g), 303, and 317, for a property located within a RH-3
(Residential House, Three-Family) District and a 40-x Height and Bulk District located at-

601 Dolores Street, Assessor’s Block No. 3598, Lot No. 060

By copy of this letter, the City Engineer’s Office is requested to determine the sufficiency of the
signatures in regard fo the percentage of the area represented by the appellant. Please submit a
report no later than 5:00 p.m., June 8, 2012, to provide sufficient time to prepare and mail out the
hearing notices as the Board of Supervisors has tentatively scheduled the appeal to be heard on

June 26, 2012, at 4:00 p.m.

’ Sincerel , .

Angela Calvilio
Clerk of the Board

c:
Jerry Sanguinetti, Manager, Depariment of Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and’ Mapping, w/copy of appeal
Fuad Swelss, City Engineer, Department of Public Works, w/copy of appeal . ’
Appellants, Elizabeth Erhardt (Rutan Attoneys at Law), w/copy of appeal
Property Sponscr, Children’s Day School, Molly Huffman, 333 Dolores Street, San Francisco, CA 94110, w/copy of appeal
Scoft Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
Tina Tam, Planning Department, wfcopy of appeal
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
" Diego Sanchez, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
Linda Avery, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney, wicopy of appeal
" Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attomey, w/copy of appeal
Marlena Byme, Deputy City Attorney, w/copy of appeal
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_ NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

Notice is hereby given of an appeal fo the Board of Superwsors from the following action of the City

Planning Commission.

LoV DoorEs STReET

The property is located at

AQE." o6, S0 e 3
Date of City Planning Commission Action { ;3 o
(Attach a Copy of Planning Commission’s Decision) ,‘ = E:Z‘S
' : SN
o T D
May 99, 2013 N o =5z
Appeal Filing Date | = SO
5 = 5=<v
! G :\5

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for reclassification of
property, Case No. .

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for estabhshment
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No. .

2§ The Pianning Commission approved in whole or in part an application for conditional use
authorization, Case No. __._Q.0\\ .0S YLDV .

f

The Planning Commission disapproved in whole or in part an application for conditional. use
authorization, Case No. .

V:\Clerk's Office\Appeals Informatiom\Condition Use Appeal Process5
August 2011
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Statement of Appeal:

a) Set forth the part(s) of the decision the appeal is taken from:
Stt [\ ﬁ:h—o‘d—é !C—'gf'(,t_ CQ‘ rV\Ar‘] ’a"\, }O(}

é\e?q_ak Cv?— 'Cdr(\‘vei":)(‘k‘( Ve P&&-N-q‘

b} Setforth the reasons in support of your appeal:

See F\%‘M—J«—-‘—J (-&l&-'-fi OC f““’*‘] I'B‘c‘--l oG () |
(\)Or"é_n}«.i!(?l\/Lﬁ- \.p-j*'"\ G—e,)-g_r&( th,}f CQ.QA l?a;({‘ﬂ&7C(\—(

Pr d((..c L‘:r;ﬂ_r
Person to Whom _
Notices Shall Be Mailed : Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal:
ELzzagemd T. ELKARDT [isa Nihaaoson § Shodna Stecle
Name ' Name
Rubar § Tocken  LLF
R0co L Cam”a QLA‘(S\J:‘(’L 200 ‘o
Brlc Alde ,CA G936 285~ (3 Steek (SE,CA
Address o Address
&S/O' 79 6' §é H G.g—(), - 30— IS00 QA.‘"A.J%TQQ(LZIL (LP
Telephone Number _ Telephone Number

///76//

Caignature of Appeliant or
Authorized Agent
i{u“rkf fﬁc(u... P
LTZRRETY T, ERYARET 259

C<o-79g-5071  Dimect
EERWARLT @ RuTAM. Cot

ViClerk's Office\Appeals lmormatnon\Condmon Use Appeal Processt
August 2011
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R U I AN o o Elizabeth T. Erhardt
. Direct Dial: (650) 798-5671
E-mail: eerhardt@rutan.com

ATTORNEYS AT LAW

- May 29,2012 Yo,

N
Nz =5,
_- N
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors NE = e
City and County of San Francisco ' _ : ;%ﬂ‘f
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place [ <} m ;
City Hall Room 244 - _ = D<©

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 { = ou
i

Re:  Appeal of Conditional Use Permit 601 Dolores Street
Project Case No. 2011.0584CDV

Dear Sir or Madam:

Lisa Nahmanson and Sandra Steele, the property owners at 3685 19™ Street, San
Francisco, CA, appeal the Conditional Use Permit for 601 Dolores Street, Project Case No.
2011.0584CDV. Fifty-three neighbors located within 300 feet of the project, which is over the
20% requirement, support Ms. Nahmanson and Ms. Steele’s appeal and oppose the issuance of
the conditional use permit for the property. Attached as Exhibit A is the list of neighbors in
support of Ms. Nahmanson’s and Ms. Steele’s appeal with their signatures attached. .

On Apml 26, 2010, the Planning Commission approved a Zoning Variance and
Conditional Use Permit in conjunction with the above referenced Project. Attached as Exhibit B
is the Certificate of Determination Exemption From Environmental Review. Attached as Exhibit
C is the Historical Resource Evaluation Response. Attached as Exhibit D is the Planning
Commission Executive Summary of Conditional Use. Ms. Nahmanson and Ms. Steele will
submit evidence in support of their appeal of the conditional use permit to the Board of-
Supervisors during the Board of Supervisors hearing. Ms. Nahmanson and Ms. Steele do not
waive their right to file an additional appeal (or participate in another appeal of the Project) .
Ms. Nahmanson and Ms. Steele appeal the above-referenced conditional use permit on the

folldwing grounds:

1. Substantial evidence does not support the determination that the Project is
consistent with the General Plan and all applicable General Plan policies, as well

as the applicable zoning designation and regulation.

2. ‘Substantial evidence does not support the conclusion that the approval of the .
Project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air and

- water quality. The analysis prepared by the City ignored numerous noise, air
quality and traffic generators. These include, but are not limited to, the
infroduction of a Toof deck for an outdoor classroom and outdoor lunch facilities

for as many as 85 10-13 year olds at any given time and for a venue for adult

parties in the evenings and on weekends. The analysis also ignored the impact of

Rutan & Tucker, LLP | 3000 El Camino Real, Suite 2@1 PFlo Alto, CA 94306
§50-320-1500 | Fax eso 320 9905 2560/020697-0001 -
. . 3463177.1 aD5/25/12
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RUTAN

- e
RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

May 29, 2012
Page 2

the proposed elevator shaft required because of the proposed roof deck and the
proposed mechanical systems to be located on the roof. Substantial evidence also
fails to demonstrate that that the construction and operational impacts resulting
from the proposed Project will not significantly impact traffic, noise or air quality.

The Project is not entitled to a categorical exemption pursuant to CEQA

- Guideline § 15300.2(f) because the Project may cause a substantial adverse

change in the significance of a historical resource. The building at 601 Dolores

 Street has been designated as a “historically significant” building.. Substantial

evidence fails to demonstrate that the numerous changes proposed to the building
individually or cumulatively will not cause a substantial adverse change by
materially altering, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of the 601
Dolores building and substantially impact its historical significance and its
qualifications as a historical resource. Moreover, the proposed changes to do not
follow the Secretary of Interior’s standards for the treatment of historic properties.
In addition, the City has failed to impose conditions of approval which would
mitigate the potentially adverse-significant impacts to historical resources down to
a level of insignificance There is evidence which includes, but is not limited to,
the fact that the rooftop additions are visible from Dolores Park, as well as from
other public locations in and around the Project, and the mechanical systems and
necessary safety barriers, safety barriers which have not been finalized but which
will need to be installed on the roof, are inconsistent with the architectural style
and appearance of the building. These alterations will individually and
cumulatively substantially degrade its historic character thereby substantially
affecting its ability to be included in the City’s Historic Register.

The City has not satisfied the requirements of the “Notice of Special Restrictions
under the Planning Code” imposed by the Zoning Administrator on any

subsequent changes to the property at 601 Dolores.

The Project cannot be approved by way of a categorical exemption because it is a
legal non-conforming building pursuant to Section 188 of the City’s Planning
Code and the proposed improvements and/or change in use may not be approved

u_nder the Code.

The Planning Commission approved the Project without making an independent
determination of the Project’s compliance with CEQA in violation of CEQA

" The Project is being piecemealed and as a result a proper historical analysis

cannot be completed and the CEQA requirements are violated because significant

_ structural improvements will ‘be required prior to issuance of a Certificate of

2560/029657-0001
3463177.1 a05/25/12
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RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

Clerk of the Board of Superv1sors

May 29, 2012
Page 3

Occupancy for the building. These improvements will significantly alter many of
the historically significant elements of the building, again causing a substantial
adverse change to the building’s historic significance.

" Unusual circumstances exist in that: (1) the building is a historic resource, and

(2) the plan proposes a roof top deck and elevator shaft for creation of an outdoor
classroom, lunch room and adult party venue in uwnusually close proximity to
residential structures, both of which create significant impacts excepting the
Project from any categoncal exemptlon -and violates the General Plan,

The ambient noise levels which will emanate from the roof top deck, where 85
children will be at any given time, and where adult parties will be held, will
significantly adversely change the noise levels existing without the Project.

Ms. Nahmanson and Ms. Steele request they be notified of when this matter is agendized

before the Board of Supervisors and be informed of the amount of time they will be afforded to

_present their appeal. Ms. Nahmanson and Ms. Steele reserve the right to submit studies and
documentation in support of their appeal prior to and during the public hearing on their appeal.

Should you have any questions concerning this matter, please do not hesitate to contact

this office.

ETE:cb

2560/029697-0001
3463177.1 a05/25/12

Sincerely,

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

W

izabeth T. Erhardt

Attomeys for Appellants
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Street Address Block & Lot Name

1. [3667A 19ﬂl‘St., SF, CA 3593/083 Reed Danziger
2. |366719™st, SF, CA 3598/084 ‘Damon Ellis
3. |366719"8t, SF,CA 3598/084 Cynthia Aldridge
4. |366919"St, SF,CA 3598/085 Kate Shaw
5. |366019% St., SF, CA 3598/085 Mark Shaw
6. 3671 19® St,, SF, CA | 3558/086 Jennifer McChesney
7. |3677-3679 19® St, SF, CA 3598/062 Joanne Sandry
8. 3663 19 St., SF, CA. 3598/065 Ralph D. Hoffschildt
9. |3663 19% St SF, CA » 3598/065 Rita Hoffschildt

. 10. | 625 Dolores St., SF, CA 3598/059 Carol F. Timmer
11. . 625 Dolores St., SF, CA 3598/059 C. Peter Timmer
2. | 3644-3650 192 St SF, CA .3587/022 Maureen Hickey
13. - | 625 A Dolores St, SF, CA j3’598/059 | Okko Cucippando
14, 627 Dolores St., SE, CA 3598/059 RéseAnna Yentrone

'15. | 627 A Dolores St., SF, CA 3598/059 Choni Yangzoﬁ
16. | 629 Dolores St., SF,CA 3598/059 Jarvis Landon Gates
17. | 629 Dolores St., SF, CcA 3598/059 Arme T. Gates
18. | 623 Dolores St, SF, CA 3598/059 Lucius Butler
19. 623 Doloreé St., SF, CA 3598/059 Elisheva Biemoff
20. .| 71 Cumberland St., SF, CA 3598/034 Stephen H.‘ Kellerman -
21. |73 Cumberland St, SF, CA 3508/034 Susan L. Kellerman
22, |73 A Cumberland St,, SF, CA. | 3598/034 Zackary Kellerman
23. 84 Cumberland St.; SF, CA 3598/55 Robert K. Bathrick
24. |82 Cumberland St,, SF, CA 3598/55 Leland Castro

N 2121 City Planning Commission. Case No.

3462934.1 a05/29/12

2011-0584CDV




Street Address Block & Lot Name
25. 80 Cumberl.and_ St., SF, CA 3598/55 Lisa Eiger
26. | 80 Comberland St., SF, CA 3598/55 Keith Biger
27. | 76 Oakwood St., SF, CA | 3587/058 Seth W. Dickerman
28. | 3674-3676 19" St,, SF, CA 3587/2? Saandra Nazzal
29. | 3674-3676 19" St., SF, CA 3587/27 Nidal Nazzal
30. | 3696 19% St, SF, CA 358708 Sara Bartholomew
31. | 3696 19" St, SF, CA 3587/28 Peter Good
32 |369419% 8¢, SF, CA 3587128 John Good -
33. | 3694 19%St, SF, CA 3587/28 Janet Arnsty
34, | 3685 19% St SF, CA 3598/118 Lisa Nahmanson
35. | 368519 St SF, CA | 3598/118 Sandra Steele
© 36. | 3666 19®St, SF, CA 3587/25A David Blesch
37. 96A Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/122 Claudia K. Richter
38. | 635 Dolores St, SF, CA 3598/124 Soott Hansen \
39. | 595-599 Dolores St., Sﬁ, CA 13587/029 Avelina Pritchard
40. | 3683 19® St, SF, CA 3598/117 ance Wills
41. |366819™8t, SF, CA 3587/25A Arthur B, Anderson
42.  |3664 19" St SF, CA 3587/25A Jeffrey Reine
43. | 3664 19" St., SF, CA 3587/25A Kellu Outis _
44. 76/78/78 A Cumberland, SF, CA .3598/054]3 Giacomo Franco
45. | 76/78/78A Cumberland, SF, CA | 3598/054B | Marina Franco
46. 76/78/78A Cumberland, SF, CA | 3598/054B Anna Franco
47. | 76/78/78 A Cumberland, SF, CA | 3598/054B Giuliana Franco
Exemption Trust:
Giacomo Franco
2122 City Planning Commission Case No.

2560/029657-0001
3462934 1-205/25/12

2011-0584CDV




Street Address Block & Lot Name

43. | 88 Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/056 Thomas Flahavan
49. 88 Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/056 1 Rose Flahavan

50. 90 Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/057 Thomas Flahavan
51. | 90 Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/057 Rose Flahavan

52. 72-74 Cumberland, SF, CA: 3598/054A AlvaBellomo

53. 7274 Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/054A Dolores Delucchi

2123 City Planning Commission Case No.

2560/025657-0001
3462934.1 a05/29/12

2011-0584CDV




Street Address. Block & Lot Name

1. 3667 A 19" St, SF, CA 3598/083, Reed Danziger

2. 3667 19" St., SF, CA 3598/084 Damon Ellis

3. |366719™St, SF,CA 3598/084 Cynthia Aldridge

4. 3669 19 St., SF, CA 3598/085 Kate Shaw

5. 3669 19" St., SF, CA 3598/085 Mark Shaw

6. 3671 19° St, SF, CA 3598/086 Jcnﬁfer McChesney

7, 3677-3679 19% St., SF, CA 3598/062 Joanne Sandry

8. |366319%8t, SE CA 3598/065 Ralph D. Hoffschildt

9, 3663 19" St., SF, CA 3598/065 Rita Hoffschildt

10. | 625 Dolores St,, SF, CA 3598/059 Carol F. Timmer

11, | 625 Dolores St, SF, CA 3598/059 C. Peter Timmer _

12. | 3644-3650 19 St., SF,. CA 3587/022 Maureen Hickey
'13. | 625 A Dolores St., SF, CA 3598/059 Olkko Cucippando

14. | 627 Dolores St., SF, CA 3598/059 RoseAnna Yentrone
_15. | 627 A Dolores St., SF, CA 3598/059 Choni Yangzom

16. 629 Dolores St., SF, CA 3598/059 Jarvis Landon Gates

17. 629 Dolores St., SF, CA 3598/059 Anne T. Gates

18. 623 Dolores St., SEF, CA 3598/059 Tucius Butler

19. 623 Dolores St., SF, CA. 3598/059 Elisheva Bieﬁoﬁ

20. 71 Cuﬁlberland St., SF, CA 3598/034 " Stephen H. Kellerman

21. 73 Cumberland St., SF, CA 3598/034 Susap L. Kellerman

22. 73 A Cumberland St., SF, CA 3598/034 Zackary Kellerman

23. | 84 Cumberland St., SF, CA 3598/55 Robert K. Bathrick

24. | 82 Cumberland St, SF, CA 3508/55 Leland Castro

2560/029697-0001
3462934.1 a05/29/12
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Street Address Block & Lot . Name

25. 80 ‘Cumbeﬂand St., SF, CA 3598/55 Lisa Eiger
26. _| 80 Cumberland St, SF, CA 3598/55 Keith Biger
27. | 76 Oakwood St.,, SF, CA 3587/058 Seth W. Dickerman
28. | 3674-3676 19% St,, SF, CA 358707 Saandra Nazzal
29. |3674-3676 19" St., SF, CA 3587/27 Nidal Nazzal
30. | 3696 19" st SF, CA 358728 Sara Bartholomew
31, | 3696 19" St SF, CA 3587/28 Peter Good
32. | 3694 19" St, SF, CA 358708 John Good
33, | 3694 19" St., SF, CA 3587/28 Janet Arnsty
34. |368519™St, SF,CA 3598/118 Lisa Nahmanson
35, | 3685 19" st SF,CA_ 3598/118 Sandra Steele

- 36. | 3666 19™St., SF, CA 3587/25A David Blesch
37. 96A Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/122 Claudia K. Richter -
38. 635 Dolores St., SF, CA 3598/124 Scott Ha.nsen
39. | 595-599 Dolores St.,SF, CA | 3587/029 Avelina Pritchard
40. | 3683 19™St., SF, CA 3598/117 L ance Wills

41, | 3668 19%St., SF, CA 3587/25A Arthur B. Anderson
42. | 3664 19t St, SF, CA 3587/25A JefErey.Reine
5. | 3664 19% St SF, cA 3587/25A Kellu Outis
44, 76/78/78 A Cumberland, SF, CA | 3598/054B Giacomo Franco
45. | 76/78/78A Cumberland, SF, CA | 3598/054B Marina Franco
46. 76/78/78A Cumberland, SF, CA | 3598/054B Anna Franco
47, 76/78/78A Cumberland, SF, CA | 3598/054B Giuliana Franco

' Exemption Trust:
Giacomo Franco

2560/025697-0001
3462934.1 a05/29/12
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Street Address ' Block & Lot Name
48. 88 Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/056 Thomas Flahavan
49. 88 Cumberland, SF, CA . 3598/056 ‘ Rose'Flahavan
50. |90 Cumberland; SF,CA | 3598/057 Thomas Flahavan
| 51. | 90 Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/057 Rose Flahavan
52. 72-74 Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/054A | Alva Bellomo
53. 72-74 Cumberland, SF, CA 3598/054A Dolores Delucchi

2126 City Planning Commission Case No.
3- 2011-0584CDV

2560/029697-0001
3462934.1 a05/29/12
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City Planning Commission

Case No. Zo#/ =0 5 8 1COV

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

if ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the crganization is attached.

Street rtﬁ}\,cidressci ’ giss?(ssolr_’st .9 Printed Name of Owner(s) ‘Ofriginal Signature

property owne ock & Lo of Ow
LBt A [W‘ta’rﬁ?ﬁﬁg Reeed Voamzger /
3. %éq’ fﬁff/ﬁ & 3578/84 /L}Qsmq ?;ug .,_/_7/5;,
L Bl [T SF s¢ wfed  CyurhiA Alhad, fﬂ/ﬁmkf }f?//w%%
s Wod A% St 39/35 e s ek
o ZuGq 195t 3sT2/85 Pk Lueu A~ S
7. 3¢2¢ /% O z}féﬁ’ 55:;29 Jennilpr W}@S—m—_y /W“éd’ %d@ﬁﬁ?
6. XA AT 35 %/{ of2 SP\‘P‘LQ{L“T/ \.j,() sl

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

VAClerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process?
August 2011
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City Planning Commission
Case No. 2011.0584 CDV (RE: 601 Dolores Street)

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the appfication for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

if ownership has changed and assessment rolt has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. |f

signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the arganization is attached.

10.
11
12,

13,
14.
15,
16.
17.
18.
19,
20.
21.

22.

Streef Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Cramer(s) " Criginal Signature

property owned Block & Lot ‘ N - of Owasr(s) i
" Kar D Hereahor (ol G /

3663-19" Street 3598/065 ALP A o Wi & \

. . , _
: - o, . . N . : ‘
3663-19" Street 3598/065 Eto M offseh folt @ la. Hb%{f’f £ O~

ViClerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process?
August 2011 ) i
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City Planning Commission nf 9‘f>
Cate No. 20l 058 v (R 4O L0

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) ‘ Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s) ' -

625 Dolores Street 3{‘7.3/5’7 Carol F. Timmér Cannd 2 Irnetoc,

1.
o 625 Dolores Street 37‘79/§7 C. Peter Timmer %

10.

11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

V:AClerk's Office\Appeals Information\Gaondition Use Appeal Process?7
August 2011 :
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City Planning Commission

Case No. 20|, 0534 CoN [@éi GO\ Dolores 554’)

The undersigned deciare that they are hereby subscribers fo this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been émended, we attach proof of owneré.hip change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. .

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot

» of Owner(s) €7\/_Z "
. . , . - . , e ) // /
1. _ﬁ(al_/{}/’gévgfj [C?/% = 35871 ‘/(3/7—2— [de /]Z(CI'UZE/ %M/’—‘/ leyse L/_/_ﬁzm 71/ Céff
| | —

(avaes HICKEY)

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

ViClerk’s Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process?
August 2011
, » 2130



City Planning Commlssmn \/ 126 é@/ DD/QQ’ZS Sf

Case No. 290§ ].

The undersigned declare thét they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we atiach proof of ownership change. i

signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization io sign on behaif of the organization is atfached.

-

10.
11.
2
13.
14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

@29 T0OLORES ST 3598[59  ANNE T- GATES

Street Address, Assessor's . Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature

property owned Block & Lot - of Owner(s)

1S B Ddnvos >5?9 /59 Oklco G (AP D

bAT Doy coes 3;‘7@/{ 9 “%c)m va Neorens T, S

bR Dotepzx §) Ef?f/y CHW@MLTEJM /@/\/\/ ‘,/
(Z‘? Doiorss S 3§7§’/§7 Fnevs Ladood GatEs '

Pl

623 Ditone st ;gffg,f"m CLVeUs BuTLEd

t,ig btuw_ts ST Z/S’ﬁ Ciiskeun RibenCEF

19. -

20.

21.

22.

VAClerk’s Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process7
August 2011
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City Planning Commission

Case No. 2011, 0584 DV (Re™ 601 Dolurgs St)

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the praperty.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, _ Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) ' Original Signature

property owned : Block & Lot o ‘ _ of @wner(s) )
| T T8 Cuibedeny 3578025 SICPhon-Kafieman Mﬁ%ww
) . . . R : Ve ;s > _._.4 ?
s @i L [Celfepvizs, ;‘Q’MQ Ll smage

“

N - Chch iy \ellerme iy

4.

10.

11.

i2.

13.

14.

15, ;

16.

17.

18.

~18.

20.

21.
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ltyPIannzg CommlssmnC y RE: 501 pe

Case No
The undersrgned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is aftached.

Street Address, Assessor’s Prmted Name of Owner(s) . Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot

: wner(s)
1.Bqﬁﬁw&ufkwugéﬂi '357%475/ K{iywﬂ“k @qkaWcﬂ; (:lﬂ] é%f%ié(a

A0 Curnpronfosd . 35%8)55 (%o Floer % 2/, -
G Cabeded 5T 3592/55  fretls 7?’/)(‘5% %/ z

w

A

10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

ViClerk’s Office\Appeals InformatiomCondition Use Appeal Process?
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City Planning Commission

Case No. 2.0\, 0584 CD\! Re ) (0] EQOF@S-S“\'

The undersxgned declare that they are-hereby subscrxbers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or condltional use, or w1th1n a-radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or torporation, proof of authonzatlon to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

--L

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s) (‘
CFb pakweed SE iﬁfﬂ[&ﬁﬁ Safﬂ,\ NRAY Cmmqh R
. O A411D Cithesive | Snqch e a3
3 Db’?gi lgam s '%«aam‘ foq Na Z%ﬁ .‘
N T %;ZL Nodel Merial PSRRI
5. 3696 |9™ ST .55‘8?‘/2-8 Sava Bay““flo{omew AN ‘
5. 2010 9™ sT 368?/’255 Petev Good

7 2694 19™sT 35%?/2.% Tobw Caod
2694 [OT™MST 398728  Tawer Prnem 1 |
0. 335 [THsST 36‘3%/![57 Lisa Nalamaunson " V(M
10. 3689 9™ sT 3601%'/(1% Sandvin Slrﬁde, //]/z,w V-
WJl |G ST 23932 /czsAvAwo BlECH L

12.

@

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

VAClerk's Office\ppeals Informatiom\Condition Use Appeal Process?
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Gity Planning Commission /o245 ;,)/-
S i oegutov re LO1LofE>

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Nofice of Appeal and are owners of property

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use {that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or condifional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior bounda‘rie)s of the property.

if pwiership has changed and assessment ol has not been amended, we atiach proof of ownership change. If
signing for & firm or corperation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is aitached.

Street Address, - » Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) ~ Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot ' of Owner(s)

| Wb GwsemD 3520 CLiodipk BT abink Mol —

2

3.

4.

10,

1,

12.

13,

14, _

15.

16.

17.

18.

18.

20,

21,

22.

" VAClerk's Office!dpperls imformatiorCondition Use Appeal Process7
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CizyPlanning Commission s 7+
CaseNo. 201, 0589 (o R (ol DOLORES

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subsc  ribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of p roperty

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional u se (that is, owners of property within the area tha t is the subject of
the application for am endment or eonditional use, o r within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior bound  aries of the property.

T

If ownership has changed and assessment rolf has n ot been amended, we attach proof of ownership chang e #
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authori  zation to sign on behalf of the organization is att  ached.

Street Address, Assessor’s Printed Name of Owner(s } Original Signature
property owned . Block & Lot - " of Ownel(s)

635 Dolores St. 359 g/ fz4  ScottHansen

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18

19.

20.

21.

22,
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City Planning Commission 7N
Case No. 2.0 / ) A gg{ con gﬁ , S{-
- o ‘ oy Doloves <
The undersigned declare thal they dre hereby subscribers to this Netice of Appeal and are owners of property

affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use {that is, owners of property within the area that is the sublect of
the applicafion for amendment or conditional use, o within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. i
signing for a firm ar corporation, proof of authorization @ sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Strest Address, \S5E5501'S Printec Name of Owner(s) Original Signature

property ewned Block & of Owperi(s) é{/

: y B Lot R
b3 1T 5 ?ﬁfj@zi% Larea WiA\s

ok

e
)
i

a- e e B e et

o

o . .
= R . T

10, . — e . , R

VaClrids OficeAppesis Information\Condilion Usa Appeal Protess?
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City Planning Commission
CaseNo. 2211 a8y oo
. o e petleol Doloves St
fhe undersigned declare that they ars hereby subscribers to this Notice bf Appeal arid are owners of proparly : |
affected by the proposed amendment or congditional use {that Is, owners of propery within the area [hat is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property,

If ownarship has changed and assessment rofl has not been amended, we aitach proof of ownership change. #
sigring for a firm o corporatior, proof of authorization 1o sign on behalf of the orgenization is atfached.

- Street Address, Assessor's Prnted Name of Owner(s} Original Signature
property owned Biock & Lot : of Owner(s}
1 3esy (9% Shet  S20T[ES g%ﬁﬁﬂﬁ b LNDERSON Fon L £

Ly sl tra—

3. . , : : U

8. : ~ S R -

18. —— e i

[EPEEEE

VaClark's OfficeiAnoeals IsformatioriCoadition Use Acoeat PracgssT -
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City Plarring Comm
2.0

Case No,

The undersigned declars that they are hereby subscribers fo this Nolice of Ap

e cpy
ZEAEDY

peal ard are owners of property

affected by the proposed amerndment or conditional use (thal Is, owners of property within the area ihat is the subfect of
the application for amendment o condifional use, or within 2 radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property,

if ownershin has changed and assessment rofl has not been amended, we aftach proof of ownersnip changa. i
signing for a firm or corporation, aroof of authorization to sign on behaf of the organization is alizched. :

Assessor's
Block &1 ot

‘Printed Name of Ownear(s)
1%/

Strest Addrass,
procerty owned

pury

Original Signature
of Gwrnsgls) 1 .
IF7 f ok

i ﬂf-“;': "’r’%’: [

L-T7

i AN -
W LADS

o

2664 [GheT 3%?‘?—[@@ &‘C euue

24 1™ ST 3587264 WU

5 ’,‘ Fa\ I __'__
g
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o

4

14, -
15,

18, i

17

22. e ;
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Qe bol Dhelexes %

City Plannmg Commission

Case No. 20/f, 6524 CoV

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property

if ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is aftached.

Street Address, ’ Assessor's Printed Name of Owner( Criginal Signature
property owned Block & Lot % e of Owner(s

iacon
(1 Tof18/F2 Cumedynd 5:?%9% Fauﬂiu vavufeﬁ Ew{'m@ ﬂélaﬂ@g General Qz/#@r
z. MARA FRANGD m % Q gmmé/pakﬁm

\ m Oy.wfowvo Wﬂ:ﬂjﬁ

3.

4,

5. ' ( G‘\ mnp?('ahw 6&5:‘*@}@«“ C\AMbMQWE}-
: f@ﬁ‘gvf o “aflywtee

_— | Eracoro Peanco

10. ' : )

11.

12.

13.

14,

16.

17.

18,

9.

20.

21.

22,
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S

. San Francisco fssessor-Recorder
RECORDING REQUESTED BY - Doris M. Nard, Assessor-Recarder
Noell Kubota - BoC- 2062-~-H291 93266

Check Number 3458 -

WHE Friday, KOV 15, 2862 14:58:84
N PELEN RECORDED MAIL TO. | Trider Mg 2 Nor—2001398984
' | REEL 1265 IMAGE 1014

78 Cumberland St, atasT0s1-1
San Francisco, CA 94110

APN: 24-3598-54B (76-78-78 A Curnberland St.)

' GIFT DEED
Documentary transfer tax is NONE. No consideration is given - Deed is gift to grantor’s children.
(Excluded from Reappraisal Under Proposition 13; Calif Const. Art. 13A. § 1etseq.)

GRANTOR: Giacomo Franco as trustee of the 1992 Franco Family Trust, hereby GRANTS TO:
Marina R. Franco, a single woman, an undivided five percent (5%) of his seventy percent (70%)
undivided interest, AND unto Anna Maria Franco, a single woman, an undivided five percent (5%)
ol his seventy percent (70%) interest in the real property in the City and County of San Francisco,
State of California, described as follows: ' ' '

BEGINNING at a point on the northerly line of Cumberland Street, distant thereon 100
feet easterly from the easterly line of Dolores Street; mnning thence easterly along the
northerly line of Cumberland Street 25 feet; thence at a right angle northerly 114 feet;
thence at a right angle westerly 25 feet; thence at a right angle southerly 114 feet to the
point of beginning. BEING a part,of Mission Block No. 77.

Dated: October 18, 2002 (A oconeo AT ,
: . Gicomo Franco as trustee of the 1992

" Franco Family Trust

State of California )
) ss

County of San Mateo ) . . )
On October 18, 2002, before me, Noell Kubota, a notary public in

and for the State of California, personally appeared Giacomo Franco, personally known to me (or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his authorized
capacity, and that by his sigpature on the Instmument, the person, or the entity upon behalf of
which the person acted, executed the instrument.

WITNESS my hand a.ud‘ofﬁc/i/q,l‘ seal,

g L (SEAL)

Signature

noslestate\franco.GiftDeed(CumberlandSt.). 101602

NOELL XUBOTA t

Comm. 21214822 4

v / N
S22y Comn, Bt A 0,200 F
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T

WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO: San Francisco Assessor-Recorder

Noell K. Kubota, Esg. : Doris M. Uard, Rssessor-Recorder

433 Airport Blvd., #323 DDC-Z@@Z—HZQIQBB—@@
. Check Number

f;:ﬁin;tcf ’ 40:(1 _ Friday, NOV 15, 2002 14:58: 19

Matina Fran :D ements to: Tt é Pd $9.00 Nor 0061298385

78 Cumberland St. REEL 1265 Iﬁg%%a,«j-i-g}él

San Francisco, CA 94110

The undersigned Grantors declare: THERE IS NO DOCUMENTARY TRANSFER TAX due since
all grantors are all of the members of the L.P. and the only members of the L.P.; and the percentage
of ownership remains the same before and after the transfer. ’

 APN: 24-3598-54B (76-78-78 A Cumberland St)

QUITCLAIM DEED :
By this instrument, for good and valuable consideration, Giacomo Fr'anco trustee of the of the
1992 Franco Family Trust, Marina R. Franco, and Anna Maria Franco do hereby remise, release and -
forever quitclaim unto the GIACOMO FRANCO FAMILY PARTNERSHIP, L.P., a Califomnia
Lirnited Partnership, our 70% undivided interest in the real property in the- C1ty and County of San
Francisco, State of California, described as follows

BEGINNING at a point on the northerly line of Cumberland Street, distant thereon 100 feet
eastetly from the easterly line of Dolores Street; running thence easterly along the naffhcrly
line of Cumberland Street 25 feet; thence at a right angls northerly 114 feet; thence at a right
angle westerly 25 feet; thence at a right angle sontherly 114 feet to the point of beginning.
BEING a part of Mission Block No. 77.

Dated: October 18, 2002

e
(-\\'\,r"(AL ™ A P %l’w / ,jfuf‘%,,., /0‘ 5/%‘44/?—1/(
Gidtomo Franco, mistée of the 1992 Franco Marina R. Franco L/‘]
Fan:ulv Trust d
. )
Ot /) Kﬁw&/
Annpa Maria Franco

STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
\
}ss.
COUNTY OF SANMATEQ )

On October 18, 2002, before me, Noell Kubota, 2 Notary Public, personally appeared Giacomo Franco
Marina R. Franco, and Anna Maria Franco, personally known to me (OR proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence) to be the persons whose names are subscribed to the within instrument, and
acknowledged to me that they executed the same in their authorized capacities, and that by their signatures on
the instrument the persons, or the entity upon behalf of which the persons acted, executed the instrument.
WITNESS my hand a.nd oﬁiclal seal. . . ‘

: .//

) - "/ - /-:"j"'j
Signature c -r r"{“ D LT (Seal)

QuirclaimDeed[Cy }Gr i iKToPar ip.101602
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San Francisce fssessor-Recorder
Doris M. Hard, Assessor-Recorder

RECORDING REQUESTED BY DOC- 2002-H291931-60
Noell Kubota Check Number 3488

. Friday, NOV 15, 2882 14:57:48
AND WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO Tt Pd 9.08 Nbr-2001933003
Giacomo Franco REEL IZ65 IMAGGE 1613
2316 Valdivia Way ota/TD/1-1
Burlingame, CA 94010 e memee ol

APN: 24-3598-54B (76-78-78A Cumberland St.)

. TRUST TRANSFER DEED
Documentary transfer tax is NONE. No consideration is given - Change in formal title only to a
revocable trust which is exempt under Revenue and Taxation Code Sections 11911 and 62
(Excluded from Reappraisal Under Proposition 13; Calif. Const. Art. 13A § 1 et seq.)

GRANTOR: Giacomo Franco as Trustee of the 1992 Franco Family Trust , hereby GRANTS
TO: Giacomo Franco as frustee of the Giuliana Franco Exemption Trust a thirty percent (30%)
interest in that real property in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California,

described as follows: '

BEGINNING at a point on the northerly line of Cumberland Street, distant thereon 100
feet easterly from the easterly line of Dolores Street: running thence easterly along the
northerly line of Cumberland Street 25 feet; thence at a right angle northerly 114 feet;
thence at a right angle westerly 25 feet; thence at a ight angle southerly 114 feet to the
point of beginning. BEING = part of Mission Block No. 77.

Dated: October 18, 2002 O tconse 77 grec

' : Gidcomo Franco as_/";i’rustee of the
1992 Franco Family Trust

State of California )
) ss

County of San Mateo ) :
On October 18, 2002, before me, Noeil Kubota, a notary public in

and for the State of California, personally appeared Giacomo Franco, personally known to me (or
proved to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence) to be the person whose name is subscribed to
the within instrument and acknowledged to me that he executed the same in his authorized
capacity, and that by his signature on the instrument, the person, or the entity upon behalf of
which the person acted, executed the instrument.

L973 QR Y

Signature

P, HOELL KUSOTA E

noeH\esial:\ﬁanco.TrustTmsf:rDccd(Curzib:rlandSL),101'60.2 * Eh, comm. 4 128 49_2:3 ” m
n HOTARY PHBLIC- CALEORIMA 2,
m Z Som Wales I'_v\u:'_y 200 -
3 \\uﬁ\f sy Comm, Expisss Aprd 30,2003 1
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00: 601 Dolores ST |
City Planning Commissio

Case No. 2011~ O %4—6}\/

The undersigned declare that they are heréby subscribers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, : Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned Block & Lot of Owner(s)
1. 94 (Cawoedlamd. %59 f 05, djﬁ;pm a5 F?a/m?i/%’% X /}w?w
2 v fpse Foliawvan « Hrte Tl viren
| %77?"09“4‘6 L b tpyjol Towe Trtmee

2.9 (uwalper]und _%553%;/'05?* L 5o Flahavay o oo Thebva_

5.

B.

7.

10.

11.

2.

—h
:Ix

15.

16.

17.

18.

19

20.

21.

22.

VAClerk's Office\Appeals Information\Condition Use Appeal Process?
August 2011
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DL (-D\ m&\f'ﬁg

City Planning. Commission )
Case No. 284 — 4BV

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Nofice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessment roll has not beer amended, we attach proof of ownership change. If
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, Asséssor’s Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Signature
property owned . Block & Lot of Owner(s)

1 72/74 (oo and %ﬁgl/ﬁ%%ﬁr gﬁ/v% @é//gﬂﬂg < Ziﬁ)‘,&/@z’éyﬁiﬁ
. Delores Delucchi g Jetore dafieetds

2.

3.

4.

10.

11,

12.

13.

14.

15.

186.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

V:i\Clerk's Office\Appeals Informatiom\Condition Use Appeal Process7
August 2011 .
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‘SAN FRANCISCO - |
FPLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Determination 1650 Mission .

EXEMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW Suite 400
. San Francisco,
) : CA 94103-2479
Case No.: 2011.0584E .

. or Reception;
Project Title: 601 Dolores Street 415 558.5978
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)

_ . 40-X Height and Bulk District _ Z?;; SsE5403
Block/Lot: 3598/060 o
Lot Size: 5,687 square feet Planning
Project Sponsor:* Valerie Veronin, (408) 838-0087 Infarmafion:

JECE oponsor: ‘ 415.558 6377
Staff Contact: Don Lewis ~ (415) 575-2095

don.Jewis@sfeov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project site is located on the southeast corner of Dolores and 19th Streets directly east of Dolares Park
in the Mission Dolores neighborhood, The proposed project would involve the conversion of an existing
church structure, currently being used as a single-family residence, into middle-school classrooms and a
multx—purpose assembly space for the Children’s Day School (CDS). The project would enable CDS to
relocate its middle school (grades 5 to 8) from 333 Dolores Street to the project sife at 601 Dolores Street,
which Is about two blocks away. The proposed project wotld accommodate between 160-200 middle
school stzdents and would allow CDS to continue its planned enrollment from 350 to approximately 520
students and from 72 to 85 faculty/staff. When 601 Dolores Street is fully occupied in approximately four
years, the maximum enrollment would be 320 elementary students at 333 Dolores Street and 200 middle
school students at 601 Dolores Street. The existing structure at 601 Dolores Street is approximately 46 feet

(Continued on Second Page.)

EXEMPT STATUS:
Categorical Exemption, Class 32 [State CEQA Guidelines Section 15332]

REMARKS:

. See reverse side,

DETERMINATION:
1do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and Loeal requuements.
B _,-F‘// 7 2
L = T o / LIy
aly

BILL WYCKO e : D
Environmental Reviedf Officer .

oo Valerie Veronin, Project Sponsor N ) Bulletin Board
" Supervisor Scott Wiener{ District 8 V.Byrd, M.D.F
Historic Preservation List -

2148



Exemption from Environmental Review CASE NO. 2011.0584E
’ 601 Delores Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION {continued):

tzll, two stories with mezzanine, and approximately 17,106 square feet in size. The proposed p:ro]: ect
would add 1,097 square feet fo the existing buﬂdjng solely within the existing interior walls by infilling a
portion of the mezzanine floor, which is currently open to the floor below. The finished bm}dlng would
be 46 feet tall, three stories, and 18,203 square feet in size withno on-site parkmg

Exterior tenant improvemertts would include adding a roof deck to the southeast corner of the bullding
and an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building, Interior tenant improvements would
‘include converting the sanchiary space into a multi-purpose space, creating a full second floor level
within the Sunday school wing, completing the seismic refrofit, adding interior parfiions for school
facilities, installing mew plumbing, and creating ADA accessibility. Other improvements mdude '
COnVerngﬂ the existing garage enfrance on 19% Street into a primary pedesirian entrance and creafing a
50-foot-long white zone/passenger loading and tnloading area. The sponsor also proposes to extend the
existing white zone curb in front of 333 Dolores Street from 80 feet to 130 feef, and to use the existing
whife zone at 450 Guerrero.Street for student drop-offs and pick-ups.! As part of the project, CDS has
developed a stident drop off plan that is based on the projected number of student drop offs and the

pIGPr\}nnd a\"rm’l‘ah}_e lr\.’:ﬂmg r."pace a‘k anm ﬁ':m?!‘ll: =1’1/‘1 1Y\FIT1ﬂDE H1C‘K‘|“Th‘lﬁnﬁ rn— -n'\r\'rrnhg cn‘rnpnr f‘[Tr‘\P nrr':

that provides for student safety and minimizes fraffic mpac‘s This is dxscussed further in the
transportation section.

 The exjsting church structure on the project sife was constructed in 1910 and is included on the-
Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey, the Here Today Suwvey, and the Cify’s Unreinforced Masonry
Buildings Survey. The estimafed constriction cost is 5 million dollars. The project would require
Conditional Use authorization for a school use in an RH-3 zoning district and for the loss of dwelling unit
through conversion '

REMARKS (continued):

In-Fill Development- California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Section 15332, or
Class 32, provides an exemption from environmental review for in-fill development projects which meet
the following condifidns: '

7 The project is consistent w-th applicgble general pllZT‘l deslgnatwns and pulzczes as well as with appllczzble
zoming desigrations.

The proposed project would be consistent wﬂ:h the San Prancisco General Plan and with applicable
zoning designations. The site is located within the RFI-3 zoning district where the proposed use would be
condlhonaﬂy perml’tteti The proposed use would be required to prov:de one off-street parking spaces for
each six classrooms. Since the project proposes fen new classrooms, the prG]ect would be required to
provide one off-streef pa:kmg space. The proposed pro;ect would not provide off-street parking, and
therefore the project sponsor is seeking a remote parking varance. The proposed use would not require
an off-street freight loading space, As mentioned above, the project would require Conditional Use

1 CDS students attend gym classes at the Boy and Girls Club located at 450 Guerrero Streef, which is directly adjacent o 333
Dolores Street. ' :

SAN FRARCISCO 2
PLANMING DEPASTENT . N
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CASE NOG. 2011.0584E

Exemption from Environmental Review
- 601 Dolores Street

authorization for a school in an RH-3 zoning district and for a loss of dwelling unit through corrversion.

The proposed project Wwould be consistent with all applicable zoning plans and polides
b) The development occurs within city limits on a site of less than five acres surrounded by urban uses.

The 0.22-acre (9,687 square feef)‘ project site is Jocated within a fully developed area of San Francisco. The
surrounding uses are primarily residential with.a few instiutional nses and mixed-use buildings located
on prominent comers along Dolores and Guerrero Streets. The project site is directly east of Dolores Park.
Therefore, the proposed project would be propetly characterized as an in-fill development surrounded by
urban uses on a site smaller than five acves. '

c) The project site has 110 habitat for endangered, rare or threaferied species.

The project site is within a fully aevgloped urban area that is completely covered with existing buildings
and paved surfaces, and does not provide habitat for any rare or endangered plant or animal species.

d) Approval of the project would not result in any significant effects relating fo fraffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality. '

Traffic

A transporfation study? was prepared to analyze impacts associated with the Children’s Day School’s
(CDS) proposed use of 333 Dolores Street, 450 Guerrero Street’, and 601 Dolores Street. CDS proposes to
increase enrollment from 350 to approximately 520 students, while faculty/staff would increase from 72 to
86. Transportation impacts are evalnated during the peak haffic Hime for the school and surrounding
streets, during AM-peak hour conditions (7:30 to 8:30 a.m.), which is the hour before classes start. Travel
demand for the proposed project was based on the existing and proposed school population and travel
behavior of current students, faculty, and staff at CDS’s existing building at 333 Dolores Street. Table 1,
below, suummarizes the net change in student and faculty/staff arrivals (by travel mode) at 333 Dolores
Sﬁ'eet, 450 Guerrero Sireet, and 601 Dolores Street between current and future enrollment and re-
organization. Travel demand was based on the existing and proposed school population and travel
" behavior of current students, faculty, and staff at 333 Dolores Street. For the students who are dropped-
off, the average observed vehicle occupancy was deterrined to be 1.65 students per car.

333 Doleres Street
The proposed project may result in an incremental increase in the number of vehicles traveling thrcﬂigh

nearby intersections, indluding the intersectioris of Dolores Street and 16th Street, Dolores Street and 17th
Street, and Guerrero Street and 16th Street, An additional 17 students would be located at 333 Dolores
Street while the number of faculty and staff would be reduced by 19. The proposed project would result
in an increase in approximately 11 vehicle trips associated with student drop-offs and a reduction of

2 Atkins, 601 Dolores Street, Transportation Impact Study, April 2012 This document is available for public review as part of Case
No. 2011.0584E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA. : -

1ICDS students attend gym class'at the Boys and Girls Club located at 450 Guerrero Street, which is directly adjacent to 333 Dolores.
Street, The 333 Dolores Street building is located towards the rear of the ot and CDS has access to the rear of the 450 Guerrero
Street building. As part of the project, CDS proposes to use the existing loading zone at 450 Guerrero Skreet for student drop-offs

and pick-ups.
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approximatély 6 vehicle trips associated with faculty and staff. This change int vehicle trips duzing the
moming peak hour wold be an incremental increase over existing conditions.and would not resulf in
any significant adverse impacts on fraffic operations or safety in the vidnity of 333 Dolores Street.

As a result of the proposed project, the number of student drop-offs (18 studenis or approximately
addirional 11 vehides) is expected fo increase during the AM-peak hour. As part of the project, TS
would request that the length of the white zone be increased from 80 to 130 feet in order to accommodate
this increase. CDS would also increase the number of staff, from one to two, assigned fo the Dolores
Street passenger loadingfunloading zone, to assist students being dropped off, and ensure an efficient
tumover in vehicles dropping off students. o ‘

: TABLE1
NET CHANGE IN STUDENT ARRIVALS AT 333 DOLORES STREET, 450 GUERRERO STREET, AND 601
DOLORES STREET SITES BETWEEN EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDITIONS

Anio- Auto-Parked Aufo-Parked
Walk Bike Transik Dropped in School on Streef Total
333 DOLORES STREET SITE )
Pre-School. - T - o o o - -0 0 0
Elementary 0 0 0 30 0 - - 50
Middle a1 -3 7 12 T o 0 -33
Net Change 9 3 .7 18 o 0. 17
Faculty/Staff 3 2 4 - 4 7 2 19
| 450 GUERRERO STREET SITE ,
Pre-School 0 ] .. Q 0 0 0 o6
Elementary o 0 ¢ . o 0 : 0 ’ 0
Middle 0 "o il ©os0 0 0. 50
Net Change 0 0 0 50 Q 0 50
Faculty/Staff . - 0 0 0, 0 0 a 0
‘ 601 DOLORES STREET STTR
Pre-School ] i 0 o 0 0 g
Elementary i 0 0 o 0 0 0
Middle 25 6 15 a 0 0 87
Net Change 25 & 15 . 41 g 0 87
Facnlty/Staff 5 4 7 1 13 3 - 33

Source: Atkdns, 2012, CDS, 2011

450 Guerrero Street . .

The number of vehicles traveling through the intersection of Guerrero Street and 16th Street would
incrementally increase in the morning peak hour leading up fo the start of class fimes. With 50 students
being dropped off at the white curb zone directly in front of 450 Guerrero Street, this would franslate to
. an increase of approximately 30 vehicles. This traffic is anticipated fo be traveling in the southbound
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direction on Guerrero Sfreet to access the white zone cmb in front of the Boys and Cirls Club.
Southbound Guerrero Street in the AM-peak hour is the off-peak direction because most vehicles that use
Guerrero Street during the AM-peak hour travel in the northbound direction towards downtown San
Francisco. Therefore, this increase in traffic volumes is not anficipated fo result in a significant impact to

the operations or safety of this intersection.

As a result of the project, the number of middle school student drop-offs would be 50 students
(a]ﬁproximately 30 vehicles). Under existing conditions, the 60-foot-long white zone curb is underutilized
during the AM-peak hour. Based on the current number of drop-offs at the existing white zone at 333
Dolores (approximately 66 students in 40 vehicles at an 80 foot long white curb within 60 minutes), it is
reasonable fo assume that the drop off of 50 students in 30 vehides at a 60-foot-long curb between 7:30
and 8:30 a.m. would not cause a significant impact to traffic. This white curb zone would be staffed in the
morning to assist children being dropped off and to oversee the efficient tumover of vehides dropping

off students.

601 Dolores Street .

The Dolores Street and 19th Street intersection is anticipated fo see an increase of approximately 41
students (25 vehicle frips) from parents dropping off their children at the proposed white zone curb on
19th Street. It is anticipated that three faculty/staff would pé:k on the streef near 601 Dolores Street. There
would likely be another 13 faéully and staff who would require off-street parking. Since there is no off-
street parking available at 601 Dolores, faculty and staff would either drive fo 333 Dolores Street* or one
of the nearby public parking garages. Therefore, the increase in the nurnber of vehicles fraveling through
this intersection in the AM-peak hour leading up to the start of classes would be about 28 vehicles,
comprised of 25 vehicles with arrivin g students and three faculty/staff parking on-street

To access the white zone passenger unloading area, parents would either make a northbound right turn
from Doleres Street onto 19th Street, or a southbound left turn from Dolores Streef. Currently there is
very little traffic on 19th Street between 7:30 and 8:30 a.mn. and, therefore, traffic in the 601 Dolores Street
vicinity is predominantly influenced by Dolores Street traffic. During the AM-peak hour traffic on
Dolores Street is heaviest in the northbound directon, and thus, the main conflict for the northbound
right turn would be with any pedestrians crossing Dolores Street toward Mission Dolores Park, or
crossing 19th Street toward 601 Dolores Street. While these conflicts are not expected to be substantial, the
school proposes to have a crossing guard at the intersection of 19th and Dolores Streets fo aid students
and pedestrian fraffic crossing during the AM-peak hour.

The southbound left furn from Dolores Street would conflict with both pedestrian movements, and the
opposing (northbound) stream of traffic. However, there is very little southbound traffic in the AM-peak

" hour and with two travel lanes in each direction, there is ample room for a vehicle to wait for an opening
to turn, Therefore, despite the fact that this infersection is unsignalized, the increase in volumes due to
project generated traffic is not anficipated to adversely impact traffic operations nor is there expected to
be significant queuing on Dolores Street.

* CHS has 33 off-street parking spaces at 333 Doloses Street
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As a result of the project, the number of student drop-offs would be 41 middle school students
(approximately 25 vehicles) in the AM-pezk hour. -As part of the project, CDS would request that a
continuous 50-foot-long loading space along the 19% Street side of the building be converted to a white
zone passenger loading/unloading area. CDS would have staff at the white curb zone during peak drop-
off and pick-up times, to assist children being dropped off, and to oversee the effident movement of
vehicles dropping off students. Of the three drop-off locations, 19™ Street has the lowest traffic volumes,
and there should be little conflict with other. vehicles during the AM-peak hour, Based on comparable

’ opéraf:ions ak 333 Dolores Street, there .would be minimal back up onto Dolores Street at this site.

Considering the three sites overall, the volume of the additional trips would not result in any significant
individual or cumulative adverse impacts to any intersection service levels; and it is anticipated that .-
traffic patterns would experience no more than minor changes as a result of the proposed project. The
level of increase in fraffic generated by the project would not be substantial relative to the existing traffic
baselirie and capacity of the surrounding street éysfem and none of the infersections were observed to
have operations problems. There would be no effective cumulative passenger lcading impact when
considering the sites together, as the three loading zones at 333 Dolores Streef, 450 Guerrero Streef, and
601 Nolores Street are lacated maore than a 1000 feet from each other. Therefare, the Propgged project

would not result in any significant adverse traffic impacts.

Transit o :

" The project site is-well-served by public transit which includes the following Muni lines; -Church, 27-
Fillmore, and 33-Stanyan. In addition, there are two BART stations within walking distance (16th
Street/Mission Street and 24th Sheet/Missionn Streef). Theve is aniicipated to be an increase of
approximately 22 transit trips (including both students and faculty/staff) to 601 Dolores Street during the
moming peak hour, and the existing transit wonld all have additional capacity during the AM peak to
accommodate the mcrease of 22 fransit trips. The transit trips to 333 Dolores Street are anticipated o

+ decrease by approximately seven student-related trips and four faculty/staff-related trips. The proposed

project would not change the number of transit frips to 450 Guerrero Street, as it is only used as a vehicle

drop-off location for students: Considering all three sites together, the overall net increase would be 11

tramsit trips, and therefore, the project wotild not result in significant impacts related to transit.

Parking :

As discussed above, the Planning Code would require one off-sfreet parking space for the proposed
project and the project sponsor would seek a remote parking variance. In order to increase the length of .
the white curb passenger loading zone at 333 Dolores Street from 80 to 130 feet, approximately 2 to 3 on- -
street parking spaces would no longer be available between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 am. and 2:30
p-m. to 4:30 p.m. There would be no impact on parking facilities at 450 Guerrero Street because this site:
would only be used as a student drop-off location. At 601 Dolores Street, the nuumber 6f faculty and staff
would increase, as this would be a new CDS building, and there is no off-street parking available, Some
of these people may decide to park at 333 Dolores, and then walk the two blocks south. Currently, only
-about 70% (23) of CDS' 33 spaces at 333 Dolores are occupied on a typical weekday. With the relocation in
the number of faculty and staff based at 333 Dolores, the number of vacancies is anficipated to increase to -
17. Approximately 13 of the 33 faculty and staff that would be.located at 601 Dolores Street are
anficipated to want to drive and park at the school. Therefore, there should be enough vacant spaces for
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them to park at 333 Dolores, and walk to 601 Dolores. Alternatively, there are also three pubhc parking
garages located within about a half mile of the site.

While the proposed off-street parking spaces would be less than the anticipated parking demand, the
resulting parking deficit is not considered to be'a significant impact under CEQA, regardless of the
availability of on-street parking under existing conditions. San Francisco does not consider pa_rking
supply as part of the permanent physical environment and therefore, does not consider changes in
parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by CEQA. However, this report presents a
parking analysis to inform the public and the decision makers as to the parking conditions that could
occur as a result of implementing the proposed project.

Parking conditions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from day to
nighf, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof) is not a
permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change their modes and patterns of travel,

Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical environmen\t as
defined By CEQA. Under CEQA, a project's sodial impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on
the enviromment. Environmental documents should, however, address the secondary physical impacts
that could be triggered by a social impact. (CEQA Guidelines § 15131{a).) The social inconvenience of
parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not an environmental impact, but
" there may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased Iraffic congestion at
intersections, air quality jmpacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by congesfon. In the
“experience of San Francisco transportation planners, however, the absence of a ready supply of parking
spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by
foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, induces many drivers to seek and find
alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of fravel, or change their overall fravel habifs. Any such
resulting shifts to transit service in particular, would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy.
The City’s Transit First Policy, established in the City’s Charter Section 16.102 provides that “parking
policies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public
transportation and alternative trans-portation;” The project area is well-served by local public transit
(Muni lines J, 22, and 33) and bike lanes (40 and 45), which provide alternatives to auto travel.

The tran;sportaﬁon analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking for
a parking space in areas of imited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find
parking at or mear the project site and then seek parking farther away if convenient parking is
unavailable, Moreover, the secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a
reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area.
Hence, any secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity
of the proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the transportation analysis,
as well as in the assodiated air quality, noise and pedestdan safety analyses, reasdnably addresses

potential secondary effects.

Access
Existing vehicle and pedestrian access would remain the same at 333 Dolores Street, 450 Guerrero Street,

and 601 Dolores Street, and therefore access weould not be changed by the proposed project. There are no
bus stops in front of the project site. Sidewalks and on-street parking are present on both sides of the
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street. Therefore, the project would notimpede traffic or cause ungafe conditions, and would not resultin
a significant effect related to access. : ’ '

Loading

Plarming Code Section 152.1 does not require off-street freight Ioadlng for schools. The:efme, off-street
{oading spaces are not required for the propesed project. Student drop-offs and pick-ups are discussed
tnder ”Trafﬁc” on page 3. ‘

_ Pedestrian Candszns

The nezmber of AM-peak hour pedestnan trips to 333 Dolores Street would increase by approximately 9
students and decrease by three. There would be approximately 55 middle school students who would be
‘dropped off at 333 Dolores, then walked to 450 Guerrero, and fhenwalked the two blocks to 601 Dolores
ander the guidance of CDS staff. Conflict between pedes’mans and vehicles would potentially increase
because of the additional street crossings, but these would be at signalized mtersections with the
exception of the crossing at 19% Street to 601 Dolores Street. However, 15% Street has relatively low traffic
volumes, students would be accompanied by CDS staff, and there is a cross—Walk at the 19% Street and

Dalores Street infersection.

Curtently there is very litfle pedestrian activity.on Guerrero Street in the mbming. The project would
increase the number of stident drop-offs at 450 Guerrero, by approximately 50 students. However, unlike
existing conditions, there would be CI5 staff to assist at the existing white zone curb in the morning and
to supervise and chaperone student movement to 333 Dolores or 601 Delores. Since the sidewalks arer
much wider on Dolores Street, the path to 601 Dolores would likely be south on Guerrero Street to 17
Street, west on 17% Street to Dolores Streef, then south on Dolores Street to 601 Dolores Street. All
intersections along this route except 19% S’creet/’Dolores Street are s1gnahzed and regularly used by
pedestrians with no observed hazards.

There is antici pated to be an increase of approximately 130 pedestrian trips to the 601 Dolores site during
the AM-peak hour, An estimated 25 students would walk directly to 601 Dolores from home, 55 would be
walking to 601 Dolores after being dropped off at 333 Dolores, and 50 would walk to 601 Dolores after
being dropped off at 450 Guerrero. There are also anticipated to be approximately five faculty/staff that
would walk to 601 Dolores during the AM-peak hour. The movement of middle school students from 333
Dolores and 450 Guerrero to 601 Dolores would be supe_rwsed by CDS staff. The sidewalk widths and
crosswalks at intersections would provide adequate faclities for the walk between sites. Students
walking as a group would also increase safety because of the greater visibility of a group and the
supervision of CDS staff.

Overall, Padeétrian conditions for the three sites would have adequate facilities and would not matedally
increase hazards for pedestrians. Therefore, the project would not result in significant pedestrian impacis.

Bicycle Conditions

There are no existing or proposed bike lanes at 601 Dolores Street. In. the vicinity of the project site, there
are two designated bicycle routes. Bicycle route #40 travels along 17th Street while route #22 travels along
Valencia Street. The number of bicycle frips to 333 Dolores Street is anticipated to decrease by
approximately three students and two faculfy/staff because of the relocation of bicydleriding middle
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school students and staff to 601 Dolores. An estimated increase of approximately 10 bicycle trips to 601
Dolores Street would occur during the morning peak hour, The project would not result in any new
bitydle trips to 450 Guerrero. The net effect of the three sites would be similar because the fotal net
change in bicycle trips would be an mcrease of 5 trips. Therefore, project impacts on bicycles would be

less than significant.
In summary, the project would not resultina significant effect with regard to'transportation.

Noise: An approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the area wou 1d be necessary to produce an increase
in ambient noise levels noticeable to most people. The project would not cause a dobling in traffic
volumes and therefore would not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the Pproject
vicinity. The noise generated by the proposed users of the 601 Dolores Street building would be
considered common and generally acceptable in an urban area, and would not be considered a significant
impact. The proposed construction could generate noise and possibly vibration that may be considered
an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. Construction noise is regulated under Artide 29 of the
City's Police Code, and would be temporary and infermittent in nature. Considering the above
discussion, the proposed project would not resultin a significant i n:npact with regard to noise.

Air Air Quality: The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) has established thresholds for
projects requiring its review for potential air quality fmpacts. Based on the air quality screening-level
- analysis, all of the screening criteria are met by the proposed project’ No mdiwdual sources ‘would
exceed the BAAQMD s significance thresholds for cancer risks, non-cancer risks or the annual average
concentration of PM2.5. In addition, construction activities for the proposed interior renovakion would be
minimal and would require the uge of diesel equipment for Jess than two months, and would therefore
not result in a substantial increase in risks and hazards to nearby receptors. Therefore, the project would
not exceéed the BAAQMD's 2010 thresholds of significance and would not result in the generation of
criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors that exceed the BAAQMD's thresholds of significance and
operational criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors would be less than significant. Based on these
results, the proposed project would not result in exposure of sensifive receptors to substanﬁal pollutant
concentrations, and this impact would be less than significant. -

Water Quality: The proposed project Wou]d nof generate wastewater or result in discharges that would
have the potential to degrade water quality or contaminate a public water supply. Prmect-rela’ced
wastewater and storm water would flow to the City’s combined sewer system and would be treated o
standards contained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Eliminaton System (NPDES) Permit for
the Southeast Water Pollutiont Contro] Plant prior to dlscharge Therefore, the proposed project would

not result in significant water quality impacts. -

5 Don Lewis, San Francisco Planning Department, Air Quality Screeming Analysis for 501 Dolares Strest, Scptember 19, 2011. This
analysis is available for review as part of Case File No. 2011.0584E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,

Suite 400.

SAN FRARCISCD ' 9
PLANNING DEPARTMENT - R
2156



Exemption from Environmental Review . CASE NO. 2011.0584E - .
' 601 Dolores Street

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

The project site is located in a dense urban aréa where all public services and facilifies are available; no
expansion of public services or utilities is required in order to serve the proposed project.

Other Environmental Issues

Hazardous Materials: ARI Consultants conducted a Phase I Environmiental Site Assessment (ESA) at the
project site.s This assessment was performed to provide arecord of the conditions at the subj ect property
and to evaluate whaf, if any, environmental issues exist af the site. The ESA assessed the potential for
adverse environmental impacts from the cirrent and historical practices on the site and the §u:rounding
area. According to the ESA, the subject building was constructed in 1910 for use as a church. Prior to
constriction of the building, the property was occupied by a residential dwelling (circa 1889) and vacant
land (circa 1900). Since 1910, the subject property building was occupied by various churches until 2007,
when the enfire building was renovated and converted info a single-family residence. No poterntial
environmental concerns were idenfified in association with the current or historical use of the subject
properfy.-No hazardous substances that constitute evidence of a recognized environmental condition
were coserved af the subject property at the tme of site recormaissance. Tn addition, the project site is mot
. Iocated within the limits of -the Mzher Ordinance. Based on the above, effects related to hazardous
materials would not be significant. oo

Historic Archifectural Resources: In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department
determined that the building located on the pfoject site is a historic resource. As described in the attached
Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) Memorandum, the property at 601 Dolores Street is
eligible for listing in the California Register as an individual resource under Criterion 3 (Architecture)
and is a contribufor fo both the Inner Mission North Boulevards and Alleys Recorstruction Hisforic
Districts under Criterion 1 (Events).” - :

The 601 Dolores.Street biilding was constructed in 1910 as a church for the Mission Congregational
Church. In 1931, the Nbrwegian Lutheran Church of San Frandsco purchased the property and the
property remained a church uniil it was converted to a single-family residence in' 2008. The subject
building was constructed during the Mission District's reconstrizction period (1906 — 1917) following the
Great Earthquake of 1906. The property is a contributor to both the Inmer Mission North Boulevards and
Alleys Reconstruction Historc Districts for its assodatien with several churches that relocated along

. Dolores Street after the Great Earthquake of 1506. Therefore, the subject property is eligible for the
California Régister as a contributor to two California Register-eligible historic districts under Criterion'1
(Events). o

§ ATI Comsultants, “Phase ] Envirormental Site Assessmen, 601-605 Dolores Street, Sen Francisco, Califorria,” Jume 20, 2011. This report
is aveilable for review at the San Frandsco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, in Project File
No. 2011.0584E. ) : :

7 Mamor;ndum from Michael Smith, Preservation Technical Specialist, to Doh_Lew-is, Planning Staff, Major Environmental
Analysis, March 20, 2012 This memorandim is attached and available for review at the Planning Depariment, 1650 Mission Street,
Sutte 400 in Case No. Z011-05B4E. - :
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Research has not revealed information that any of its owners or oécupants were associated with persons
~ that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history. Therefore, the property is not
eligible under Criterion 2 (Persons).

The subject building is a good example of an Edwardian Era church designed in the Gothic Revival style.
The buiiding was designed by Francis W. Reid, a locally significant architect. The building’s exterior
character defining features nclude the following: rubbed brick cladding at the street facing elevations; all
Gothic and Tudor moldings; brick buttresses with caps; complex and steeply pitched gab]ed roof; all
windows, doors, and other openings; and the tower elemgant with crenellated parapet. The interior
character defining features include the following: division of spaces into basemeit, Sanctuary, and
Sunday school wing; hardwood flooring; redwood wainscoting and paneling; Tudor and Gothic columns
in the sanctuaty; Tuder and Gothic arches in the sanctuary; stenciled ceilings in the sanctuary and
vestibule; most of the light fixtures; all doors (paneled and overhead); plaster walls and ceilings; exposed
wood trusses; and door and window frims. The subject building displays good historic integrity as it
refains ifs location, association, design, workmanship, setfing, feeling, and matedals. Therefore, the
property is individually eligible under Criterion 3 (Architecture).

The Department finds- that the project is comsistent with the Secrefary of the Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation (Secretary’s Standards) for the following reasons. The project would rehabilitate the exterior
and interior of the subject building, and the project would preserve most of the church’s character
defining inferior feahires, including the Sancmary, The sponsor has submitted a profection, reuse, and
salvage i:lan for the building’s interior character-defining features so that they would be preserved and
reused where possible. The sanctuary is the most character-defining inferior space, and its interjor
volume, stenciled ceiling work, and interior wood finishes wouild all be preserved. The alterations within
the Sunday school wing will be set back from the arches and columns that frame the sanctuary space. The
basement is utilitarian and lacks Fhe finishes and details of the floors above and thus was defermined not
to contain character-defining space or features. The Sunday school wing does contain character-defining
finishes and detailing but the space itself was determined to be secondary in importance to the sanctuary
space. Furthermore, the Sunday school wing has already experienced several alterations as part of the
building’s conversion info a single-family dwelling. Some of the otiginal materials that remain in the
- Sunday school wing would be removed and some would be reused within the altered space.

The proposed project does not include the addition of conjectural elements or architectural features from
.other buildings, and the new work does not creafe a false sense of historical develppment. On the
exterior, new pedestrian doors would be compatible with the character of the building. The proposed
-project would not substantially alter the exterior of the building., The roof deck and the elevator
penthouse would not be visible behind the building’s existing gabled roof, and both elements could easily
be'removed in the future and the essential form and integrity of the property would be unimpaired. The
building’s exterior and interior features are in good condition and do not require repair or replacement,
The existing building is relatively clean and does not require chemical or physical treatments. The
propoged change to the garage enfrance would be similar fo the ori ginal entrance, as historically it was
used as a pedestrian entrance. :

The Building’s seismic upgrade would necessitate removal of inferior wall finishes in the sanctuary space,
The wall features would be documented and reinstalled over the new shear walls. Within the Sunday
school wing, interior wall finishes and doors would be removed and reused elsewhere where feasible. A
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secondary stairway in the Sunday school wing would be removed buf the stairway is hidden behind
doors and is not considered a distincive feature. The historic entry hall in the Sunday school wing would
be preserved with ifs floor being ramped for ADA accessibility. The wood doors and wainscoting are the
only dlaracter-deﬁnmg historic materfals in the Sunday school wing and they will be documented and
reused where possible, primarily on the new walls on the south side of the sanctuary.

Planning Department staff found that the project would not make any substantial changes fo the exterior
of the building or any significant changes fo the character-defining features on the interior of the
building, and therefore, the project would not have a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource,
as defined by CEQA. S

_ ArcheoIO‘g;'éal Resources: The Planning Department reviewed the proposed project to determine if any

archeclogical resources would be impacted. " The Planming Department staff determined that the
proposed project would not adversely affect CEQA-significant archeological resources®

Neighborheood Concerns
A "Notification of Project Receiving Environmnental Review”” was mailed on August 3, 2011 to owners of

-prope_tties within 300 feet of the PrO]ect site and to adjacent occupants. One member of the public stated

that it was unrealistic that parents would continue to drop their children off at 333 Dolores Street with the
new school facilifies at 601 Dolores Street. The transportatton section on page t'hree of this document

_ademtely addresses this concern.

Conclusion

CEQA State Guidelines Se;tio'n 15332, or Class 32, allows for an exemption of an in-fill &evalopment
meeting various condifions. As descrbed above, the proposed project is an infill development that
would have no significant adverse environmental effects and would meet all the various conditions
prescribed by Class 32. Accordingly, the proposed pro]ect is appropriately exempt from CEQA under
Section 15332 .

CEQA Staie Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for an
activity where there is a reasonable possibility ‘that the activity will have a significanf effect on the
environment due fo urustal dreumstances. The proposed project would not have a significant effect with

regard to hazardous materials, cultiral resources, or transportation. There are o tniisual circumstances . -

surrounding the curent proposal that. would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant

" environmental effect. The proposed: project is an in-fill development that meets the above conditions, and

would have no mgmﬁca.nt environmental effects.

For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately éxempt from environmental reviéw.

_ B This analysis is summarized fom a Planning Depérhnent technical memorandum (Randall Dean, staff archenlogist, to Don

Lewis, Platiner, October 21, 2011}, which is available for review at the Plin:ﬁng Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, in Case
File 2011.0584E
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMERNT

Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Date of Revigw: ~ March 15, 2012 (Part 1)

March 15, 2012 (Part IT)
Case No.: 2011.0584E
Project Address: 601 Dolores Street . .
Zoning:’ RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3598/060 _
_ Staff Contact: Don Lewis (Enivironmental Planner)

(415) 575-9095

donlewis@sfgov.org

Michael Smith (Preservation Planner)
(415) 558-6322
michael.e.smith@sfgov.org

PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATICN
Buildings and Property Description '

601 Dolores Street is located on the southeast corner of the Dolores and 19" Streets directly east of -

Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores heighborhood. The subject building occupies most of a 9,690
square-foot, rectangular shaped lot that measures 85 feet in width, 114 feet in depth, and is
located within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and
Bulk District. '

The subject property is improved with a two-story over basement, single-family residence that
was formerly a church. The building was constructed in 1910 in the Gothic Revival style as a
church for the Mission Congregational Church. In 1931, the Norwegian Lutheran Church of San
Francisco purchased the property. The pro'pexty remained a church untl it was converted to a
single-family residence in 2008. The current owner, the Children’s Day School of San Francisco,
intends to convert the property into a school. The building is a heavy timber frame, brick

structure on a concrete perimeter foundation. The exterior is dad in rubbed face brick on the -

north (19 Streetj and west (Dolores Street) elevations, as well as its first bay in from the street on
its utilitarian east and south elevations. The remainder of the east and south elevations are clad
in common red brick. The church was designed by Francis W. Reid, an architect and
Congregational minister, ~ The building’s prominent corner location results in a complex
composition. The building features a centered gable, a tower glement, and a steeply slopad
centralized roofline.

The building’s Dolores Street elevation is of hi;c;,rher'i_mpor’cance because it faces the park. It is

longer and composed of six structural bays, The first structural bay located at the northern
corner of the building features a pedestrian entrance that is recessed within a-portal, The portal
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features a Tudor arch embellished with cast conerete molding flanked by brick huttresses with
concrete caps. A lancet window is located above the enfrance. The next structural bay is much
wider because it corresponds to the sanctuary inside. The bay features a large arched Tudor
window flarked by brick butfresses with concrete caps with four casement windows located at
the basement level. All the window sashes within: this bay appear to be contemparary
replacements. Moving south along the building’s west elevationy, thé next structural bay is the
tower. The tower features three casement windows at the basement level, arow of three pointed-
arch windows at the main first and second floors, and a large Tudor arched window at the top of
the tower. Each corner of the tower featiires brick pilasters capped by cast concrete buttress caps.
The tower is capped by a stepped, crenellated parapet, -Moving south beyond the tower, the niext
three structural bays comprise the Sunday school wing.  The first two bays are identical,
featuring three, fixed light windows at the main flodr with two, Tudor arch windows at the floor
above beneath a false gabled roof that is interrupted by a dormer. The bays are demarcated by
- brick buttresses with caps. The southernmost structaral bay on the building’s west elevation
features non-Historic arched wood doors with three lancet windows at the floor above beneath a

gabled roof.

The building’s north (19% Street) elevation is composed of five structural bays and is two-stories -
in height. Beginning at the building’s northeast corner, the first struchural bay feahires an arched
vehicular entrarice at the basement level with a non-historic metal roll-up door. The floor above
features a large Tudor-arched window. The next struchral bay is wider and features'a row of
three casement windows at the basement level and a large Gothic pointed-arch stained glass
window ‘with twelve lights located on the floor above. The windows are flanked by brick
buttresses and capped with a gabled parapet that features alancet window. Moving west along .
the nozth elevation the riext two structural bays are identical. They feature casement windows at
the basement level with Tudor-arched above. The bays are separated by brick buttresses. The
westernmost siructural bay on the north elevation features a large lancet window flanked by -
brick buttresses and capped with a gébled parapet that contains three small lancet windows.

- The building’s east and south elevations are largely hidden from public view. They generally
feature common red brick cladding, contemporary replacement arched windows, and brick
buttresses. These elevations feature much less ormameniation and are generally utilitarian in
nature. ’

Pre-Ei:isting Historic Rating / Survey _ .

The subject property is included on the Department’s 1976 Arc:hitectural Survey, page 282 of the
Here Today Survey, and the City’s Unreinforced Masonry Buildings Survey. The property is also

a confributor to the “Inner Mission North Boulevards and Alleys Reconstruction District,”
located within Area 4A of the Inner Mission North Survey Area. The building is considered a
f’Ca’cegory A" property (Known Historic Resource) for the purposes of the Planning
Department’s Califorria Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because it is listed on adopted .
surveys and détermined individuélly eligible for listing on the National Register. ’

Neighbarhood Context and Description

'The'subject property is located in the Mission Dolores I;Leighborhood which is named for the
Mission Dolores, Founded in 1776 and originally named Mission San Francisco de Asis, the
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mission is one of twenty-one missions established by the Frandscans in California as a way to
convert the indigenous people to Catholicism and create a population that was loyal to the

Spanish crown. The missions were unkind to the indigenous people as many were forced into

labor and forced to suppress their culture, Their exposure to the Spanish colonists also exposed

them to foreign diseases that decimated their population. Mission Dolores was abandoned inthe

1820's as many of its inhabitants were fransferred to Mision San Rafael Arcangel.
\ .

In 1810, Mexico rebelled against Spanish rule, finally winning its independence in 1821 becoming
a federal republic, Mexico opened up California to trade and seftlemnent and eventually took the
mission lands from the Catholic Church and began redistributing them to Medcan citizens. From
1834 onward, the lands of Mission Dolores were carved up into ranchos and granted to Mexican
citizens. The ranchos were primarily used for cattle grazing though commerce was burgeoning a

few miles away in Yerba Buena. Recopnizing the commercial possibilities in the San Francisco |

Bay Area and fearing that it could fall into the hands of its enemies, the American government
attempted to buy the lands from Mexico. Attempts to buy the lands failed and in 1846 war broke
out between the United States and Mexico, After a year-and-a-half of fighting, the United States
and Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo whereby Mexico ceded. their northern
territory to the United States for $15 million. ' '

The population of San Francisco dramatically increased with the discovery of gold in the
California foothills. However, the Mission Dolores neighborhood was increasingly becoming one
of refuge for the remaining Mexican families who were economically, culturally, and politically
marginalized in the development-of San Francisco. Many of the Mexican land holdings in the

Mission Valley were bought by speculative Anglo-Americans who foresaw prosperity in-

development. The neighborhood remained unplatted well after surrounding areas such as
Horner's Addition and Potrero Nuevo had been platted. Based uporn early'maps, 601 Dolores
"Street was located near the northeast boundary within Horner's Addition. By the '1860s,
resolution of public and private land claims through the legal system facilitated implementation
of an orderly street grid and residential subdivision. With this, the Mission Dolores
neighborhood began to take on a more urban form. The population of Mission Valley exploded
after from 1860 to 1880 when transit lines were extended into the area along Mission and
Valencia Streets and streets were graded. During this time most of the remaining Mexican adobe
structures were demolished and replaced by modest Victorian structures but Mission Dolores

remained, In 1858, then President Buchanan gave Mission Dolores along with eight acres that -

surrounded it to the Archdiocese of California, The Archdiocese sold much of the land for
development, retaining only the block that contained the Mission. In the 1870"s the Archdiocese
built St, Francis Catholic Church at the comer of Dolores and 16% Streets.

Population pressures and land scarcity compelled the San Frandsco government in 1880 to pass
an ordinance banning cemeteries within the city's boundaries. Consequently, in 1888 Emanu-El
and Sherith Israel congregations which operated a cemetery on Dolores Street establishied a new,
seventy-three acre cemetery in the farming town. of Colma in San Mateo County, just outside San
Francisco’s city limits. By 1896, the cemetery had been completely removed from Dolores Street
and in 1905 it was replaced by Mission Park, known today as Dolores Park. '

No sooner was the park completed that the City was nearly destroyed by the Great 1906

Earthquake which killed over 3,000 San Franciscans and left aver 200,000 homeless. Many of the -
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- people left homeless by the earthquake took refuge in local parks and open space, mcludmg the
newly created Mission Park.

.The demographirs of Mission Dolores rapidly changed during the neighborhood’s reconstruction
period (1906 — 1918) as many Irish refugees from the South of Market neighborhood settled in the
neighborhood. Many churches that were located in the South of Market neighborhood were also
desh:oyed and when those displaced congregations decided to rebuild they located near their

vich Ied 4o severa!l new churches alor'g Dolores Street. Dozeng of churches made
~T1.
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an 51.1—; satonal Church at

the move to the Mission Districl. . Mission C
constructed during this period. -

" 601 Dolores Street is Iocated on southeast corner of Dolores and 19% Streets, across the sireet from
Dolores Park. The immediate neighborhood is pnmarﬂy residential with a few institutional vses
and mixed-use bmldlngs located on prominent comers along Dolores and Guerrero Streets. The
neighborhood is characterized by three- and four-story, multi-mnit, Edwardian, residential
buildings from the reconstruction period following the Great Earthquake of 1906, The property
is located within the Mission Dolores Historic District.

CEQA sttonca[ Resoume( J Evaluation

Step As k*g:uﬂ._“ og

Under CEQA section 21084.1, i property qualifies as ¢ historic resource if # 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 lsting in, the California Register of Historical Resources or ot
included in i local vegister of historical resources, shall not preclude n léad sgency from determining
whether the resource may qualify as a historical resource under CEQA.

Individual

Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligible forinclusion
in a California Register under one or mors of .
the following Criteria: :
Criterion 1 - Event [ 1 Yes[X]No
Criterion 2 - Persons: )
Criterion 3 - Architecture:
Criterion 4 - Info. Potental:

EY&SD No

Period of Significance: (1910 and 1931)

DYesgNol
l:] Yesz] Na |

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

gYesD No
DYes No
[] Yes[X] No
[1ves X] No

Criterion 1 - Bvent;
Criterion 2 - Persons:
Criterion 3 - Architecture:
Criterion 4 - Info. Potential:

Period of Significance:

- (1906 - 1918) Inner Mission North Boulevards
and Alleys Reconstruction Historic District;
(unknown) Dolores Street Discontinuous .
District of Religious Buildings
[X| Contributor [ Non-Contributor
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To assist in the evaluation of the subject property, the Project Sponsor has submitted a Histarical
Resource Evaluation prepared by Christopher VerPlanck of VerPlanck Historic Preservation
Consulting, prepared November 2011 and revised February 2012, Based upon information found
in the Historical Resource Evaluation and found within the Planning Department's background
files, Preservation staff finds that the subject property is eligible for inclusicn on the California
Re gister individually and as a confributor to an identified historic district.

Criferion 1: Property is associated with events thaf have made a mgmﬁcanf confribufion to the
broad patteins of local or regicnal history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United
States. -

601 Dolores Street was constructed during the Mission District’s reconstruct[on penod {1506 _
1917). following the Great Earthquake of 1906, In Apnl 2011, the Planning Department
determined the property eligible under this criterion as part of the Inner Mission North
Boulevards and Alleys Reconstruction Historic District with a period of significance’ of 1906 —
1917. The property is also significant for its association with several churches that relocated
churches along Dolores Street after the Great Earthquake of 1906, the period of significance for
this district is unknown but it extends from along Dolores Street from 15% Street to 20" Street.
Under this criterion, the property is eligible for the California Register as a contributor to two
California Register-eligible historic districts.

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

Records failed to indicate that the subject prope_rty is assodated’ with the lives of persons
xmportant in our'local, regional or national past that would make it eligible for listing under this
criterion.

Criterionn 3: Property embodies the distinctive charactenshcs of a ’fype, period, region, or
- method of construction, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high arfistic values.
The subject building is a good example of an Bdwardian Era church designed in the Gothic
Revival style. Distinctive exterior characteristics include its crenellated tower, Tudor arched and
lancet windows, buttresses with caps, brick cladding, and complex and steeply pitched roof.
Distinctive interior features indude the sanctuary space, Gothic columns, Tudor arched openings,
redwood paneling, stenciled ceiling work, and division of space. The pr'operty possesses high
‘artistic values and is a good example of its type,

The building was designed by Francis W. Reid for the Mission Congregational Church, Mr. Reid
was a locally 51gmf1can’c architect having designed two Camegle libraries, eleven, schools, 26
churches, and more than 500 dwellings and commercial structures primarily in the Bay Area, Mr.
Reid, worked both mdependently and with the firm of Meeker and Reid. His church buildings
mdude commissions in San Francisco, Concord, Livermore and Porterville, CA. He began his
career designing large Queen Anne houses for prominent residents of the Santa Clara Valley,
including the famous Coggeshall Mansion in Los Gatos. He alse had many residential
commissions in Piedmont, Berkeley, San Francisco and San Iose CA. Mr. Reid was bom in
Canada in 1863 and obtained a Certificate in Architecture in 1910 from the University of the
Pacific.
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Crltermn 4: Property yields, or may be likely to yield information important in prehistory or
histary.

The subject property i Is likely to yield important mformatmn to our history since it is located in -
near Mission Dolores. However, the proposed project wounld not disturb the property’s soils. -

tep B: Inregrrty
T‘n be a resource for the purposes of CEQA. a nmvertu must not only be shown to be szgmﬁcmzt under the
Californin Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it also must have mfegnfy. Integrity is defined os
“the quihenticity of a properéy’s historic identity, evidenced by the suroioal 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 nof need to be present as long the overall sense of pest

time and place is evident.

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

LocaHon: E Retains, f_] Lacks . Setting: X Retains [1Lacks
Association:  pX|Retains | | Lacks Feeling: [XIRetains | ]TLacks
Desigm: X Retains [ 1rLacks Materials: E Retaing - I:l Lacks

Worlananship: D{] Retains [1Lacks

The exterior of 601 Dolores Street has undergone very few alterations and has very good historic
Integrity. Exterior alterations include replacement of louvers within the tower openings with
glazing, replacement of windows on the east and south elevations with compatible replacements
and removal of chimneys. The interiot of 601 Dolores Street has undergone more changes as a
result of its conversion to a single-family dwelling in 2008. The sanctuary was left unchanged but -
the Sunday school wing was more extensively remodeled, Within the Sunday school wing
‘partitions were moved and original finishes were removed. Overall, the inferior retains good

historic integrity.

Step C: Character Defining Features
If the subject property has been determined to have significance and retains integriry, please lzsf the
charactér-defining features of the building(s) andlor property. A property must retain the essentinl
physical fentures 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 wthwt whlch a property can na longer be identified as being associated with its

significance.

Character defining fea’fu_res of the 60T Dolores Street that must be retained indude but are not

limited to:

Exterior
. Rubbed brick dadding at the sireet facmg eIevaﬁorb
= All Gothic and Tudor moldings.

SAN FRANGISCO . ’ 5
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= Brick buttresses with caps.

= Complex and steeply pitched gabled roof,
= All windows, doors, and other openings.
= Tower element with crenellated parapet.

Inferior
= Division of spaces into basement, Sanctuary, and Sunday schoo! wing.
= Hardwood flooring. ' \ |
= Redwood wainscoting and paneling.
= Tudor and Gothic columns in the sanctuary.
% Tudor and Gothicarches in the sanctuary.
< Stenciled ceilings in the sanctuary and vestibule,
=" Most of the light fixtures. | )
= All doors (paneled and overhead).
= Plaster walls and ceilings.
= Exposed wood trusses.
= Doar and window trims.

CEQA Hisforic Resource Determination

_ & Historical Resource Present

X Individually-eligible Resource

[X] Contributor to two eligible Historic Districts

[ | Non-contributor to an eligible Historic District

RN Historical Resource Present
PART I: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW .

Signature: \j/ﬁﬂ ) . ‘Dat_e: 3 / 20 42—0 / Z

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Plarmer
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PART Il: PROJECT EVALUATION _
Proposed Project [ 1 Demelition S Atteration

Per Drawings Dated:  Tulv 8, 2011: prepared by Jensen Architects

.Project Description
» The proposal is for Children’s Day School ofSan Francisco to convert the church at 601 Dolores

Street from a single-family dwelling info a private school housing 200 middle-school students.
Exterior tenant improvements include converting a garage entrance on 19 Street into a primary
‘pédestrian entrance, adding & roof deck to the southeast corner of the building, and adding an
elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. Interior tenant improvements includes
a complete seismic retrofit, partifions for 10 new dlassrooms, 7 administrative offices, 3 student
and faculty lounges, 2 new interior stairways (including one that would be located within the
tower), one elevator, 5 restrooms, and convert the sanchuary space into a multi-purpose space,
" create ADA ramps within the Dolores Street entry hall and the sanictuary’s northern side aisle,
and create & full second floor level within the Sunday school wing of the building. The project
would add approximately 1,000 square-feet of occupisble space Wﬂ:hm the ex1stmg 17,106 square-

-‘:nr\i- }'wn]rh-nn

Project Evaluation
If the property has been determined fo be a historical yesource i Part 1, please check whether the proposed

project would materially impair the resource and zziemzfy any modifications to the pr oposzd project that
may reduce or. a.vmd irpacts.

To assist in the evaluatxon of the proposed project, the Pro]ect Sponsor has submitied ‘the
following consultant report: :

o Prepared November 2011 and revised February 2012, by Chnstopher VerPlanck of
VerPlanck Historic Preservation Consulting, for 601 Dolores Street.

Subject Property/Hisforic Resource: _
' DJ The project will not cause a significant adverse fmpact to the historic resource as

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

California Register-eligible Historic District or Confext:
X] The project will not cause a significant adverse impact to & 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 would not catise a significant adverse impact upen a historic
.- resource such that the significance of the building would be materially impaired. The proposed
- project will not have a significant adverse impact on 601 Dolores Street, a known resource that is-
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listed in Here Today, the Departments 1976 Axchitectural Survey, the Department's
Unreinforced Masorry Building Survey, and been deemed eligible for the California Register of
Historical Resources individually and as a contributor to the “Inner Mission North Boulevards
and Alleys Reconstruction District.” )

The Department finds that the project is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation (Secretary’s Standards). The following is an analysis of the proposed project per the
Secretary’s Standards:

Standard 1.
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed itz a new use that requires
minimal change to the defining characteristics of the buzldtng and its site and
enironent,

The proposed project would convert the subject property a former church that is currently used
as a single-family dwelling, into a schicol. To accommodate this new use, the project would
rehabilitate the exterior of the subject building and to a greater extent, the interior. However, the
conversion would preserve most of the churcl's character defining interior features. The
sanctuary, the most notable interior space and its volume and detail would be preserved as the -
space is converted into a multi-purpose space. The spaces that would be more heavily altered,
basement and Sunday school wing, would accommodate the school’s more programmatic space.
The sponsor has submitted a protection, reuse, and salvage plan for the building’s interior
character-defining features so that they get preserved and reused where possible. Where removal
of historic materals is required within the sanctuary they will reinstalled based upon
documentation. '

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 1.

Standard 2.

The historic character of & property will be retained and preserved. The removal of
" historic materials or alteration of features and spaczs that characterize a property will be

aooided.

Exterior tenant imprdvements include converting a garage entrance on 19% Street into a primary

~ -pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast-corner of the building, and adding an -
elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. The roof deck and the elevator
penthouse will not be visible from the street.

The intetior of the building is divided into three sections: the basement, the sancfuary (nave), and
the Sunday school wing. The sanctuary is the main and most character-defining interior space.
_ Its interior volume, stenciled ceiling work, and interior wood finishes will all be preserved. The
alterations within the Sunday school wing will be set back from the arches and columns that
frame the sanctuary space, The basement is ufilitarfan and lacks the finishes and details of the
floors above and thus was determined not to contain character-defining space or features, The
Sunday school wing does contain character-defining finishes and detailing but the space itself
was determined to be second in importance to the sanctuary space. Furthermore, the Sunday
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. school wing has already experienced several alterations as part of the building’s 2008 conversion
. mfo a single-family dwelling. It will be further altered to accommodate three classrooms,
batﬁrooms, and student lounge space. A new floor will also be inserted info the space;
eliminating its two-story volume.

The Deparitment disagrees with the consultant’s conclusion that the proposed alterations do not
comply with Standard 2. The Sunday school wing is the building’s most compromised interior
space and it is not the primary character-defining interior space and thus further alteration (o the
space would not alter the building’s interior character. Some of the original materials that
remain in the Sunday school wing would be removed and some would be reused within the
altered space under the sponsor's protection, reuse, and salvage plan. The wood flpors would:
remain and sorhe of the wood doors and wainscoting would be reused.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 2.

Stapdard 3. -

Each property will be recogitized as a physical record of its time, place and use. Changes
that create a folse sense of historical development, such as adding comjectural features or
nrrh#prfuml elemerts fr Jrom ofher Fisildings, shall not he uruier kert.

The proposed project does not include the addition of conjectural elements or architectural
features from other buildings. New work does not create a false sense of historical development
and would be somewhat contemporary in character. On the exterior, new pedestrian doors
would be compatible with the character of the building. .

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 3.

Standard 4.
Most properties change over time; those chnges that haoe acquired kistoric significance
irt their own right shall be retained and preserved. :

The proposed pfoject does not involve alterations to the subject building, which have acquired
significance in their' own right. The profect would remove a stained glass window from the north
side of the sanctuary space but the window in question was installed at an unkImWn Hme after
1931 and has not garnered significance in its own right.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 4.
Standard 5.
Distinctive features finishes, and construction technigues or exzzmp es of Sirte

craﬁsmmzsth that characterize a proper‘y will be preserved.

The proposed projed: would not substantially alter the exterior of the building. The project
would not remove features or finishes that characterize the basement. :

54N FRANGISED
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:

The building’s seismic upgrade would necessitate removal of interior wall finishes in the
sanctuary space. The wall features would be decumented and reinstalled over the new shear
walls, Within the Sunday school wing, interior wall finishes and doors would be removed. and
reused elsewhere where feasible pursuant to the sponsor's protection, reuse, and salvage plan for
the building. A secandary stairway in the Sunday school wing would also be removed and the
space would lose its two-story volume. The historic entry hall in the Sunday school wing would
be preserved with its floor being ramped for ADA accessibility. Since the stair fo be removed is
secondary and hidden behind doors it is fiot considered a distinctive feature. The original plaster
wall finishes in the Sunday school wing have already been compromised. The wood doors and
wainscoting are the only character-defining historic materials in the Sunday school wing and they
will be documented and reused where possible, prlmanly on the new walls on the south side of
the sanctuary

For these reasons the proposed project complijes with Standard 5.

Standard 6.

Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather thzm replaced. Where the sevmty of
deterioration requires replicernents of a distinctive feature, the new fegture will match the
old in design, color, texture and other visual qualitics and, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substantigfed by documentary, physical, or
pictorigl evidence,

The building's exterior and interior features are in good condition and do not require repair or
replacement.

Therefore, the proposed project comPIies with Rehabilitation Standard 6.
Standard 7.
Chemical or physical trestments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic
materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible.
The existing bﬁildjng {s relatively clean and does not require chemical or physical treatments.
Therefare, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 7.
Standard 8.
Significant archaeolagmul resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved
If such resources must be disturbed, mitigation measures will be undertaken.

The proposed préject would not disturb subsurface soils.

Therefare, the ?roposed project complies with Rehabilifation Standard 8.
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Standard 5.

New gdditions, exterior a,temhons or related new construction shall not destroy hwforzc
materinls that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentinted from the old
and shall be comtpatible tith the massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect
the kistoric integrify of the property and its environmnent,

. Bxterior tenant improvements include converting a nervhistoric garage enfrance on 19 Street
into a primary pedestrian enirance, adding a roof deck to the southeast comer of the building,
and adding an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. The roof deck and the
elevator penthouse would not be visible behind the building’s gabled roof.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

Standard 10. . :
New additions dnd adjacent or related new construction will be undertgken in such a

mamer that, if removed in the future, the essentigl-form and integrity of the hlsfonc
property aud its environment would be unnrpamzd

"Fxterfor tenant improvements include converting a garage entrance an 19% Street into a primary
pedestrian enirance, adding a roof deck to the southeast comer of the building, and adding an -
elevator penthouse 'along the eastern edge of the bifilding. The proposed change to the garage
entrance would bring the building closer to what it was originally. The proposed roof deck and
elevator penthouse could easily be removed i in ;he future and the essential form and integrity of
the property would be unimpaired.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 10.

Summary .
The Department finds'that the project is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards). The project would not make any substanitial changes to the exterior of
the building or any significant changes to the character-defining features on the interior of the
building. As currently proposed, the project will not have a significant adverse 1mpact upon a
. historic resaurce, as defined by CEQA

R PART II:SE&[QR.PRESERVATIDN PLANNER REVIEW

Signaturé: _ Wﬁaf . ) : Date: :3/'2 D/-/ Zo/2,

Tina Tam, Senior Preservation Rlanmer

oc: Vimaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historc Resource Impact ReV.LEW File

N

Dcm TLewis, Envlronmental Planmer
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Executive Summary
- Conditional Use
HEARING DATE: APRIL 26, 2812

Date: . April 19, 2012
Case No.: 2011.0584CDV
Project Address: 601 Dolores Street
Zoming: RH-3 (Residenfial, House, Three-Family)
: " 40-X Height and Bulk District
BlockiLot: - 3598/060
Projeci Sponsor: Molly Huffman

Children’s Day School

333 Dolores Street

Sen Frandsco, CA. 94110
Staff Contact: Michael Smith - (415) 558-6322

michazl.e snrith@sfoo.org
Recommendation: Approval with Condifiens

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project sponsor is requesting conditional tise authorization pursuant to Planning Code
. Sections 209.3(g) and 303 and mandatory discretionary review pursuant to Section 317 of the
Plarming Code to -convert a former church that is currently being used as a single-family
dwelling into a private elementary school operated by “Children’s Day School” (CDS) which is
currently operating 2.5 blocks north the at 333 Dolores Street “Children’s Day Schoal” would
maintain both campuses and use the proposed site as a satellite campus. The proposed school
would house 160-200 students in grades 5% through 8%, The projectincludesinterior and exterior
tenant improvements. Exterior tenant improvements include -converting a garage entrance on
19% Sireet into a primary pedestrian eritrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast corner of the
building, adding mechanical equipment and associated scréening to the roof, and adding an

elevator penthotse along the eastern edge of the building. Inferior temant improvemients -

includes a complete seismic retrofit, partitions for 10 new classrooms, 7 administrative offices, 3
student and faculty lounges, 2 new interior stairways (including one that would be located:
within the tower), one elevator, 5 restrooms, convert the sanctuary space into a mult-purpose
-space, create ADA ramps within the Dolores Street entry hall and the sanctuary’s northern side
“aisle, and create a full second floor Jevel within the Sunday schoal wing of the building, The
project also requires a parking variance because no parking would be provided for the school.

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

601 Dol(.)res Street is located on the southeast corner of the Dolores and 19% Streets directly east
of Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores neighborhood. The subject building occupies most of a
9,690 square-foot, rectangular shaped lot that measures 85 feet in width, 114 feet in depth, and is

www.siplanning.org
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located within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and
Bulk District. v

The subject property is improved with a two-story over basement, single-family residence that
was forinerly a church. The building was constructed in 1910 in the Gothic Revival style as a
church for the Mission Congregational Church.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHRORHOOD

"The area surrounding the project site is primarily multi-family residential in character with a few
'large institutional uses swrounding Mission Dolores Park and extending north down Dolores
Street. There are a few commercial establishments located within ground floor storefronts on
corners.along Dolores Streef, including restaurants, cafes, and convenience stores. Buildings in
the vidnity typically range from two to four stories in height. :

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The Project is exempt from the California Environmental Quality Act (”CEQA”) as a Class 32
categorical exemption.

HEARING NQTIFICATION

Classified News Ad 20 days April 6, 2011 April 42011 22 days

Posted Notice 20 days April 6, 2011 April 6,2011 20 days
Mailed Notice 10 days April 16, 2006 April 4, 2011 .22 days

The proposal requires a Section 312-neighborhood notification, which was conducted in
conjuncion with the conditional use authorization process.

PUBLIC COMMENT

= To date, the Department has received 50 letters and emails of support for the project
primarily from parents of students who attend the school. The project is also supported by
the Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association (MDNA).

= The adjacent neighbor to the south expressed concerni about how activity on the proposed
roof deck could impact noise and privacy at the rear of his multi-unit residential building
next door and how the penthouse addition would block his view. Several other neighbors
expressed concern about the potential impacts the use could have on parking and traffic in
the neighborhood induding the white zones location on 194 Street and the on-street parklncr _
spaces that would be eh.tmna’ted as a result.

SAH FRANGISCD : P
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[SSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

= The.project requires a pa_rkmg variance because no paﬂqng would be prowded for the use
where two spaces are required.

= The project requires the Commission to not take discretionary review for the conversion or a
dwelling into a nonresidential use. The property has been used as a church or community
room for a majority of its life until in 2007 it was converted into a single-family dwelling. A
dwelling of this size is uncharacteristic within this neighborhood.

® (DS currently has a campus located 2.5 blocks to the north at St. Joseph's Hall at 333 Dolores
Street, a city landmark site. CDS plans to refain ifs existing campus for Kindergérten
through fourth grade students. In 2003, the Comumission granted the school conditional use
authorization to install three (3) portable classrooms that measure 24" X 40" each on the sife:
At the recommendation of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB), the portable
cdassrooms were authorized for use for a period not to exceed ten (10) years. This project
would provide more space for CDS allowing them to fransition students cut of the
temporary classrooms and remove the buildings alfogether from the site in compliance with
their 2003 conditions of approval.

< To reduce faffic and parking impacts in the neighborhood during pick-up and drop-off
fimes, CDS would have students that attend 601 Dolores dropped-off at 333 Dolores Street
and the students would walk fo the school from there, The school will also be requesting a
white zone for student drop off at the property’s 19% Street frontage. The white zone would
measure 85 feet in length and result in the loss of several parking spaces induding one

. handicap space. ‘ :

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant conditional use authorization to
allow the establishment of 2 school within a residential district, pursuant to Planning Code .
Sections 209.3(g) and 303 and rot take Discretionary Review pursuant to Section 317 of the
Planning Code to allow the conversion of a dwelling unit info a school. In addition, the Zoning
Administrator would need fo grant a parking variance pursuant to Secton 151 of the Planning
Code to allow a school without parking.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

x  The project promotés the adaptive reuse of a difficult bulldmg type.

= The project promotes and strengthens the continued operation of a nelghborhood serving -
school.

«  The project would preserve the building’s exterior and interior character defining features.

«  The project would result in the loss of a dwelling unit that is not affordable to most City

-residents.

= The projectis desirable for, and compatible with the surroundjng neighborhood

= The Project will allow for additional choices in educational options to natghborhood and dity
residents

SR FRAICISCO ' 3
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= There are a limited number of suitable sites available for instifufional uses such as an

independent schooL
* | RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions |
Attachment Checklist
E Executive Summary » @ Project sponsor submittal
E} Draft Moton Dréwings: Existing Conditions
@ Environmental Determinaton Check for legibility .
- :
Zoning District Map Drawings: Proposed Project
e 4 e
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Subject fo: (Select only if applicable)

[0 Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) . First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
O3 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) 3 Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414)
O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) O Other

Plannmg Commrssnon Draft E\iloi:ion
HEARING DATE APRIL 26, 2012

Date: . April 19, 2012

Case No.: 2011.0584CDV
Project Address: - 601 DOLORES STREET .
Zoming: RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)
40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: . 3598/060 :
Project Sponsor:  Molly Huffman
Children’s Day School
333 Dolores Street

San Francisco, CA 94110
Staff Contact: Michael Smith — (415) 558-6322
: michael.e.smith@sfeov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 209.3(g) FOR THE CONVERSION OF A
FORMER C(HURCH THAT IS CURRENTLY BEING USED AS-A SINGLE-FAMILY
DWELLING INTO A PRIVATE ELEMENI‘ARY SCIHIOOL OPERATED BY “CHILDREN'S
DAY SCHOOL” FOR A PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN A RI-3 (RESIDENTIAT, HOUSE,
THREE-FAMILY) DISTRICT AND A 40-XHEIGHT AND BULK DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On July 14, 2011 Valerie Vercnin on behalf of Children’s Day School (hereinafter “Project
Sponsor”) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for
Conditional Use Authorizatdon under Planning Code Sectiont 209.3(g) and: an application for
Discretionary Review pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning Code to allow the conversion of
single-family dwelling into a private elementary school for students in fifth through eighth

grades operated by Children’s Day School for a property located within a RE-3 (Residential, -

House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.

On Aprl 26, 2012, the San Francsco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use
Application No. 2011.0584CDV.

www._siplanning.org
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The Department determined the Project to be exempt from the California Envuonmemal Quality
Act ("CEQA™) as a Class 32 categorical exemption.

The Commission has heard and considered the tegﬁmony presented fo it at the public hearing
and has further considered wuitten materdals and oral testimony presented on behalf of the
applicant, Department staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested m Application

No. 2012.0584CDV, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on
the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony
and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

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

2. 5ite Description and Present Use. 601 Dolores Street is located on the southeast corner
of the Dolores and 19% Streets directly east of Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores
neighborhood. The subject building occupies most of a 9,690 square-foot, rectangular
shaped lot that measures 85 feet in width, 114-feet in depth, and is located within a RH-3
(Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk Distdct.
The subject properfy is improved with a two-story over basement, single-family
residence that was formerly a church. The building was constructed in 1910 in the
Gothic Revival style as a church for the Mission Congregatlorml Church.

3! Surrounding Properfies and Neighborhood. The area surrounding the project site is
primarily multi-family residential in character with a few large institutional uses
surrounding Mission Dolores Park and extending north down Dolozes Street. There are
a few commercial establishments located within ground floor storefronts on corners
along Dolores Street, including restaurants, cafes, and convenience stores. Buildingsin
the vicinity typically range from two to four stories n height.

) !

4. Project Description. The project sponsor is requesting conditional use anthorization
- pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3(g) and 303 and mandatory discretionary
review pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning Code to convert a former church that is
currently being used as a single-family dwelling info & private elementary school
operated by “Children’s Day School” (CDS) which is currently operating 2.5 blocks north
the at 333 Dolores Street. “Children’s Day School” would maintain both campuses and
use the proposed site as a satellite campus. The proposed school would house 160-200
students in grades 5% through 8% The project includes interior and exterior fenant
improvements., Bxferior tenant improvements mclude converting a garage enirance on
19" Street info a primary pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast corner
of the building, adding mechanical equipment and associated screening to the roof, and

SRH FREMDISHO
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adding an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. Interior fenant
improvements includes a complete seisrmic retrofit, partitions for 10 new dassrooms, 7
administrative offices, 3 student and faculty lounges, 2 new interior stairways (including
one that would be located within the tower), one elevator, 5 restrooms, and convert the
sanctuary space into a multi-purpose space, create ADA ramps within the Dolores Strest
entry hall and the sanctuary’s northern side aisle, and ereate a full second floor level

. within.the Sunday school wing of the building, The project also requires a parking
variance becatise no parking would be provided for the school. '

5. Public Comment. To date, the Department has received 50 letters and ermails of support
for the project primarily from parents of students who attend the school. The project is
also supperted by the Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association (MDNA). |

The adjacent neighbor to the south expressed concern about how activity on the
proposed roof deck could impact noise.and privacy at the rear of his multi-unit

- residential building next door and how the penthouse addition would block his view.
Several other netghbors expressed concern about the potential impacts the use could
have on parking and. traffic in the neighborhood including the white zones location on
19% Street and the on-siveet parking spaces that would be eliminated as a result,

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

A Parking, Planning Section 151 of the Planning Code requires one off-street parking
space for every six classrooms for elementary schools.

The proposed school would have 1o off-street parking and thus requires q parkmg varignce
Jrom Section 151 of the Planning Code.

B. Floor Ared Ratio (F.A.R.). Section 124 of the Planming Code limits non—resnientlal
uses in RH-3 Districts to a floor atea rajo of 1.8 to 1. Fora cormer lot, Planning Code
Section 125 permits a 25 percent floor area premium.

The subject lot measures 9,690 square-feet in area. The maximum permitted use size for the
property is 17,442 square-feet based upon the District’s maximum permitted floor areq rafio.
The FAR premium allowed for corner lots increases the maximum permitted nonresidential
use size o 21,8025 square-feet. The jﬂ‘oposed school wonld occupy 16,123 square-feet.

C. Land Use. Section 209.3(g) of the Planning Code allows elementary schools (an
" institutional use) in a RH-3 District only upon the approval of a condmonal use
authorization by the Commission.

D. Dwelling Unit Conversion. Section 317 of the Planning Code requires mandatory
staff initiated Discretionary Review for the conversion of a dwelling unit to a non-
residential use if not otherwise subject to Conditional Use authorization by the Code.

A FISHEISC 3
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The Planning Commission shall consider these criteria in the review of aPPhCaﬂOD.S
for Conversation of RESIdEHTlal Umts,

(1} whether conversion of the unit(s) would eliminate only owner occupled housing,
and if so, for how long the unit(s) proposed fo be removed were owner occupied;

() whether conversion of the unit(s) would provide desirable new non-residential
use(s) appropriate for the neighborhood and adjoining district(s);

(iii) whether conversion of the unit(s) will bring the building closer into conformance
with the prevailing character of its immediate area and in the same zoning

district;
(iv) whether conversion of the unit(s) will be detrimental to the City's housing stock;

(v) whether conversion of the urit(s) is necessary to eliminate design, functional, or
habitability defidencies that cannot otherwise be corrected.

The subject building was constructed in 1910 as a church for the Mission Park Congregation.
The building remained a church for many different congregations until the most recent church
occupant ceased operation in 2005 due to dwindling membership and significant seismic retrofit
vequirements. The property sat vacant for a couple years until it was purchased i 2007 and
converied into a single-family dwelling, In 2011, the property was sold to CDS in anticipation of
‘the proposed conversion. The conversion would not result in tenant displacement as the building
was owner occupied upon its sale. Although the conversion of the dwelling unit would be
detrimental fo the City's housing stock, the existing dwelling i out of character for the
neighborfood which is defined by residential flats, and it is not affordable housing. The use of the
property as a dwelling unif does not represent the most effective use of the property. The property
was consiructed for institutional purposes and is best suited for that use. .

7. PIannJ'.ﬁg Code Section 503 establishes criteria for the Plahrﬁng Commission to consider
when reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. Onbalance, the project does
comply with said criteria in that:

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at
the proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.

The school would initially enroll 160 students with a maximum enrollment of 200 students
and employ approximately 14 staff people. The intensity of the proposed use would be similar
to that-of the church that previously occupied the building. - Furthermore, the size of the
proposed use is in keeping with other institutional use surrounding Dolores Park and
extending down Dolores Street to the north. The project is necessary and desirable because it
would provide an additional choice in education to neighborhood and city residents and it
provides adaptive reyse of an existing building. Furthermore, there are a limited number of
suitable sites qvailable for instifutional uses such as an independent school,
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B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features
of the project that could be detrimental to the health, safefy or convenience of those
residing or working the area, in that: . "

i Nature of proposed site, J;Idudjng its size and shape, and the proposed size,
shape and amrangement of structirres; - :

The height and bulk of the existing building will be miniinally enlarged fo provide a
stairlelevator penthouse for the proposed roof deck. The proposed work would not be
visible from the sireet.

. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, ‘the type and
volume of such fraffic, and the adequacy of. proposed off-street parking and
loading;

A transportation study was prepared for the project to evaluate potential transportation
impacts that could result from the project. The sfudy concluded that the project would
not have a significant impact on parking and traffic in the neighborhood for several
reasons. The project includes expanding the white zone at the propetty’s 19% Street
frontage from 80 feet to 130 feet. The white zone would be effective betweern 7:00am —
9:00am and 2:30pm — 4:30pm, Monday — Friday. Also as part of the project, CDS has
developed a situdent drop off plan that is based on he projected number of student drop
offs and the proposed nvailgble loading space at each campus ond include distribution of
momning student drop offs that provides for student safety and minimizes traffic impacts.
The. drop-off plan is discussed further in the transportation section of the categorical
exemption.

iii - The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise,
glare, dust and odow;

The project would not exceed the BAAQMD's 2010 thresholds of significance and wonld
not result in the generdtion of air pollutants that exceed the BAAQMD's thresholds of

- significance. o .

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

No additional landscaping is proposed for the site. The existing sireet trees that border
the property would be retnined. The Department shall review all lighting and signs
proposed for the property in accordance with the Conditions of Approval contained in
Exhibit A,
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C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning’
Code and will not adversely affect the General Flar.

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

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the
purpose of the applicable Neighborhood Commerdal District :

The proposed project is generally consistent with the stated purpose. of R Districts -to
regilate institutional uses therein,

8. General Plan Compﬁancé. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: - '

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 7
ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAT. AND REGIONAL

CENTER FOR GOVERNMENTAL, HEALTH, AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

POLICY 7.2 _
Encourage the extension of needed health and education services, but manage expansion

to avoid or minimize disruption of adjacent residential areas.

POLICY 7.3
Promote the provision of adequate health and education services to all geographic

districts and cultural groups in the dty.

The Project will allow for additional choices in educational options to neighborhood and city
residents and allow for an increase in student enrollment should others want fo gttend. The
Project would enhance the educational services goailable fo ‘residents of the local ares
neigitborhoods as well as the city af large.

. HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN

FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS.

POLICY 117
Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, by preserving landrmark buildings and ensurmg
consistency with historic districis.

" SAH FRANGISGD
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POLICY11.8:
Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize
distuption caused by expansion of institutions info residential areas.

The Project would respect the City’s historic fubric by preserving and reusing a historic property.
The Project will allow a school fo locate within g residential District in @ property that is suitable
for an institutions] use. As a result, additional educational services would be provided for the
local neighborhood and community at lorge, .

9, Planning Code S'éctio;a 101.1(b) establishes eig,ht priori’cy—?lanﬂing polidies and requires
review of permits for consistency with said polidies. On balance, the project does comply
with said policies in that:

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

The proposal would ot affect existing neighborhood-serving retail uses.

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

The proposal is for the adaptive reuse of an institutional buiding and would provide another
educational choice for City residents.

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

Although the project would result in the loss of o dwelling unit, the dwelling unit is not
affordable to most City residents. '

D. That commuter traffic ndt impede MUNI transit service or overbutden our streets or
neighborhood parking. ‘

The Department performed a fransportation analysis of the project and determined that it
would not significantly impact transit service, traffic, or parking in the neighborhood. -

E. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commerdal office development, and that future
opportunities for residentemployment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced.

"The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment, The project will not
affect industrial or service sector uses or releted employment opportunities. Oumership of
industrial or service sector businesses will not be affected by this project.
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F. Thatthe City achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and
loss of life in an earthquake.

. The Project includes seismically retrofitting the existing structure to comply with current
- seismic standards. Therefore, the project would increase the property’s ability fo withstand
an earthquake.

G. Thatlandmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The subject property is a known historic resource pursuant to CEQA, In response, the
Department performed a historical analysis of the property and the proposed improverments
and determined that the project would not fmpact the property’s ability to convey zts historic
szgnzﬁcmce

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

The project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. The Project does

7ot have an impact on open spaces.

10.. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific pu:poseé of
the Code provided under Secon 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would
contribute to the character and stability .of the naghborhood and would constitute a

beneficial development.

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. :

SAH ERANTISCY
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DECISION

That based apon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and
other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings,
and all other written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES
Conditional Use Application No. 2011.0584CDV subject to the following conditions attached
hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file; dated April 18, 2007, and
stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth.

AFPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Amny aggrieved person may appeal this
Conditional Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the
date of this Motion No. X0000L The effective date of this Motion shall be the dafe of this
Motion if ‘not appealed {After the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of
the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information,
please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA. 94102, - '

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the fore going Motion on April 26, 2012

-

Linda D. Avery
Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSENT:

ADOPTED:  April 26, 2012

SEN FRANCISCT
BLARNING DEPANTMENT
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Draft Motion ‘ - . ’ CASE NOC. 2011.0584CDBV
April 26, 2012 : 601 Dolores Street

EXHIBIT A

AUTHCRIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow Children's Day School to convert a church
thatis current being used as a dwelling unit into a private elementary school for students in Fifth
through Eighth grades located at 601 Dolores Street, Block 3598, Lot 060 pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 209.3(g), 303, and 317 within a RH-3 District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District;
in general conformance with plans, dated July 8, 2011, and stamped “"EXFIBIT B” included in the
docket for Case No. 2011.0584CDV - and subject to conditions of approval reviewed and
approved by the Commission on April 26, 2012 under Motion No XXXXXX, This authorization
and the. conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project
Sponsor, businéss, or operator, .

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prier to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the
Recorder of the City and County of San Frandisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state
that the project is subject to the conditions of approval confained herein and reviewed and
approved by the Planning Commission on April 26, 2022 under Moton No XXXXXX. ‘

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the ‘BExhibit A' of this Plarming Commission Motion No.
XIOOOKX shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or
Building permit application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall
reference to the Conditional Use authorizaton and any subseq_uent amendments or

modifications.

SEVERARILITY

The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any dause,
sentence, section or any part of these conditions of approval is for any- reason held to be invalid,
such invalidity shall not affect or Impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or secions of these
conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project
Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party. |

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval
of a new Conditional Use authorzation.

SR FRANGISCO ' 10
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Draft Motion ' . CASE NO.2011.0584CDV
April 26, 2012 7 601 Dolores Street

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMARNCE

1. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this acton is
valid for three years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the
Department of Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the
approved use must be issued as this Conditional Use authorization is only an approval
of the proposed project and conveys no independent tight to construct the project or to
commence the approved use. The Planning: Commission may, in a public hearing,
consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or building permit has not been.
obtamed within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the Froject. Ornce a
site or building permit has been issued, constructon must commence within the
fimeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be confimued
diligently to completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a
permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expire and more than three (3)
years have passed since the Motion. was approved.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plannzng Depariment at 415-575-
6863, wwy.sfplanning.org.

DESIGN

2. Garbage, composting and recycling storage. Space for the collection and storage of
garbage, composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the
property and clearly labeled and illustrated on the architectural addenda. Space for the’
collection and storage of recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size,
location, accessibility and other standards specified by the San Frandisco Recydling
Program shall be provided at the ground level of the buildings.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Pmnnmg Depurt—ment at 415-558-
6378, www.sf-planizing.org .

MONITORING

3. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval
contained in this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this
Pr0]ect shall be subject to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set
forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may
also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for appropriate
enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depariment at 415-575-
6863, wnuto.sf-planning.org

OPERATION.

4. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the
building and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition

SptrReEISc ] ‘ o 11
RNEING DEDARTVEENT R . .
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in compliance with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance
tandards. .

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use mnd Mapping, Depariment of

Public Works, 415-695-2017, http:/sfdpw.orgl '

Enrollment for a school at the Project Site shall be limited to 200 students. Any increase
in. enrollment beyond 200 students at the Project Site shall require approval of a new or
amended conditional use authorization by the Commission.

For information about complignce, contact the Case Planner; Planning Department af 415-558-
6378, www.sfplanning.org . ’

The Applicant shall take all reasonable measures to prevent loitering by students (and

possible associated nuisances) during break times or before and after classes in adjacent
residential areas. ' :

For information ebout compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Depariment at 415-558-
6378, www.sf-planning.org . :

)
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY: i ' :
CONFORMED COPY of document recorded on,

83/27/ 7048 20081556781

as No, o
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this document has not buen compart. ~ 11, the original
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SAN FRANCISCC ABSESSO; RECORDER

And When Recorded Mail To:

Name: SAAAK  ACRAVARA
Address: 5#F Co@REeTT Ale.
Cityy SAd HARGUSCo

State: California Ch ove this Li !

Nt ™ e et Nt Pt gt St Noyae” Ssper’

' NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE
. . ' ~
L, (We) SIAMAK. AR ANVYAR | the owner(s) of that certain real

property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California more particularly
described as follows: (LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS ON DEED).

SEE ATTACKEDS
E}ﬂ"ﬂ\ Y ‘t.f—\ f

BEING Assessor's Block 3598; Lot 060, commonty known as 601 Dolores Street,
hereby give notice that there are special restrictions on the use of said property under Part Ii,
Chapter Il of the San Francisco Munieipal Code (Planning Code).

_ Said Restrictions consist of conditions attached to a variance granted by the Zoning
Administrator of the City and County of San Francisco on March 21, 2008 (Case No.’
. 2008.0127V) permitting to convert the existing church building into a single-family dwelling with
three off-street parking spaces. The proposed project includes seismic upgrades and only
minimal changes fo the exterior of the subject building.

The restrictions and conditions of which notice is hereby given are:

1. Any further physical expansion, even within the buildable area, shall be reviewed by the
. Zoning Administrator to determine whether the expansion is compatible with existing'
neighborhood character, scale, and parking. If the Zoning Administrator determines that

Pagetof2
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NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNDER THE PLANNING CODE

there would be & significant or extraordinary impact, the Zoning Administrator shall quLlIt’.E
either notice to adjacent and/or a‘fected propefty owners or a new Variance application be
sought and justified. .

2. The proposed 'project must meet these conditions and all applicable City Codes. In case of
conflict, the more restrictive controls shall apply.

3. . Minor modifications as determined by the Zoning Administrator may be permitted.

4. Theownersof the subject property shall record on the land records of the City and County of
San Francisco the conditions attached to this Variance decision as a Notice of Special
Restrictions in a form approved by the Zoning Administrator.

The use of said property contrary to these special restnchons shall constitute a violation
of the Planning Code, and no release, modification or elimination of these restrictions shall be

valid uniess notice thereof is recorded on the Land Records by the Zonmg Administrator of the -
City and County of San Francisco.

Dated: 3(// 23 /o8 at San Francisco, California
f .

( yr?nature of owner) .

(Signature of owner)

This signature must be notarized prior to recordation; add Notary Public Cemfica’ﬁon and
Gifictal Notarial Seal below.

UA\SMiddleB\DOCUMENTS\NSRs\WAG01 Dolores Street=2008,0127V.doc

Page 2 of 2
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" Escrow No.: 07-26502748-NV
Locate Hes CACTIZ738-7738-2365-0036502748
Title Mo,: (07-365802748-RM

EXHIBIT "A"
t LRGAT DRECRIFTION

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY OF SAN
FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND IS DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:

. Comimencing at a point formed by the intersection of the southerly line o=f 15th Street with the easterly fine of Dolores
Street; running thence easterly along the southerly line of 19th Street 85 feet; thence at & right angle southerly 114 feet;
thence at a right angle westerly 85 feet to the easterly line of Dolores Street; and thence portherly along the easterly line
of Dolores Streef 114 feet to its intersection with the southeriy line of 15th Street and the point of commencement.

Being portion of Missio Block No. 77.

APN: Lot 60, Block 3598 601605 Dolores Street, San Francisco, CA
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State of California
County of SB fan Agseez

On @}gag% 27,2008 betore me, (s en B TR avisd e Nﬁfﬂﬁ:i PV“BLr L

Name and Titls of Officer (2.g., “Jana Dos, Notary Pdoiic™)

personally appeared Sin f‘f\/‘% k. AKQMA 1325,9,

Namz(s) of Signar(s)

0O personally known to me
& (or proved to me on the basis of safisfactory evidence)

to be the personiey whose name(e) Isfase subscribed to the
within instrument and acknowledged to me that

N PN he/shedit=y sxecuted the same in his/hessa= authorized
S Cwmﬁ‘:;‘n ;Rﬁ‘;:sg? g capacity(ieg), and that by his/besheir signature(e} on the
: HG:?Q[FYH Public: - Califomnia instrument the person(ss, or the enfity upon behalf of
! San Franclkco County = which the person(g) acted, executed the instrument.
i My Cormn. BpkasDec 42011 |
M A A A A A WITNESS my hand and ofﬁcxal segal, -
Place Notary Seal Above SlgnaHJre‘{/(JM—"}’
. Sigpatlire of Notary Public
OPTIONAL

Though the information below is nof required by law, it may prove valuable o persons relying on the document
and could prevent fraudulent removal and reattachment of this form to another document.

Description of Attached Document

Title o Type of Document: {987} CE OF SPeciAt RESTRIcT a5 UDLR THE PL&NMNQ Cobt
Document Date: 8/22 [ G’g : Number of Pages: 3;@}@334 .

Signer{s) Other Than Named Above: _f\) st

Capacity(ies}) Clarmed by Sl Per(s)
Signer's Name: : :

Signer's Name: ' —

A Individual : ' O Individual
O -Corparate Officer — Title(s): O Corporate Officer — Title(s):
O Partner —[J Limited [J General gy 0O Partner — O Limited O General

[3 Attomney in Fact

O Atiorney in Fact i :
Top uf thumb here Top cf thumb here

0O Trustee O Trustee
[3 Guardian or Conservator 0 Guardian or Conservator
O Other: [d Other:

Signer Is Representing: Signer Is Representing:

S

__________ TS S OB TR B R T R T R TR B R T T R S R BT SRR
@ 2005 l\ahcra[ Nutary Assnuahon 9350 Da Suh Ave PD Box 2402 « Chatsworth, CA 51313 -2402 itemn No, 5207 v503 Reordar: Call Toli-Free {-B00-875-6B27
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject fo: (Select only if applicable)

. O Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) . O First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
J Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) " [0 Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414)
O Downfown Park Fee (Sec. 412) O Other

PEannmg Commission Motion No. 18604
HEARING DATE: APRIL 26, 2012 '

Date:. May 10, 2012

Case No.: 2011.0584CV '
Project Address: 601 DOLORES STREET
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)
' 40-X Height and Bulk District
BlockiLot: - 3598/060
Project Sponsor:  Molly Huffman
Children’s Day School
333 Dolores Street '
San Francisco, CA 94110
Staff Contact:  Michael Smith — (415) 5586322

michael.e.smith@sfeov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 209.3(g), 303, AND 317 FOR THE
CONVERSION OF A FORMER CHURCH THAT IS CURRENTLY BEING USED AS A
SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING INTO A PRIVATE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL OPERATED BY
“CHILDREN’S DAY SCHOOL” FOR A PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN A RH-3
(RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, THREE—FAMILY) DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK
DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On July 14, 2011 Valerie Veronin on behalf of Children’s Day School (heremafter “Project
Sponsor”) filed an application with' the Planmng Department (hereinafter “Department”) for
Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 209.3(g), 303, and 317 of the

Planning Code to allow the conversion of single-family dwelling into a private elementary school -

for students in fifth through eighth grades operated by Children’s Day School for a property
located within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X He1ght and Bulk
District.

Cn Aprl 26, 2012, the San-Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use
Application No. 2011.0584CV. :

www . siplanning.org
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CASE NO. 2011.0584CV

Motion No. 18604
601 Dolores Street

April 26, 2012

The Department determined the Project to be exempt from the California Emflronmental Quality
Act ("CEQA) as a Class 32 categorical exemption.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the

applicant, Department staff, and other mterested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application
No. 2011.0584CV, subject to.the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this mohon, based on

the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony
and arguments, this Con'umsswn finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

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

2. GSite Description and Present Use. 601 Dolores Street is located on the southeast corner
of the Dolores and 19% Streets directly east of Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores
neighborhood. The subject building occupies most of a 9,690 square-foot, rectangular
shaped lot that measures 85 feet in width, 114 feet in depth, and is located within a RH-3
(Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.
The subject property is improved with a two-story over basement, smgléfamily
residence that was formerly a church. The building was constructed in 1910 in the
Gothic Revival style as a church for the Mission Congregational Church.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The area surrounding the project site is

+ primarily mulfi-family residential in character with a few large institutional uses

surrounding Mission Dolores Park and extending north down Dolores Street. There are

- a few commerdal establishments located within ground floor storefronts on corners

along Dolores Street, including restaurants, cafes, and convenience stores. Buildings in
the vicinity typically range from two to four stories in height.

4. Project Description. The project sponsor is requesting conditional use authorizafion
pursuant fo Planning Code Sections 209.3(g) and 303 and mandatory discretionary
review pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning Code to convert a former church that is
currently being used as a single-family dwelling into a private elementary school
operated by “Children’s Day School” (CDS) which is currentljf operating 2.5 blocks north
the at 333 Dolores Street. “Children’s Day School” would maintain both campuses and
use the proposed site as a satellite campus. The proposed school would house 160-200
students in grades 5% through 8% The project includes interior and exterior tenant
improvements. Exterior tenant improvements include converting a garage entrance on
19% Street into a primary pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast corner

SAN FRANDISCO :
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Motion No. 18604 CASE NO. 2011.0584CV
April 26, 2012 601 Dolores Street

- of the building, adding mechariical equipment and associated screening to the roof, and
adding an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. Interior tenant
improvements includes a complete seismic retrofit, partitions for 10 new classrooms, 7
administrative offices, 3 student and faculty lounges, 2 new interior stairways (including
one that would be located within the tower), one elevator, 5 restrooms, and convert the
sanctuary épace info a multi-purpose space, create ADA ramps within the Dolores Street
eﬁtry hall and the sanctuary’s northern side aisle, and create a full second floor level
within the Sunday school wing of the building. The project also requires a parking

 variance because no parking would be provided for the school.

5. Public Comment. To date, the Depar@ent has received 50 letters and emails of support
for the project primarily from parents of students who attend the schocl. The project is
also supported by the Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association (MDNA).

The adjacent neighbor to the south expressed concern about how activity on the
proposed roof deck could impact noise and privacy at the rear of his multi-unit
residential building next door and how the penthouse addition would block his view.
Several other neighbors expressed concern about the potential impacts the use could
have on parking and traffic in the neighborhood including the white zones location on
19% Street and the on-street parking spaces that would be eliminated as a result.

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

A Parkiﬁg. Planning Section 151 of the Planning Code requires one off-street parking
space for every six classrooms for elementary schools.

The proposed school would have no off-street pérking and thus requires a parking variance
from Section 151 of the Planning Code.

B. Floor Area Rafio (F.A.R). Section 124 of the Planning Code limits non-residential
‘ uses in RH-3 Districts to a'floor area ratio of 1.8 to 1. For a corner lot, Planning Code
" Section 125 permits a 25 percent floor area premium.

The subject lot measures 9,690 square-feet in area. The maximum permitted use size for the
property is 17,442 square-feet based upon the District’s maximum permitted floor area ratio.
The FAR premium allowed for corner Iots increases the maximum permitted nonresidential
use size to 21,802.5 square-feet. The proposed school would occupy 16,123 sqyare—ﬁzef.

C. Land Use. Section 209.3(g) of the Planning Code allows elementary schools (an
institutional use) in a RH-3 District only upon the approval of a conditional use
authorization by the Commission. )

D. Dwelling Unit Conversion. Section 317 of the Planning Code requires frlandatory

staff initiated Discretionary Review for the conversion of a dwelling unit to a non-

P ANMING PEPARTMENT .- . 3
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residential use if not otherwise subject to Conditional Use authorization by the Code.

The Planning Commission shall consider these criterja in the review of applications
for Conversation of Residential Units;

(i) whether conversion of the unit(s) would eliminate only owner occupied housing,
and if so, for how long the unit(s) proposed to be removed were owner occupied;

(i) whether conversion of the unit(s) would provide desirable new non-residential
use(s) appropriate for the neighborhood and adjoining district(s);

(iii) whether conversion of the unit(s) will bring the building closer into conformance
with the prevailing character of its immediate area and. in the same zoning

district;
(iv) whether conversion of the unit(s) will be detrimental to the City's housing stock;,

(v) whether conversion of the unit(s) is necessary to eliminate design, functional, or
habitability deficiencies that cannot otherwise be corrected.

The subject building was constructed in 1910 as a church for the Mission Park Congregation.
The building remained a church for many different congregations until the most recent church
occypant cegsed operation in 2005 due to dwindling membership and significant seismic retrofit
requirements. The property sat vacant for a couple years until it was purchased in 2007 and
converted into a single-family dwelling. In 2011, the property was sold to CDS in anticipation of
the proposed conversion. The conversion would not result in tenant displacement as the building
was owner occupied upon ifs sale. Although the conversion of the dwelling unit would be

' detrimental to the City's housing stock, the existing dwelling is out of character for the
neighborhood which is defined by residential flats, and it is not affordable housing. The use of the
property as ¢ dwelling unit does not represent the most effective use of the property. The property
was constructed for institutional purposes and is best suited for that use. '

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider
when reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does
comply with said criteria in that:

A. The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at
the proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.

The school would initiglly enroll 160 students with a maximum enrollment of 200 students
and employ approximately 14 staff people. The intensity of the proposed use would be similar
to that of the church that previously occupied the building. Furthermore, the size of the
proposed use is in keeping with other institutional use surrounding Dolores Park and
extending down Dolotes Street to the north. The project is necessary and desirable because 1t
would provide an additional choice in education to neighborhood and-city residents and it

SAH FRANGISCD . ’
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provides adaptive reuse of an existing building. Furthermore, there are 4 limited number of
suitable sites available for institutional uses such as an independent school.

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features
of the project that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those
residing or working the area, in that:

i, Nature of proposed site, hduding its size and shape, and the proposed size,
shape and arrangement of structures;

- The height and bulk of the existing building will be minimally enlarged to. provide a
stairlelevator penthouse for the proposed roof deck. The proposed work would not be
visible from the street. - '

ii.  The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and
volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and
loading; ! '

A transportation study was prepared for the project to evaluate potential transportation
impacts that could result from the project. The study concluded that the project would
not have a significant impact on parking and traffic in the neighborhood for several
reasons. The project includes expanding the white zone at the property’s 19% Street
frontage from 80 feet to 130 feet. The white zone would be effective between 7:00am ~
9:00am and 2:30pm ~ 4:30pm,«Monday — Friday. Also as part of the project, CDS has
developed a student drop off plan that is based on the projected number of student drop
offs and the proposed available loading space at each campus and include distribution of
morning student drop offs that provides for student safety and minimizes traffic impacts.
“The drop-off plan is discussed further in the transportation section of the categorical
exemption. )

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

The project would not exceed the BAAQMD's 2010 thresholds of significance and would
not result in the generation of air pollutants that exceed the BAAQMD's thresholds of

significance.

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

No additional landscaping is proposed for the site. The existing street trees that border
the property would be retained. The Department shall review all lighting and signs

Elge v - s
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Motion No. 18684
601 Dolores Street

April 26, 2012

proposed for the property in accordance with the Conditions of Approval contained in
Exhibit A.

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning
Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

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

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the
purpose of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District. '

The proposed project is generally consistent with the stated purpose of RH Districts fo
regulate institutional uses therein. :

8. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies o

OBJECTIVE 7:
ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL AND REGIONAL

CENTER FOR GOVERNMENTAL, HEALTH, AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

POLICY 7.2:
Encourage the extension of needed health and education services, but manage expansion

to avoid or minimize disruption of adjacent residental areas.

POLICY 7.3: ,
“Promote the provision of adequate health and education services to all geographic

districts and cultural groups in the city.

The Project will dllow for additional choices in educational options to neighborhood and city
residents and allow for an increase in student envollment should others want to attend. The
Project would enhance the educational services available tfo residents of the local area
neighborhoods as well as the city at large.

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objeéctives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN -

FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS.

PLIAN(BKIIHG DEPROTRIERNT
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POLICY 117: |
Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring
- conhsistency with historic districts.

- POLICY 118:
Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new uses, and minimize
disruption caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

The Project would respect the City’s historic fabric by preserving and reusing a historic property.
The Project will allow a school to locate within a residential District in a property that is suitable
Jor an institutional use. As a result, additional educational services would be provided for the
local newhborhood and community at lurge

9. Plapning Code Section 101.1(b) -es’fabli'shes eight priority-planning policies and requires
review of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply
with said policies in that:

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

The proposal would not affect existing neighborhood-serving retail uses.

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

‘The proposal is for the adaptive reuse of an instifutional building and would provide another
educational choice for City residents.

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

Although the pro]"ect would result in the loss of a dwelling unif, the dwelling unit is not
affordable to most City residents. -

D. That commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streefs or
neighborhood parking. ’

The Department performed a transportation analysis of the project and determined that it
would not significantly impact transit service, traffic, or parking in the neighborhood.

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

i I 7
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Motion No. 18604
601 Dolores Street

- April 26, 2012

The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The project will not
affect industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of
industrial or service sector businesses will not be affected by this project.

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

The Project includes seismically retrofitting the existing structure to comply with current
seismic standards. Therefore, the project would increase the property’s ability to withstand

" an earthquake.
G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The subject property is a known historic resource pursuant to CEQA. In response, the
Department performed a historical analysis of the property and the proposed improvements
and determined that the project would not impact the property’s ability to convey its historic

significance.

H. That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight a_nd.vis’-cas be protected

from development.

The project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces.. The Project does

not have an impact on open spaces.

10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of
the Code provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would
contribute to the character and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a

beneficial development.

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authorization would
- promote the health, safety and welfare of the City. .

SAH FRANGISCO
PLANNING DEPARTIMERT . 2202



Motion No. 18604 CASE NO. 2011.0584CV
April 26, 2012 ) 601 Dolores Street

DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions. by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and
other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings,
and all other written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES
Conditional Use Apphcaﬁon Ne. 2011.0584CV subject to the following conditions attached
hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated July 8, 2011 with a
revision date of April 12, 2012, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incotporated herein by
reference as though fully set forth. .

" APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: - Any aggrieved person may appeal this
Conditional Use Authorizafion to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the.
date of this Motion No. 18604. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this
Motion if not appealed (After the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of
the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information,
please contact the Board of Supervisors af (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Franecisco, CA. 94102.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on April 26, 2012

r

Linda D. Avery
Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners Sugaya, Antonini, Borden, Moore, Miguel, and Fong

NAYES: Nore
ABSENT: Commissioner Wu

ADOPTED:  April 26, 2012

SAR FRANCISCO .
PLANNING DEFARTMENT
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Motion No. 18504
April 26, 2012

EXHIBIT A

AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow Children’s Day School to convert a church
that is current being used as a dwelling unit into a private elementary school for students in Fifth
through Eighth grades located at 601 Dolores Street, Block 3598, Lot 060 pursuant to Planning
Code Sections 209.3(g}, 303, and 317 within a RH-3 District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District;
in general conformance with plans, dated July 8, 2011 with a revision date of April 12, 2012, and
stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2011.0584CV and subject to
conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on April 26, 2012 under
Motion No. 18604. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property
and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit' or commenceirent of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the
Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state
that the project is subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and
app;roved by the Planning Commission on A?rﬂ 26,2012 under Motion No. 18604.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18604
shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building
permit application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the
Conditional Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

The, Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause,
sentehce, section or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid,
such invalidity shall not affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these
conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project

Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commissiori approval

of a new Conditional Use authorization.

SAi FRANISCO ‘
PLANNING DEFARTMENT |
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Motion No. 18604
April 26, 2012

Sonditibns of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting
PERFORMANCE '

L

Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is
valid for three years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the
Department of Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the
approved use must be issued as this Conditional Use authorization is only an approval
of the proposed project and conveys no independent right to construct the project or to

commence the approved use. The Planning Commission may, in a public hearing,

consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or building permit has not been
obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the Project. Once a

site or building permit has been issued, construction must commence within the ..

timeframe required by the Department of Building Imspection and be continued
diligently to completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a
permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expire-and more than three (3)
years have passed since the Motion was approved..

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

6863, www.sf-planning.ore.

DESIGN

2. Garbage, composting and recycling storage. Space for the collection and storage of

garbage, composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the
property and clearly labeled and illustrated on the architectural addenda. Space for the
collection and storage of recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size,

location, accessibility and other standards specified by the San Francisco Recycling

Program shall be provided at the ground level of the buildings.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department af 415-558-.

6378, www.sf-planning.org .

MONITORING '

3. Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval-

contained in this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this
Project shall be subject to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set
forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may
also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for appropriate
enforcement action under their jurisdiction. ' '

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

6863, www.sfylanning.org

* OPERATION

4. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance fo the

building and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition

SAN FRANCISCO
PLAHNING DEPARTMENT

!
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Motion No. 18604
601 Dolores Street

April 26, 2012

in compliance with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance
Standards. '
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of

PL_LbZic Works, 415-695-2017,. htty:/Isfdpw.org/

5. School Enrollment. Enrollment for a school at the Project Site shall be limited to 200
students. Any increase in enrollment beyond 200 students at the Project Site shall
require approval of a new or amended conditional use authorization by the Commission.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-

6378, www.sf-planning.ore

6. Loitering. The Applicant shall take all reasonable measures to prevent loitering by
students (and possible associated nuisances) during break times or before and after
classes in adjacent residential areas.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415—55&

6378, www.sf-planning.org .

7. Whife Loading Zone. The pfoposed white loading zone on 19th Street shall be effective
between the hours of 7 am. and 9 am. only to protect on-street parking for the

maximum amount of ime. :
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-

6863, www.sf-plannino.org

8. Roof Deck Usage. Usage of the proposed roof deck as a classroom or any other school
related function shall not commence before 7 a.m. and shall not extend beyond 9 p.m.
Furthermore, no lighting shall be installed on the deck only the minimum amount of

lighting needed for safety. ‘ 5
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-

6863, www.sf-planning.org.

9. Mechanical Equipment. It was determined that the location of the rooftop
mechanical equipment shown on the plans dated July 8, 2011 with a revision date of
April 12, 2012, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” do not comply with the rear yérd
requirements of SecHion 134 of the Planning Code. As a result, the location of the
equipment shown on the plans is not approved as part of this project. The sponsor shall
continue to work with staff on the location of the equipment, preferably to be moved to a
location that is not near the adjacent buildings.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department — af  415-
556-6378, www.sf-planning.org

?ﬁm&i’i@ DEPAEZTRENT ' ' . 12



Children’s Day School

Application for Conditional Use Authorization

1. Ownér/ApDIicant Information

Prbpefcy Owner's Name:
Property Owner's Address: .

E-Mail
~ Telephone:

Applicant’s Name:
Address:

Con-tact For Project' Info:

2. Location and Classification

Street Address of Project:

'Cross Streets:

Assessors Block/Lot:
Lot Dimensions:

Lot Area (Sq Ft):
Zoning District:

Height/Bulk District:

Children’s Day School
Conditional Use Application

Children’s Day School
333 Dolores Street

San Francisco, CA. 94110
vveronin@sbcglobal.net

_ (650) 704-4396

Molly Huffman, Head of School
Same as Above

Valerie Veronin, Project Manager
vveronin@sbcglobal.net

Bonnie Whitler, DFO
bonniew®@cds-sf.org

601 Dolores Street
San Francisco, CA 94110

19 Street

3598/60

Rectangular lot approximately 114 feet in length by
85 feet in width.

9,690 square feet

. RH-3 (residential-house, three-family)

40-X

2207



3. Project Description | ,

Check all that apply |
Change of Use @ ' Change of Hours E New Construction D
Alterations [X] Demolition [ ]

Other: o

Additions to Building: Rear [ |Front []Height[] Side Yard D

Present or Previous Use:

The present approved use of 601 Dolores Street is a single-family dwelling. In 2007 the
building was purchased by a local author and developer and converted into a single-
famnily residence after a significant seismic retrofit and interior remodeling effort. The
residence contains an art studio and exhibition space as well as 3 bedrooms and 2.5
bathrooms in roughly 17,000 GSF (Case No. 2008.0127V).

601 Dolores Street was built in 1909 as the Mission Park Congregational Church. It was
designed by Francis W. Reid, of Meiker & Reid, who also served as the first minister of
the congregation. In 1930 the building was purchased for $36,000 by the Norwegian
Lutheran Church and extensive improvements to the interior were completed before the

church reopened in 1931.
Due to significant seismic retrofit requirements and dwindling membership, the church

ceased operations i 2005 and the building remained vacant until purchased in 2007
and converted to its current use. ’ .

Previous Planning Commission Actions:

~ Case No. 2008.0127V - Conversion of an existing church building to a single-family
residence and variance from rear yard requirements.

Previous Department Actions:

Case No.2008.0127V - Conversion of an existing church building to a single-family
residence and variance from rear yard requirements. _

Children’s Day School
Conditional Use Application
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Pro pbsed Use:

Thé proposed Project would return 601 Dolores Street to an institutional use. Tt would
change from the current use as a single-family residence to a satellite campus of an
existing independent pre-K-8 school (Children’s Day School) located 2.5 blocks north at
333 Dolores Street. The Project entails an interior renovation to provide 10 middle
school classrooms for the 5% through 8" grades and a performing arts space. There will
beno changes to the exterior of the building. Children’s Day School is requesting a
maximum enrollment of 200 students for the satellite campus.

Building Permit Application Number:

Not yet filed
Date Filed:
Not yet filed

Narrative Project Description:

Introducton

The project would fadilitate the expansion of the Children’s Day School (CDS) from a
pre-school through elementary school with one section per grade to two sections per
grade kindergarten through eighth grade. CDS is an independent, co-educational, non-
sectarian, non-profit school, serving children ranging in age from 3 to 15 years. Itis
located at the intersection of three of San Francisco’s most vibrant neighborhicods: the
Mission, the Castro and Noe Valley. The school’s culture and curriculum emphasize
personal responsibility and social justice, providing an excellent, child-centered
‘education and building strong ties to the communities surrounding it. CDS serves a
diverse population of families, including many single parent and dual working parent |
" families. Students of color make up 44% of the student body (54% in the preschool) and
87 of the students come from gay and lesbian households. Tuition is charged on a need-
based sliding scale and approximately 40% of the stzdents pay less than full tuition.
- CDS dedicates 24% of its annual budget (more than any other private school in San
Francisco) to providing this tuition assistance. :

Founded in 1983, CDS began in the Excelsior District as a privately-owned pre-school.
In 1987, the Sisters of Notre Dame de Namur leased St. Joseph's Hall located at 333
Dolores Street to CDS, 4nd the school expanded to add a primary school for children
Kindergarten through Second Grade. Thereafter other grades were added until the .
school reached its present configuration. The school incorporated as a non-profit public
benefit corporation in 1996 and purchased the site at 333 Dolores Street from the Sisters
of Notre Dame du Namur in September 2001. The School also purchased a contiguous
parcel at 3275-3279 16" Street in 2008 and was granted Conditional Use to convert the
three-unit building to general educational purposes, including but not limited to
administrative offices, libraries, conference rooms and classrooms. This campus at 333
Dolores Street will remain the school’s main campus, providing parking, drop off and
administrative functions for the satellite Middle School campus proposed to be located
at 601 Dolores Street (The Project). '

Children’sDay School . 3
Conditional Use Application .
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The CDS main campus at 333 Dolores Street sits on land that was originally part of
Mission Dolores. Theland was given by Bishop Alemany to the Sisters of Notre Dame
du Namur in 1856 for use as a school. The site is believed to be the longest continuously
operating school site in California. The Sisters operated a school on the site until 1987
when they leased the land and St. Joseph’s Hall to Children’s Day School. The site of
the CDS main campus is a portion of Landmark #137, located directly across from
Mission Dolores. The school’s programs operate from three structures totaling 32,000
square feet: the pre-school is in three temporary bungalow classrooms, adjacent to the

+ school’s farm and garden, the K-8 classrooms are located in St. Joseph's Hall, and the
library, music room and administrative offices are located in 3275-3279 16® Street.

During the time since 1987 that the school has been located at the 333 Dolores Street
- four Conditional Use approvals have been granted to the school. First, a retroactive
authorization (Motion No. 13847) for the pre-school, referred to as “Day Care” was
granted in 1995, as part of the authorization for the lot split and conversion of the Notre
Dame High School building into senior housing by Mercy Charities Housing. In that
authorization, the Planning Commission found that the operation of the elementary
school in St Joseph’s Hall does not require Commission authorization because this use
predates the Conditional Use requirement for schools in residential districts. However,
the Commission determined that the operation of the pre-school, which began on the site
after 1978, did require Commission authorization. The 1995 Conditional Use
authorization for the preschool set a maximum enrollment for the “day care” operation
at 150 students. No maximum enrollment was set for the elementary (K-8) school.

In1999, CDS applied for and was granted Conditional Use approval to construct a new
17,000 square foot classroom building adjacent to the 22,000 square foot St. Joseph's
Hall. The approval of a Conditional Use authorizing the construction of the new
building (Motion No. 14948) was granted on January 6, 2000. Financial constraints
forced the school to put this project on hold beyond the imetable included in the
Conditional Use, and that authorization has now lapsed. The third Conditional use
authorization was given in November 2003, when the school sought and received
authorization to install three 24'x40’ portable classrooms together with a redwood deck,
ramp and stair structure for access. These portable classrooms were authorized for.a
period not to exceed 10 years from the date of issuance of the building permit for the
construction of the portable dassrooms, which occurred the following year.
Consequently, this authorization will expire during 2014 (Case No. 2003.0091A). In
2008, the school sought and received approval to convert the three-unit building located
- at 3275-2379 16™ Street to education use (Case No. 2008.0404C). This conversion
changed the main access for that property from 16 Street to the rear of the building, off
of the school’s driveway. :

The now-void Conditional Use authorization for the construction of a second permanent
building adjacent to St. Joseph’s Hall contained the finding that “the student population
of the school, including the existing day care operation, would not exceed the previously
established maximum occupancy of Saint Joseph’s Hall Building of up to 350 students.”
This statement was inaccurate. First, other than for the pre-school component, there
was no maximum occupancy for St. Joseph's Hall previously established by Commission
authorization (see Motion No. 13847), and second, the avérage historic enrollment of the
K-8 school operated by the Sisters of Notre Dame in St. Joseph's Hall (which is what the
Motion was actually referring to) was 40 students in each of 9 grades, Kindergarten
through Eighth Grade. That numberis 360 (9 X 40), not 350 students. (Indeed, 350

Children’s Day School | ) 4
Conditional Use Application
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divided by 9 would result in the enrollmerit 0f-38.8889 students per grade, and no
school’s enrollment plan contemplates either enrolling partial students or different
enrollments for each grade.) The 2003 authorization for the temporary classrooms
repeats the erroneous 350-student number. ‘ v

Accordingly, Children’s Day School’s proposed enrollment by site following the
acquisition of the satellite Middle School ‘campus at 601 Dolores Street (The Project)
.would be: 333 Dolores Street — 360, and 601 Dolores Street ~ 200. '

The Project

The acquisition of 601 Dolores Street would enable the school to relocate its middle .
school grades 5-8 to 601 Dolores Street, creating a satellite campus approximate 2.5
blocks from the main campus. This proximity would allow CDS to maintain currerit
practices for pick-up, drop-off and parking. No additional parking for staff willbe
required. Al staff parking would occur in existing spaces at 333 Dolores Street. The
site currently accommodates 40 cars in a 54-car lot shared by the Notre Dame Senior -
Housing Complex. Middle school students would be dropped off at 333 Dolores where
the school has an off-street loop and program for managed drop-off and pick-up. Each
morning, staff would escort students to 601 Dolores. After school, they would retum to
333 Dolores for pick-up. '

The building at 601 Dolores Street would be converted from a single-family residence to
a general education fadility. The building would be seismically strengthened and
modified as required to meet the California Building Code for E-occupancy. There are
no plans to alter the building’s exterior. Entering off 19" Street, the fully accessible
lower floor would be renovated to include an accessible entry and reception, 5
cdlassrooms, support spaces (office, meeting and storage) and elevator access to the
upper floors. The main level and upper floor would maintain much of the existing
layout and character. The large open space would be used as a multi-purpose space for
music, visual arts and theatrical performances. Two dassroonis would be located on
this floor.” Three classrooms would be located on the third floor. The fully operating
middle school program would serve a maximum of 200 students. Al middle school -
dasses would be held at 601 Dolores, with the exception of farm and garden studies
and multi-age activifies (including the preschool “Buddy” program), which would _
continue to be held at 333 Dolores, and physical education, which would continue to be
held in the Boys & Girls Club gymnasium at 450 Guerrero Street. '

The conversion of 601 Dolores would allow CDS to better serve San Frandisco’s young
farnilies, espedally those in the Mission, Noe Valley and the Castro. This project would
also support the City’s long-term goal of keeping more families in San Francisco. The
project would make it possible for the school to continue its planned enrollment growth
and, accommodate a fully functioning school teaching two sections per grade level. In
addition, it would free up much needed classroom space on the main campus to
accommodate the pre-school on the first floor of St. Joseph’s Hall. The temporary
facilities currently housing the pre-school would be removed from the campus.

Children’s Day School 5
Conditional Use Application :
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4. Project Summary Table

If-you are not stire of the eventual size of the project, provide maximum esfimates.

Gross Square Footage (GSF) Existing Uses: To be Retained: Net New/Added: Project Total:

RESIDENTIAL 15,171 0 -15,171 0
'[;RETAIL 0 0 0 0
| OFFICE 0 0 0 0
INDUSTRIAL _ 0 0 0 0
PRODUCTION DISTRIBUTION _
AND REPAIR (PDR) 0 0 0 . 0
PARKING 1,935 0 -1,835 C
%THER: Middle School Q 0 18,203 18,203
| TOTAL: 17,106 0 1,097 18,203
PROJECT FEATURES Existing Uses: To be Retained: Net New/Added: Project Total:
DWELLING UNITS 1 0 -1 0
HOTEL ROOMS 0 0 0 0
PARKING SPACES 3 0 -3 0
LOADING SPACES 0 0 0 0
NUMBER OF BUILDINGS 0 0 8] 0
HEIGHT OF BUILDING(S) 45’67 456" 0 45'-6"*
NUMBER OF STORIES 2wimezz. 2wlmezz,  3** 3

_ * The existing tower is 55"-6"" in height.
** The addition of 1,097 square feet is accommodated solely within the existing exterior
walls of he building by infilling a portion of the mezzanine floor, which is currently
open to the floor below. This infill is required to create space for a third dassroom at that
level. With this addition, the total floor areawill no longer qualify as a mezzanine, it will
become the 3™ floor. '

5. Action(s) Reguested (Include Planning Code Section which authorizes action)

Conditional Use Approval under Planning Code sections 209.3, 303 and 311 requested
to: (a) allow for the renovation of 601 Dolores Street as a middie school facility in an
RH-3 Zoning District as a conditionally permitted use; (b) convert 601 Dolores from a
single-family residence to a school building; and (c) allow a maximum enrollment of 200
students at the 601 site.

Children’s Day School
Conditional Use Applica tion
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A variance application per Planning Code Section 305 will also be fited to allow for the

remote parking of two required vehicles on the school’s main campus at 333 Dolores
_ Street per Section 150 and Section 159.

Children’sDay School
Conditional Use Application
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Conditional Use Permit Application .

Children's Day School

Conditional Use Findings

Pursuant to Planning Code Section 303(c), before approving a conditional use
authorization, the Planning Commission needs to find that the facts presented
are such to establish the findings stated below. In the space below and on
separate paper, if necessary, please present facts sufficient fo establish each

finding.

1. That the proposed use or feature, af the size and intensity confemplated and
at the proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or
desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood or the community; and

The proposed Project allows the School to contire providing a desirable community
service to the immediate neighborhood and City residents generally. The School has been
an active member of the surrounding community since 1987. In that time, the School has
grown organically. The increase in the School's enrollment would permit the School to
operate at capacity and serve additional students from the neighborhood and the City.
School students are reflective of the population of San Francisco and come from a
variety of racial, economic, cultural and social backgrounds. The majority of students
live nearby in the Portola, Bernal Heights, Diamond Heights, Excelsior and Noe Valley
districts, as well as the Mission and the Castro. However, students also live in the
Richmond and Sunset districts and in the South and East Bay. The mix in student
population is maintained through a strong financial aid program.

. The conwversion of the building from its current use as a single-family residence to an

. educational facility is in keeping with the original intended use of the building as a place
of congregation and worship. Where possible and appropriate, the plarmed assembly

area could be used to serve the needs of the neighboring community. The renovations

will be designed to meet current seismic codes and provide increased safety to the

neighboring facilities.

Additionally the building will retain its compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood <
as no changes to the exterior are proposed. ' '

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be defrimental to the health,
safety, convenfence or general welfare of persons residing or working in the
vicinity, or injurfous fo property, improvements or potential development in the -
vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not limited fo the following:

(a) The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the
proposed size, shape and arrangement of structures;

Children’s Day School
Conditional Use Application
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The Prbject will not be detrimental to health, safety, convenience or general welfare
of persons residing or working in the vidnity, or injurious to property, improvemerits
or potential development in the vicinity.

All modifications would be contained within the existing building. The exterior
would remain intact and would not change in either size or shape.

(b)  The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type
and volume of such fraffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street
parking and loading; :

Traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, type and volume of traffic will experience
no more than minor changes as a result of the CDS satellite middle school campus at
601 Dolores Street. No additional parking for staff will be required. All staff -
parking would occur in existing spaces on the main campus at 333 Dolores Street.
The site currently accommodates 40 cars in a 54-car lot shared by the Notre Dame
Senior Housing Complex. This greatly exceeds the required parking for both sites.

Parking requirement at 1 space per 6 classrooms:

333 Dolores Street - 15 Classrooms + 3 PS bungalows
3275 16™ Street — 1 classroom :
601 Dolores Street — 10 classroomis

Total Classrooms = 29 (this number will be reduced to 26 when the bungalows are
removed in2014) '
Parking Required = 5 spaces

Middle school students would be dropped off at 333 Dolores where the school has
an off-street loop, which is not visible from Dolores Street, and a staff facilitated
program for managed drop-off and pick-up. Each morning, staff would escort
middle school students to 601 Dolores. After school, they would return to 333
Dolores for pick-up. ,

The School proposes to hold performing arts and assembly events at 601 Dolores
Street. The School will adaptits current parking program, as discussed above, to
manage parking for these events. The School will maintain availability of the
School's neighborhood liaison to address any matters of concern to neighborhood
residents. The School's administration and Boatd strive to be good neighbors and
maintain open lines of communication to address any complaints or concerns that
may arise. '

(c) The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions
such as noise, glare, dust and odor;

No noxious or offensive emissions will be associated with the renovation and use of
the 601 Dolores Street.

.The General Contractor for construction of the project will be asked to incorporate
necessary measures to ensure this result. The renovations will not use reflective or

Children’s Day School - 9
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glare-producing materials.  Once construction is completed, no loose gravel or dust
will be present on the site.

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

- Additional security lighting may be incorporated as part of the design in a manner
that is not obtrusive to neighboring properties. The site does not have any exposed
parking, loading or service areas. The exterior character of the building will be
maintained and signage will be tasteful and minimally incorporated.

3. That such a use or feature as proposed ‘wilf comply with the applicable
provisions of this Code and will not adversely affect the Master Plan-

The project will not adversely affect the Master Plan. It will complement the School’s
existing facilities at 333 Dolores Street, allow for the school’s planned enrollment growth
and convert an under-utilized structure to a more productive and appropriate use.
Additionally, by utilizing an existing building, the character of both sites is maintained
by obviating the need for new construction to provide needed classroom space. The
project complies with all aspects of the Master Plan and will be brought into
conformance with the California Building Code for an Educational Occupancy.

- Children’s Day School . 10

Conditional Use Application
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Priority General Plan Policies Findings

Proposition M was adopted by votes on November 4, 1986. It requires thaf the
City shall find that proposed projects and demolitions are consistent with eight
priority policies set forth in Section 101.1 of the City Pianning Code. These eight
policies are listed below. Please state how the project is consistent or
inconsistent with each policy. Each statement should refer to specific
circumstances or conditions applicable to the property. Each policy must have a
response. IF A GIVEN POLICY DOES NOT APPLY TO YOUR PROJECT,
EXPLAIN WHY IT DOES NOT APPLY.

1. That existing neighbor-serving refail uses be preserved and enhanced and
future opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such
businesses enhanced;

The project will not affect neighborhood-serving retail uses and will have no direct effect
on resident employment or business ownership in San Frandisco.

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

s

The Children’s Day School offers a pre-school through eighth grade educational program
- for an economically, racially, culturally and socially diverse student bo dy, aged 3
through 15. This Project will further enhance and enable the School’s cultural
contribution to the community by providing much-needed classroom space and
assembly space for School ceremonies and theatrical events.

The conversion of the building from it current use as a single-family residence to an
educational facility is in keeping with the original intended use of the building as a place
of congregation and worship, maintains the existing community character and will not
harm the cultural and economic diversity of the neighborhood.

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

The Project will not affect or displace any affordable housing in the area.

4.» That commuter traffic not impede Muni transit service or overburden our
streets or neighborhood parking; - :

The Project will not produce commuter traffic that impedes any nearby MUNI services.

As proposed, the project incorporates the existing traffic and parking management

program on the main campus at 333 Dolores Street. The main campus provides 40 off

. street parking spaces to more than satisfy the parking requirement of both sites and
meet the needs of faculty and staff. This will assure that fraffic patterns and

neighborhood parking are not affected.

Children’s Day School 11
Conditional Use Application :
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5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting our industrial and
service sectors from displacement due fo commercial office development, and
that future opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these secfors
be enhanced: ' :

The Project is not a commercial project and does not displace any existing industrial or
service businesses in the area. C

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

The Project will renovate and remodel an existing building for use as an E-occupancy.
The structure will be seismically braced to comply with the provisions of the California
and San Frandsco Building Codes. '

7. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved:

The Project will not negatively affect any landmark or historic building. The proposed
adaptive re-use of 601 Dolores Street will in fact enthance the historic nature of the
surrounding neighborhood by utilizing an existing building, rather than new construction,
to provide needed classroom space for the school. .

Additionally, the conversion of the building from its current use as a single-family
residence to an educational facility is more in keeping with the original intended use of
the building as a place of congregation and worship.

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

The Project will not impact parks or open space or obstruct their access fo sunlight.

Estimated Construction Cost

Occupancy Classification: E ahd A

Building Type: Elementary School Facility

Total Gross Square Feet of Construction: TBD Remodel/Renovation
By Proposed Uses: 17,000 SF School Use

Estimated Construction Cost: $5,000,000 |

Estimate Prepared By: Plant Construction Company

Children’s Day School ' 12
Cenditional Use Application :
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Fee Estat}»ﬁshed: $35 ,_648, per “Basic Commission Hearing Fee Séhedule”

Applicant’s Affidavit

Under penally of perfury the fol llowing declarations are made:

A The undersigned is the owner or authorized ~agent of the owner of this property.

B: The information presented is true and correct o the best of my knowledge.
C: The other information or applications may be reqwred

‘\fci[md/ﬂm | T )4

Signature Date
Print name, and indicate whether owner, or authorized agent:

Molly Huffman, Head of School, Children’s Day School (owner)

Owner/Authorized Agent (Clrcle one)

Children’s D ay School

Conditiqpa_l Use Application . _
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, Ser: Freneises,

. 44 57
601 Dolores Street Ch ooz

’ Reseption,
4165588378
- DATE: June 18, 2012
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors ' i%.ﬁ-’-i&;ﬁ 469
_FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director — Planning Department (415) 558-6411 _
Michael Smith, Case Planner — Planning Department (415) 558-6322 mﬁ% o

RE: ' File No. 120646, Planning Case No. 2011.0584C - Appeal of the approval of 41’5..55&6:33?

Conditional Use Authorization for 601 Dolores Street, and _
File No. 120498, Plarming Case No. 2011.0584E - Appeal of the issuance of a
Categorical Exemption for 601 Dolores Street

HEARING DATE: . June 26, 2012

ATTACHMENTS: ) .
' A. Planning Department Response to CEQA Appeal
B. Commission Conditional Use Authorization Packet
C. Commission Conditional Use Final Motion No. 18604

PROJECT SPONSOR:  Molly Huffman, c/o Children’s Day School, 333 Dolores Street, San Francisco,
CA
94110

APPELLANTS: Arnn and Landon Gates, and Lisa Nahmanson and Sandra Steele, both
represented by their Attorneys, Jeffrey Goldfarb and Elizabeth Erhardt of Rutan
& Tucker, LLP Elizabeth Erhardt; Rutan & Tudker, LLP., 3000 El Camino Real,
Suite 200, Palo Alto, CA 94306

INTRODUCTION: This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to
the Board of Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Commission’s (“Commission”) approval
of the application for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 303 (Conditional Use
Authorization), 209.3(g) (School), and 317 (Dwelling Unit Removal), and the issuance of a Cafegorical
Exemption for a project proposing to allow the conversion of single-family dwelling into a private
elementary school for students in fifth through eighth grades operated by Children's Day School (the
”projéct”) for 601 Dolores Street, located in a RH-3' (Residential, House, Three-Family) 40-X Height and
Bulk District. This response addresses the appeals (“Appeal Letters”) to the Board filed on May 9, 2012
by ‘Ann and Landon Gates, owners of 627 Dolores Street, and Lisa Nahmanson and Sandra Steele, owners
of 3685 191 Street. The Appeal Letters referenced the proposed project in Case No. 2012.0584CEV.

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Depaitment’s decision. to. approve the
Conditional Use and deny the appeal, or to overtum the Department’s decision to approve the
Conditional Use and deny the project. :



CASE NO. 2012.0584CEV

‘Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authonzatlon Appeal
601 Dolores Street

Hearing Date: June 26 2012

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE :
601 Dolores Street is located on the southeast corner of the Dolores and 19% Streets directly east of

Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores neighborhood. The subject building occupies most of a 9,690
square-foot, rectangular shaped lot that measures 85 feet in width, 114 feet in depth, and is located within
a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. The
subject property is improved with a two-story over basement, single-family residence that was formerly
a church. The building was constructed in 1910 in the Gothic Revival style as a church for'the Mssmn

Congreg'atlonal Chuzch.

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The area surrounding the project site is primarily multi-family residential jn character with a few large
Institutional uses surrounding Mission Dolores Park and extending north down Dolores Street. There
-are a few commerdal establishments located within ground floor storefronts on corners along Dolores
Street, including restaurants, cafes, and convemence stores. Buildings in the vicinity typically range from

two to four stories in height.

The RH-3 districts have many similarities to RH-2 Districts, but structures with three units are common
In addition to one-family and two-family houses. The predominant form is large flats rather than
apartments, with lots 25 feet wide, a fine or moderate scale and separate entrances for each unit. Building
styles tend to be varied but complementary to one another. Outdoor space is available at ground level,
and also on decks and balcories for individual units. Nonresidential uses are more common in these

areas than in RH-2 Districts.

BACKGROUND ]
2011 - Conditional Use Authorization Application filed _
The project sponsor submitted a Conditional Use Authorization application on July 14, 2011.

On April, 2012, the Deparhment determined the Project to be exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 32 categoncal exempﬂon

2010 - Conditional Use Authorization hearing
At the April 26, 2012 public hearing, the Commission granted a Conditional Use Authorization (Motion
#18604) pursuant to Sections 303, 209.3(g), and 317, authorizing the conversion of a single-family

dwelling into a private elementary school at the subject property.

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS :

To approve a conditional use application, the Planning Commission must adopt findings that the criteria
outlined in Section 303 {(Conditional Use) of the Planning Code have been met. Section 303 states that the
Commission shall approve an application and authorize a conditional use if the facts presented are such

to establish:

™~
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Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authorization Appeal CASE NO. 2012.0584CEV
Hearing Date: June 26, 2012 . ) 601 Dolores Street

1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed location,
will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and comp atible with, the neighbofhood
or the community; and : .

2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the ‘health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicnity, or injurious to property,
improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not
limited to the following: ’

a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape
and arrangeﬁlent of structures; o C
b. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of such
traffic, and the adequacy of  proposed off-street parking and loading and of proposed
alternatives to off-street parking, including provisions of car-share parking spaces, as defined
in Section 166 of this Code. _ :
‘c. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, glare, dust
and odor; ' ' -
d. Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and '
e. That such use or feature as proposed will comply with the applicable proﬁsions of this Code
and will not adversely affect the Master Plan. :

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES

In reviewing the materials submitted by the appellanis it appears that their concemns raised in their
regarding the Conditional Use authorization for the project are nearly identical to the concerns raised in
their CEQA appeal. Therefore, the Department’s response here is minimal. We have attached
environmental appeal response to cover the redundant issues. '

APPELLANT ISSUE No. 1 - Consistency with General Plan Questioned. The Appellant contends that '
approval by Conditional Use Authorization is not compatible with the General Plan. The Appellant
stated that “substantial evidence” provided this claim but provided no information. o

RESPONSE No. 1: The Planning Commission found that the projectto be Consistent with the General
Plan as follows in italics. .

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 7: ,
ENEIANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL AND REGIONAL CENTER FOR
GOVERNMENTAL, HEALTH, AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES.

"POLICY 7.2:
_Encourage the extension of needed health and education services, but manage expansion to

avoid or minimizé disruption of adjacent residential areas.

POLICY 7.3:

L
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Board of Supervisors Conditional Use Authorization Appéal CASE NO. 2012.0584CEV
Hearing Date: June 26, 2012 - 601 Dolores Street

Promote the provision of adequate health and education services to all geographic districts and
cultural groups in the city.

The Project will allow for additional choices in educational options to neighborhood and city residents and
allow for an increase in student enrollment should others want to attend. The Project would enhance the
educational services available to residents of the local area neighborhoods as well as the city at large.

HOUSING ELEMENT

OBJECTIVE 11: :
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN

FRANCISCO'S NEIGI{BORHOODS

POLICY 11.7:
Respect San FPrancisco’s historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring

consistency with historic districts.

POLICY 11.8: X N
Consider a nelghborhood’s character When integrating mew uses, and minimize disruption

caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

The Project would respect the City’s historic fabric by preserving and 7‘ezZsing 2 historic property. The
Project will allow a school to locate within a residentigl District in a property that is suitable for an
institutional use. As a result, additional educational services would be provided for the local neighborhood -

and community at large.

CONCLUSION:

In the Commission’s authorization of the Conditional Use, the Planning Commission found the project to
be necessary, desirable and compatible with the neighborhood. The project is necessary for the
neighborhood because it promotes the adaptive reuse of a difficult building type and it promotes and
strengthens the continued operation of a neighborhood serving school allowing for additional choices in
educational options to neighborhood and dity residents. Furthermore, the project would make better use
of an underutilized property resulting in the loss of a dwelling unit that is not affordable to most City
residents. The project design responds to the swrounding, existing development patterns as viewed
from the public rights-of-way, the mid-block open space and adjacent residential buildings and would
preserve the building’s exterior and interior character defining features.

For the reasons stated above, the Planning Department recommends that the Board tphold the Planning -
Commission’s decision in approving the Conditional Use and Planned Unit Development authorizations
for 601 Dolores Street and deny the Appellant’s request for appeal.

SAL&%IN ?ﬁﬂ:ﬁté DEPARITNIEN
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Thank you. . _ | » \ BV

SAN FRANCISCO .
-PLANNING DEP&RTMENT

DATE: - June 11, 2012 ' o ' 1650 Mission St. -
. ' Suiig 400
. : ' . . San Francisco, |
TO: o Angela Calvﬂlo Clerk of the Board . S | CAS4103-2478
FROM: Bill Wycko, Emnronmental Rewew Of_ﬁcer Plamung _ Reception:
-Deparh:nent . 415.558.6378
. ; PNTY ' ) Fak
RE: Appeal of the Ca'tego_rlcal Exemption C rrsaewy
601 Dolores Street -
Planning Department Case No. 2011.0584E i
e . _ - - nformation:

415558.6377 . .

HEARING DATE: Juze 19, 2012

As requested, aﬁ:ached are four ha.rd coples of the Pla.nnmg Department's memorandum to the -
Board of Supervisors regarding the appeal of the categorical exemption for 601 Dolores Street.
We have also e-mailed . an electronic/pdf version of the memorandum to
BOS.Législation@sfgov.org and to Victor Young, Committee Clerk, Board of Supervisqrs.

If you have any questions regarding this mmatter, please contact Nannie Turrell at 575 9&47 orss
nannje.turrell@sfgov. org . [ >
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SAN FRANC[SGO " S
PLANNING DEPARTMEHT - \

1650 Missjon St~

' , Sufte 400
AP PEAL OF CATEGOR]CAL EXEMPT!ON ‘ T San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479
601 Dolores Street :
Reception:
. : ! , 415 5585378
DATE: - Junell, 2012 - : Lo : SRR
' 15.558.648
TO: - Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supewlsors A o
A ' . Planning
FROM: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Oﬁflcer (415) 575-9048 Information:
: Don Lewis, Case Plauner ~ (415) 575- 2095 ' : " 415,558.6377
- RE: . File No. 120498, Planning | Case No. 2011.0584E

Appeal of Cateconcal Exemptor for the 601 Dolo'res Street Pro]ec:t '

HEARING DATE: Tune 19, 2012

ATTACHMENTS: . A~ Letter of Appeal (May 9, 2012; Exhibit A of Letter of Appéal is the
) April 9, 2012, Certificate of Exemption from Environmental Reyiew)

PROJECT SPONSOR: Molly Fhsffmar, Children's Day School

APPELLANT: Ann and Landon Gates, represented by their Attomeys, ]ef:Erey Goldfarb and-
Elizabeth Erhardt of Rutan & Tucker, LLP

INTRODUCT!ON' '

This memorandum and the attached doaments are a response to the letfer of appeal to the Board

of Supennsors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Department’s (the “Department”) issuance

of a Certificate of Determination from Environmental Review for the 601 Dolores Street project

(the “project”) on April 9, 2012, ﬁ.ndmg that the proposed pro;ect would not have a Slgmhcant
. effect on the enwron_mentl

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Department’s decision to issue a
Categorical Exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s decision to issue a .
Categorical Exemption and return the project “to the Departnent -staff for addmonal
environmental review. .

1 California Code of Regulations, Title 14 Section 15332: Class 32 Exernpfion.

Memo 2227



. Appealof C:i’ce'goﬁcal Exemption
Hearing Dafe: June 19,2012

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The project site is located ori the southeast corner of Dolores and 19th Streets directly east of
. Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores neighborhood. The proposed. project would nvolve the

conwversion of an existing chutrch structure, currently being used as a smgl&farmly residence, info
middle-school dassrooms and a multi-purpose assembly space for the Children’s Day School
(CDS). The project would enable CD5 to relocate its middle school (grades 5 to 8) from 333
Dolores Street fo the project site at 601 Dolores Street, which is about two blocks away. The
proposed project would accommodate between 160-200 middle school students and would allow
. CDS to continue its planned emollment from 350 to approx.mately 520 students and from 72 to
86 faculty/staff. When the structure at 601 Dolores Street is fully occupied, in approxu:nately four

years, the maximum enrollment would be 320 elementary students at 333 Dolores Street and 200.

middle school. students at 601 Dolores Street. The exmbng structure at 601 Dolores Street is
‘approximately 46 feet tall, two stories with mezzanine, and approximately 17,106 square feet in
* size. The proposed project would add 1,097 square feet fo the existing building solely within the
existing interior walls by infilling a portion of the mezzanine floor, which is currently open to the
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size wu.h no on-site parking.

Exterior tenant imprévements would include adding a roof deck to the southeast comner.of the
" building and an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. Interior tenant

improvements would include tonverting the sanctuary space into a mulfi-purpose space, |

-creating a full second floor level within the Sunday school wing, completing the seismic retrofit,
adding inferior partitions for school facilifies, installing new plumbing, and creating ADA
accessibility. Other improvements include converting the existing garage entrance on 19% Street
. into a primary pedesirian entrarice and creating a 50-foot-long white zone/passenger loading and

. unloading area. The sponsor also proposes to extend the: estthg white zone curb in front of 333
Dolores Street from 80 feet to 130 feet, and to use the existing white zone at 450 Guerrero Street
for student drop-offs and pick-ups.2 As part of the project, CDS has developed a student drop off

Plan that is based on the projected number of student drop offs and the proposed available

loading space at each campus and includes distribution of morning student drop offs that
provides for student safety and minimizes fraffic impacts. "This is discussed further in the

transporizﬁon sectomn.

The exzstmg church structure on the project site was ‘constructed in 1910 and is-included on the
. Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey, the Here Today Survey, and the City’s Unreinforced

Masorry Buildings Survey. The estimated construction cost is 5 million dollars. The project
requires Conditional Use authorization for a school use in an RF-3 zoning district and for the loss

of dwelling unit through conversion. On April 26, 2012, the Planning Commission, by Motion -

No. 18604, approved a conditional use authorization and the Zoning Administrator granted a

2 CDS students atiend gym classes at the Boy and Gids Club located at 450 Guerrerd Street, which is directly ad]acent to

333 Dolores Street.
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Appeal of Categorical Exemption - " File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011.0584E
Hearing Date: June 19,2012 . -

variance for the proposed project The conditional use authorization is under appeal to this
Board. There will be a new variance hearing and it could be appealed to the Board of Appeals.

CEGQA GU[DEUNES'
" Categorical Exempﬁons
Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Codes requ_u:es that the CEQA Gmdehnes

identify a list of classes of ‘projects that have been _determm_ed not fo have a 51gmﬁcan’c effect on
the environment and are exermpt from further environmental review. - ‘

.'In response to that mandate the State Secretary of Resources found that certain classes of

proleds which are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333,% do not have a
significant impact on the environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the
reqturement for the prepa:atlon of further environmental review.

CEQA State Gmdelmes Sectlon 15332, or Class 32, allows for an exempion of an in-fill
developmient meehng various conditions, which include: (a) The project is consistent with the
apphcable general plan designations and all apphcable general plan policies as well as with
applicable zoning designation and regulations; (b) The proposed development occurs within cty
limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially sutrounded by urban uses; () The
project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or threatened spedies; (d) Approval of the
project would not result in any significant effects reldting to traffic, noise, air qualify, or water
quality; and (e) the site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. As -
described above, the proposed project is an in-fill’ development that would have no sig:njﬁcantv
adverse environmental effects and would meet all the various cenditions prescribed Ey Class 32.
Accordmgly, the proposed projectis appropnately exe.mpt f:rom CEQA under Section 15332,

CEQA Guidelines Secﬂon 15300.2 lists exceptions to the use of categoncal exemptlons The
exceptions include that an exemption shall. not be used .where :the project would result in a
significant cumulative environmental impact (Section 15300.2(b)), where there is a reasonable
possibility that the activity would have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances (Section 15300.2(c)), where the project would damage scenic resources within a
highway offidally designated as a state scenic Eighway (Section 153002(d)), Whe_ré the project i
would be located on a sife listed as a hazardous waste site pursuant to Section 65962.5 of the
California Government Code (Section 15300.2(g)), or where the pro;ect ‘would cause a substantial
adverse change in the mgmﬁcance of a histerical resource (Section 15300.2(f)). As described in the
April 9, 2012 Catevoncal Exemption, there are no conditions associated with the proposed project

. that would suggest the possibility of a significant environmental effect under these éxceptions.
Therefore, under, the above-cited dassz_ﬁcanon, the proposed pro]ec’c is appropnately exempt.
from environmental review.

3 21084 Guidelines shall list classes f projecis exemipt from this Act
4 California Code of Régulafions, Titdle 14, Chapter 3.
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Appeal of Categorical ExemipHon ' File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011.0584E -

Hearing Date- June 19,2012

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

_The issues raiced in the May 9, 2012 Appeal Letter are cited below in the order in which they
appear in the Appeal Letter and are followed by the Departm ent’s respenses

Issue #1: General Plan and zoning -designaﬁon “Substantial evidence does mot support the
determination that the Project is consistent with the General Plan and ell applicable General Plan

polides, as well as the apphcable zoning des1gnatron and regula’aon

Regponse #1: I’r()] ectis consistent with fhe General Plan and zoning controls CEQA Guldelmes
Section 15384 prowdes a definition of substantial evidénce. Substantial evidence as used in these . .
guidelines means enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this information
that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might
also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be made that the project may have a significant
effect on the environment is to be determiried by examining the whole record before the lead
agency. Argument, speculation, unsubstaniiated opinion or narrafive of sodial or economic
impacts which do.not contribute to or are not caused by physical meads on the environment - -
does not constifite substantial evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable

assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opﬁﬁon'supported by facts.

A discussion of the project’s consistency with applicable general plan designations and policies'as
well as with applicable zonitig designation is found on page 2 of the Categorical Exemption
Determination, which states that the proposed project would be consistenit with all applicable
zoning plans and. policies. The Categorical Exemption provides information on the project’s
physical. impacts, but the conclusion of the project’s appropriateness is a policy matter for
‘decision makers to consider during the project approval phase. A conflict between a proposed
project and a General Plan policy does not, in itself, indicate a significant effect on the
environment within the context of CEQA, with the éxception being those conflicts that result in
‘physical changes that could adversely impact the environment. The Cat egorical Exemption did
not find any physical changes that would result in a significant effect on the envirorment.

The Department found that the project is, on balance, consistent with the General Plan and the
relevant provisions of the Planning Code. In addition, the Department found that the project
complies with the eight priority-planming policies of Planning Code Sectiori 101.1(b). The
Planning Commission concurred with this evaluaﬁon and subsequently approved the conditional

use authorization on Apn_'t 26 2012,

The appellant does not state Why the project is not consistent with the General Plan and

applicable zoning controls, and also does not raise any issues that have not been adequately

addressed in the Catégorical Exemption Determination. The appellant’s claim that such conflict

exists is unsupported and therefore, is not considered substantial evidence. The pro;ect was
. appropnaLely exempt from environmental review, and no further response is required.
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 Appeal of Categorical Exemption - " File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011.0584E,
Hearing Date: June 19,2012 ) C .

Issue #2: Substantial eVIdence: “Substantral evidence does not support the conclus10n that the
approval of the Project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
.quality or water qua]_rty The analysis prepared by the City ignored numerous noise, air quality

" and traffic generators. These-include, but-are not limited to, the introduction of equipment and
children onto the outdoor rooftop deck, and the creation of the penthouse and its attendant
elevator. Substantial evidence also fails to demonstrate. that the construction.and operational
impacts resulting from the proposed Pro]ect will not srgmﬁcanﬂy impact traffic, noise; or air

qua.]_ltjr r

Response #2: Projgcf was approprately exenipt from envirommiental review. The appellant
raises concerns regarding “the introduction of equipment and children onto the outdoor rooftop
deck and the creation of the penthouse and its attendant elevator,” and stafes that the Categorical
Exemption does not adequately address noise, air quality, traffic, and water quality. As stated in
the Categorical Exemption on page 9, the projéct would not cause a doubling in traffic volumes .
and therefore would not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project .
vidnity. In’ addition,’ noise generated by the proposed users of the 601 Dolores Sireet building
would be considered commeon and generally acceptable in an urban area. Regulation of
construction and operafion noise is stpulated in Artidle 29 of the Police Code (the.Noise
Ordinance), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive
noises from all sources subject to pohce power. The project site is subject to police power and

- excessive noise would be dealt with through noise complaints and similar mechanisms, as under
existing conditions. However, there is no reason to believe that the use of the proposed project -

 would produce unhecessary, excessive, or offensive noise.

As stated on page 9 of the Categorical Exemptiorr the project meets all Bay Area Air Quality

. Management District’s (BAAQMD) screening criteria, the project would not result in exposure of
sensitive receptors Yo siibstasitial- pollutant concentrations, and construction activities for.the--

. proposed interior renovation would be minimal and would not result in a substantial i increase in.
risks and hazards to nearby receptors. As stated on page 3 of.the Categorical Exemption, a :

- transportation impact study was prepared to analyze impacts associated with the Children’s Day
School’s (CDS) proposed use of 333 Dolores Street, 450 Guerrero Streef, and 601 Dolores Street.

"The transportation study did not find any significant effects related to traffic, fransit, parking,

- access, loading, and pedestrian and bicycle conditions. As stated on page 9 of the Categorical
Exemption, the proposed project would not generate wastewater or result in discharges that
would have the potential o degrade water quality or contaminate a public water supply. Project-
related wastewater and storm water would flow to the City's combined sewer system and would

" be treated to standards contained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Ehmmatton System
(NPDES) Permit for the Sou&reast Water Polluhon Control Plant prior to chsdnarge

The Department adequately addressed traﬂjc air q:uah‘cy, noise, and ‘water quah’cy and the
appellant does not raise any issues that have not beent addressed in the Categbrical Exemphon
Determination. Argument, speculation, and unsubstantrated opxmon do not-constitute substantLal
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' evidence. The appellant has not put forth substantial evidence to the contrary, and thus no
" farther response is requlred In light of the above, the project was appropnately exempt from

environmental review.

Issue #3: Historical Resource. “The Project is not entitled to a categorical exemption pursuant to
CEQA. Guideline 153002(f) because the Project may cause a substantial adverse change in the
significant of a historical resource. The building at 601 Dolores Street has been designated as a
“historically significant” building. Substantial evidence fails to demoristrate that the numerous
changes proposed to the building-individually or cumulatively will not cause a substantial
adverse change by materially altering, in an adverse rnanner, the physical characteristics of the
601 Dolores building and substantially-impact ifs ‘historical significance and its qualifications as a
historical resource. Moreover, the proposed changes to do not follow the Secretary of Interior’s
standards for the treatment of historic properties. In addition, the City has failed to impose
conditions of approval which would mitigate the potentially adverse significant impacts to
historic resource down to a level of insignificance. There is evidence which includes, but is not
limnited to, the fact that the rooftop additions are visible from the street, as well as from other
public locations in and around the Project, and the mechianical sysiems and planters which will
" bé installed on the roof are inconsistent with the architectiral style and appearance of the
building. These alterations will individually and c'umulativ;ely substantiz]ly degrade its historic:
character thereby substantially affecting its ability to be included i in the City’s Historic Reglstet
In addition, the determination of the ERO was based on incorrect or mcomplete plans” )

Response #3: No mgmﬁcan’t impact on hlstoncal resowurees, "_[he appellant contends that
cumulatively, the proposed stair/elevator penthouse, mechanical enclosure, and other rooftop
features do not comply with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and thus
may cause a substantial adverse change to the signiﬁca.nce of the resource and as a result the
project is not entitled to a categorical exemption. The appellant further contends that the
Department did not have complete plans on Which to base its determination. .

- To assist in the evaluation of the subject préperty, the project sponsor mbmitted a Historical
-Resource Evaluation prepared by Christopher VerPlanck of VerPlanck Historic Preservation
Consulting, prepared November 2011 and revised February 2012. Using this information and
information found within the Planning Department’s. background files the Department
determined that 601 .Dolores Street qualifies as a historic resource individually and as a
contributor to an identified historie district. The property was also found to have very good

historic mteonty

After determining the property to be a historic resource, the Department itemized the buildincr’s '
character-defining features. These physical features must be retained for the property to convey
its historic Lde_ntt’fy I order to.avoid a significant adverse impact to the resourcé. The bu_ldmcr 5
charaaer—deﬁrunv features were determined to be the foIlonng features:
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Extenor
= Rubbed brick cladding at the street facmg elevatlons
= Al Gothicand Tudor moldmgs
= Brick butiresses with caps. )
*  Complex and steeply pitched gabled roof.
= All windows, doors, and other openings.
»  Tower element with crenellated parapet. .

*  Divisionof spaces into baserhient, Sanciuary, and Sunday school wing.
" < Hardwood flooring.
*  Redwood wainscoting and paneling.
x.  Tudor and Gothic columns in the sanctuary.
*  Tudor and Gothicarches in the sanctuary.
'« Stenciled ceilings in the sanctuary and, vestibule.
x  Most of the ]Tight fixtures. -
"« All doors (paneled and overhead).
* . Plaster walls and ceilings. -
. *  Exposed wood trusses.
- = Door and-Window trims.

.- Affer determiriing the above features'to be those that characterize the property the Department
© evaluated Whether any of these features would be marerlally mpalred by the project.

The pro]ect proposes to add a staJr/elevator penthouse mechanical endlosure, and other rooftop
features to the southern flat roofed portion of the building. This area of the building was not
found to be character deﬁnmg though the'steeply pitched gabled roofs that - partially surround it
were found to be. Originally, the flat roofed portion of the building in question was not

proposed for development but the sponsor added this _comporient to the project early enough '

. that it was evaluated by the Deparh:rzent and found not to cause an adverse impact to the
resource

The sponsor is essentraﬂy argumg that the project does not comply W1th Standard 2 of the
Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation Whlch states: S

The histmic character of a propen‘y will ‘be retairied gnd preserved. The removal of -
historic materials or- altzmiwn of features and spaces that charocterize a property will be
. aooided. :

The proposed roof deck complies with this Standard because the flat roof.southem portion of the
building was not determined to be a draracter—deﬁrung feature. Furthermere, the penthouse

add_ItLon and mechanical enclosure dre set back from the street edges of the building and placed -

in the southeast corner of the roof Where it would be the least visible from the street. The features
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H

would be minimally visible from the upslope of Dolores Park across the street but the Standard
allows for minimal visibility. The appellant argues that the mere visibility of the feature from
any vantage point would impact the building’s historical significance which is inconsistent with
the application of the Standard. Such a strict application of the Standard would make it difficult
if not impossible to add an addition fo any historic property because it would always be visible

from some location.

Therefore, the prdposéd project would not have a sigrﬁﬁcmt adverse impact upon & historic
resource, and the proposed project was appropriately exempt from environmental review.

Issue #4: Notice of Special Restriction. “The City has.not satisfied the requirements of the .
“Notice of Special Restrictions under the Planning Code” imposed by the Zoning Administrator
on any subsequent changes to the property at 601 Dolores (See “Notice” attached hereto ‘as
Exhibit “C”).” ' . -

Response #4: Non-CEQA Issue. Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical '
change in the environment. The appéﬂan’t‘ does not state how this would result in a physical
change in the environment, and therefore no further response is required. -
For information, en March 21, 2008, the Zoning Administrator granted'a Variance (Case No.
2008.0127V) which permitted the conversion of the existing church building into & single-family -
dwelling with three-off-street parking spaces. The Zoning Administrator placed restrictions and
conditions of the Variance which included the following: (1) Any further physical expansion,
even within the buildable area, shall be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator to determine .
whether the expansion is compatible with existing neighborhood character, scale, and parking. It

the Zoning Administration determines-that there would be a significant or extraordinary impact,

the Zoning Administrator shall require either notice to adjacent and/or affected proposed owners

or a new Variance application be sought and justified; (2) The proposed project must meet these
conditions and all appiicable City Codes. In case of conflict, the more restrictive controls shall
apply; (3) Minor modifications as determined by the Zoning Administrator may be permitted;
and (4) The owners of the subject property shall record on the Iand records of the City and
-County of San Francisco the conditions attached to this Variance decision as a Notice of Spedal
Restrictions in a form approved by the Zoning Administrator. The Depa.rﬁnehf’ s Current
Planning division reviewed the proposed project with the Zoning Administrator during the
review process. The Plarmmg Commission found the project to comply with the Planning Code

and ﬁnam'mouslj} approved the project on April 26, 2012.

Issue #5: Section 188 of Planning Code. “The Project cannot be approved by Wéy of a categorical
exemption because it is a legal non-conforming building pursuant to Section 183 of the City’s
Planrﬁng-Code'and_the proposed improvements and/or change in use may not be approved

under the Code”
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Response #5: Non-CEQA Is_ésu& Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related fo a physical
change in the environment The appellant does not state how this would result in a physical
change in the environment, and therefore no further response is required. For information, there
is no such thing as a legal non—confon:mng building. Non-conforming refers to the use. The
building is non-complying because it encroaches into the required rear yard and has no rear yard . -
as required in a residential district The property is not non-conforming because a church is
conditionally permitted in the residential district as a large institution use, a single-family use is
permitted in the residential district, and the proposed school use is condifionally permitted in the
residential district. ‘Theréfore, the project is consistent with existing zoning and meets the
. requirements of the- ‘Categorical Exemption. In addition; the Department’s Current Planru_nv
division reviewed this project and determined that the proposed. project was consistent with the
- relevant provisions of the Planning Code. The Planning Commission concurred with this
assessment and unam'mously approved the project on April 26, 2012. '

Issue #6: Violation of CEQA. “The Plamtung Comumission approved the Project without making
an independent determination of the Pro;ect’ s comphance with CEQA in violation of CEQA.”

Response #6: Project complies w;rth CEQA. Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code adapts
CEQA for use by-the City and provides implementing procedures, which are expressly left for
determination by local agencies, consisfent with CEQA, to ensure the orderly evaluation of
pfojects' and preparation of environmental documents. The Department’s Environmental Review
Officer (ERO) has the'principal responsibility for issuing categorical exemptions, and thus the
Planning Commission is not required to make an_independent determination of the proposed”
project’s compliance with CEQA. Pursuant to CEQA and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code,

the ERO issued the Categorical Exemptlon for the proposed project on April 9; 2012. The
Cateconcal Exempt[on was noted and described in the DepaItments staff report for the
conditional use authorization hearing on April 26, 2012, and the Plamung Cemmission Iehed on,
that detemunahon in approvmg the proposed pro]ect : ‘

Issue #7: Plecemeal. ”The Project is bein plecemealed in violation of CEQA because mgm.ﬁcant
struchural Improvements will be reqmrgad pior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupa.ncy for the
building. These improvemenis will significantly” alter many of the historically significant
elements of the building, agailn causing a substantial adverse change to the building’s historic

significance.”

Response #7: Project application does not constitute piecemeal development CEQA prohibits
piecemeal environmental review of large projects into many little projects, which each have
minimal potential to iﬁpaict the environment, but cumulatively could have significant impacts.
» Structural improvements related to the seismic retrofit of the subject building were part of the
project description that was analyzed in the Department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response
iriemorandum and the Categorical Exemption. According to the sponsor, no further structiral
- work outside-of what has already been proposed and analyzed is anticipated. The current projecf
application does not constitute pieqemea_l development under CEQA because the sponsor does

)
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not propose additional structure improvements. If future work is required at the subject

building, additional ‘environmental review -would be required. However, the sponsor does not

propose any future structural work and thus the appellant’s concern is speculative.. No further

response is required. o :

8

Issue #8: Unusual Circumstances. “Unusual drcumstances exist in that (1) the building is a

historic resource, and (2) it is 10Caﬁng a school in a residential structure in unusually close
- proximity to other residential structures, both of which create significant impacts excepting the

Project from ary categorical exemption.”

Response #8: No Usual Circumstances per CEQA. The appellant claims that the project should -
not be exempted from environmental review because the building is a historical resoirce located:,

within close proximity to residential uses. The appellant is correct in stating that the subject
.building is a historical resource surrounded by residénﬁal usges; however, nothing about the fact

that the building is a historic resource, the fact that the project proposes to locate a school ina

nelghborhood that is primarily residential, or any other aspect of the project is unusual. As
a.nmyzed in the Categorical Exemption and in this appeal response, the Department has
determined that this project does not result in significant environmental effects; and that none of
the exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption are triggered. These exceptions are listed in
' CEQA Guidelines Section 153002 and were listed on page 3. As described in the Cateoorical
Exemption, there are no conditons assodated Wlth the proposed project that would suggest the
- possibility of a significant environmental effect tnder these exceptions. In addition, the Appellant

has not put forth amy substantial evidence to' the contrary. Therefore, the project was
appropriately exempt from environmental review . and further environmental review is not

warranted.

Issue #9: Due Process Clause, “The épi::eal process deprives appellants of their rights under the
Due Process Clause because the time period for filing an appeal, if based upon the determination

of the ERQ, is uncertain as no appeal is ripe until the Planning Commission actually acts on-the”

mdeﬂying application (Case 2011.0584CDV).”

Response #9: Timeliness of appeal. The timeliness of the appeal filed was determined by the city
attdmey not by the Environmental Review Officer. The-appeal to the Board of Supervisors of a
CEQA exemption defermination is ripe only after two events occur: (1) the Plaining Department
‘has approved the determination of exemption from environmental review and (2) a City
-decision-maker, such as the Planning Commission, has taken an approval action for the project in
reliance on the CEQA document at issue. Here, the appellant has made a ﬁﬁeljf appeal and will

have a hearing before this Board. The appeﬂant does not raise any new issues or concerns that -

were not addressed in the Cat egoncal Exemption and therefore no further response is quumed

Issue #10: Change of Use. "The change in use of the property from a single family residence for 2
people to a school for 320 students will significantly change the property’s use and significantly

impact the environment in numerous ways including, but not limited to an Increase in frafficand
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_air quahty meacts and an increase in the amblent noise levels above levels existing without the

Project.”

Response #10: No significant effects related to the change of use. The Categorical Exemption
- states that the proposed project involves the conversion of a single-family residence into a school
use with the capacity of up to 320 students. This changé of use was the subject of the Categorical
Exemption. As described in the Categorical Exemptxon imiplementation of the proposed project
would not result in significant adverse environmental -effects. related to traffic, air quality, or
noise. The proposed project would mieet all of the variots condmons prescribed by Class 32, and
thus. the proposed project .is appropnately exempt from CEQA under Section 15332 The
appellant does not raise any new issues or concemns that were not addlessed in the Cateooncal
- Exempton, and therefore no further resposise is requued. '

CONCLUSI ON

The Categorical Exemption that was issued on April 9, 2012 cdmp]ies with the requirements of
CEQA: and the project is appropriately exempt from environmental review pursuant to the cited
exempiions. The Categorical Exemptibn analyzed - issues associated with the physical
‘environmental impacts of the proposed project and determined that the proposed project would
not result in sigrdficant environmental impacts. The Appeal Letter does not provide evidence to
_substantiate a finding that the project would result in significant environmental impacts. As such,

t

. the conclusions of the Categorical Exemption remain current and valid, the Planning Departme.nt.

appropriately has determined that the project does ot have a significant effect on the
environment, and an EIR is not required. The Department therefore recommends that the Board
uphold the Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review and deny the appeal of the
CEQA. Determination, . - o A
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R ! ’ i AN l L : Jefirey A. Goldfarb.
h k _ ‘ . . Direct Diel: (714) 641-3488

RUTAN & TUGKER, LLP ) _ _ . - B-mail: jgoldfarb@rutan. co

May 9,2012

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102—4689 '

Re: Appeal of Environmental Exemptxon Revzew for Case No. 211.0584E
601 Dolores Street .

Dear Sir or Madam:

. O

Anne and Landon Gates, the property owners at 629 Dolores Street, San Francisco, CA

appeal the above-referenced action.* On Aprl 9, 2012, the City’s Environmental Review Officer

© (the “ERO”) determined or recommended that the Planmng Cotminission determine that the

above-referenced project (the “Project”) is exempt from the California Environmental Quality

Act (*CEQA”) pursuant to CEQA. Guideline § 15032 (Class 32 Exemption). (See ERO decision

attached hereto as Bx. “A.”) On April 26, 2010, the Planning Commission approved a Zonmg

Variance -and Conditional Use Permit in conjunction with the above referenced Project’. The

- Gates will submit evidence in support of their appeal to the Board of Supervisors during the

Board of Super\ilsors hearing. The Gates do not waive their right to file an additional appeal (or

participate in another appeal of the Project) pursuant to San Francisco Planning Code Section

308. The Gates appeal the above-teferenced environmental determination on the following
grounds: :

1. Substantial evidence does not support the determination that the' Project is
" consistent with the General Plan and all applicable Geneéral Plan policies, as well
as the-applicable zonmg dasgnatmn and regulahon_

2. Substantial evidence does mot support the conclusion that the approval ‘of the
; Project wonld not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
quality or water qualify. The amalysis prepared by the City ignored numerous

noise, air quality and traffic generators. These include, but are not limited to, the

! The Gates have atternpted to théi_n a copy of the Pléuning_ commission Action minutes or

Resolution approving the Project, but it has not been made publically available as of this date,
Please copsider this letter fo be a request under the California Public Records Act for a copy of
the adopted Planming Comnission Resolution on the Project: -In an abundance of caution,
however, we attach hereto a copy of the Staff Report and draft Plarming Commuission Resolution
-for the April 26 heatmg as Exhibit “B.”

611 Anton Blvd, Siite 1400, Costa Mesa, CA 92628 3 '
PO Box. 1950, Costa Mesa, CA 82628-1350 _| 714.641.5980 P Fax 714.546.9035
Orange County | Palo Alto | www.rutan.com
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RUTAN L TUCKER, L1F

Clerk of the Board of Superusors

May 9, 2012
Page 2

.+ 261/599592-0084
3373863.1 =05/05/12

introduction of equipment and children onto the outdoor rooftop deck, and the
creation of the penthonse and its attendant elevator. Substantial evidence also
fails to demonstrate that that the construction and operational J_mpacts resulting
from the proposed Project will not significantly impact traffic, noise or air quality.

The Project is not erfifled to a . categorical - exemption pursuant to CEQA
Guideline § 15300.2(f) because the. Project may cause a substamtial adverse -
change in the significance of a historical resource. The building at 601 Dolores
Street has been designated as a “historically significant™ building.. Substental

" evidence fails to demonstrate that the nuierous changes proposed 1o the building

individually or cumulatively -will not cause a subsiantial adverse change by

" materjally altering, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of f the 601

llnlrn-r:sc hnﬂnrnrr q-nn m‘lhq”ra'nﬂnu'y 'n‘npm"T TTQ mcfm—mm Q'H.‘rn"u‘r('aﬂr‘ﬁ 21’1{‘( Tl\

gualifications as a historical resource. Moreover, the proposed changes to do not
follows the Secretary of Inferior’s standards for the treatment of historic properties.

- Tn addition, the City has failed to impose conditions of approval which wonld

mitigate the potentially adverse significant impacts to historical resources down to
alevel of insignificance There is evidence Which includes, but is not limited to,
the fact that the rooftop additions are visible fom the street, as well as from other
public locations in and around the Project, and the mechanical systems and.
planters which will be installed on the roof are inconsistent with the architectiral
style and appearance of the building. These alterations will individually and
cumulatively substantially degrade its historc character thereby substantially
affecting its ability to be included in the City’s Historic Register. In addmon, the
determination of fthe ERO was based on Incorrect or mcomplete plans.

The Ci‘y has not satisfied the requirerments of the “Notice of Special Restrictions -
under the Plamming Code” imposed by the Zoning Administrator on amy
subsegquent changes to the property at 601 Dolores (See- “Notice™ attachcd hereto

as Exhibit “C.”).

The Project cannot be approved by Wa'sr of a categorical exemption because it is a
legal non-conforming building pursuant to Section 188 of the City’s Planning
Code and the proposed improvements and/or change in use may not be approved

under the Code.

"The Planning Commission approved the Project without making an independent

determination of the Project’s compliance with CEQA in violation of CEQA

The Project is being piécemealed in. violation of CEQA because significant
structural improvements will be required prior to issuance of a Certificate of
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Occupancy for the buﬂdm,, These mprovements will SIg:mﬁca.nﬂy alter many of
the historically significant elements of the building, again causmg a substantial
adverse change to the buzldmg s historic significance

8. Unusual circuinstances exist in that: (1) fhe building is a histodc resource, and
(2) it is Jocating & school ini a residential structure in nnusnally close proximity to
other residential structures, both of which create significant meacts excepting the
PIO_] ect from. any categorical exemption.

S. The appcal process deprives appellants of ‘their rights under the Due Process
Clause becanse the time penod for filing an appeal, if based uponm the
determination of the ERO, is uncertain zs no appeal is ripe until the Planning -
Commission actually acts on the underlymg apphcaﬁon (Casc 211. 05 84CDV).

10. The change in use of the property ﬁom a single family residence for 2 people to a
.- school for 320 studemts will SlgmﬁcanLy change the property’s use and
significantly meact the environment in aumerous ways mcludmg, ‘but not limited
to an increase in traffic and air quality tmpacts, and an iscrease in the ambient
noise levels above levels existing Wlthout the Project.

The Gates tequest they be notified of When this matter is agendlzed before the Board of
Supervisors and be informed of the amount of time they will be afforded to present their appeal. -
The Gates reserve the right to submit studies and documentation in support of their appeal prior
to and during the public healmg on their appeal

" Should: you have any questions conccmmg this matter please do not hcmtatc to contact
this ofﬁce ) )

Sincerely,

TAGh .

2610059900084 . ) .
3373863.1 205/09/12 : t .. ‘ 2 241
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Certificate of Determmatmﬂ 1550 Hission st

EXEMPT EUN FROWM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW - Swe400
Vo | ‘ Foplicus
Case No.: 20011 0584E . ; : )
iy oy ' h Receplon:
ijfrt Title: 601 Dolores Sfreet ' - 5558.53TE
Zoming: REE3 (Residential, House, Three—Eamﬂy} :

' 40-X Height and Bulk District ’ ' z’?ﬁ 5555408
Block{Lok: 3598/060 _ : I
Lot Gizer 9,687 square feet - SR T ) o Planning

, B - . - . . " - Informafion:
Project Sponsor: Valerze Veronim, (408) 838-0087 A15.558 5377
Staff Contaci= Dan Lewis ~ (415) 575-9095 : o

don lewis@sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

LAY —1
o o~ he ceerFhoanct cmem e ~E T Lgb[j Sheets Az g_uy eastof DU.[ =5 Pagk

The project site is located on the southeast corner of Dolores and
m the -Mission Dolozes neighborhood. The proposed project would involve the conversion of an existing
chnmreh strucfire, currently being used as a single-family residence, mto middle-school dassroems and 7
" mulfi-purpose assembly space for the Children’s Day School (EDS), The project would enable CDS to
relocate its middle school (gmﬂes 5 to 8} from 333 Dolores Streef to the project site af 601 Dolores Street,
which is about two Blocks away. The proposed project would accommnodate between 160-200 middle
school students znd would allow CDS to continue its plarmed enrcllment from 350 to approximately 520
stndents and from 72 to 86 faculty/staft When 601 Dolores Street is fully occupied in approdmately four
years, the maxirmm enroliment would be 320 elementary studénis at 333 D610I§ Street and 200 middle
school students at 601 Dolores Street. The existing structure at 601 Dolores Street is approxdmately 46 feet

(C_on;ﬁnued on Second Page ) ‘

EXEMPT STATUS: _
Categorical Exemnption, (lass 32 [State CEQA Gidelines Section 15332}

_ REMARKS:

See reverse side.

DETERMIINATION:
1 do hereby cerfify that the above determmaht)n has been made prosnant fo

ﬂ/ﬂ/// 22,7

Doty

te znd Local requii&m..n&.

BILL WYCKO ' f
Ot

Erwvirormmental Revi ficer

o Valerie Veronin, Project Sponsar Bullefin Board

’ “Buzpervisor Scott Wiener, Distoct B V. Byrd, MDF
Fistore Preservation List .
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Exemption from Eavironmental Review

CASE NO. 261105848
601 Dolores Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):
t=al, two stories with merzmine, and apprommaley 17106 square feet in ‘size, The proposed pro}ect

“would add 1097 square feet fo the existing building solely within the existing inferior valls by infilling a

portion of the mezzanine ﬂoor which is coreentty open to the floor below. The finished bmldmg would
be 46 feet1all, three stordes, and 18,203 square feet'in size withno bn-site paﬂang

Exterior tenant mlpruve:uumtb OLuC'L include addmg a roof deck o the sm_r‘d-xaast cornet of fe building
and an elevator penthonse along the eastern edge of the building. Interiot tenant mprovements would

ndude comfarhng the sandllaly space nio 2 mulEi-purpose space, creating a fll second fldor level
within'the Suriday school wing, cnmpletmg the seismic refroftt, adding intedpr parfitions for school *

faclities, imstalling new plumbing, and creating ADA accessibility. Other imiprovernents incude
conve_rtmg the existing parmge endrance or 19% Street info a primary pedesirian entrance and creating a
SO—foot ~long white zome/‘passenger loading and mmloading area. The sponsor also proposes tn extend the
axxstmg “white zone cuth in front of 333 DoIores Street from 80 feet to 130 feet, and fo use the existing
white zone at 450 Guetrero Street for student drop-offs and pide-tps! As part of the project, CDS has
developed a stadent drop off plan that is based on the piojected rumber of stadent drop offs and the

p-l-u?{}br\.‘r(‘ ‘-ivvmvlahle iﬂ’d"'{g SFEL‘E 2t e=rh a—;rh r‘:'rn?‘lvc __Ier inaridos n1c~n—mrn—rtm r"r mn‘rﬂmc' ondent nmP r\er

that prov:des for stodent safaty and minimizes t@fc impacts. This is discossed further fx e
T:ransporfz.hun section. .

The ex;tsimg church strocture on the project site ‘was cnrsl:mcted i 1910 and is mduded on the-

Department’s 1976 Axchitechrral Sutvey, the Hete Today Slrrvey, and the CGity"s Unweinforcad Masanry
Bmldmgs Survey. The estimated constriction cost is 5 milion dollars. The project woild require
Ccndxilonal Use authodestion for a school nse in anRH 3 zrmmg districk am:l for the Ioss Df dwelling tmit

. ﬂuough, COMYeTsIon.

REMARKS (r:ontmued}

in-Fill Development- California Envionmental Quality Act (CEQA) State Gmidelimes Secion 15332, or

Class 32, provides an exemption from emvironmental review fm: -1l developmeut Pm]eds ‘which meet
the foﬂowmg conchilons: .

@ The project s consistent with upplzcablz gmeral' pbm dﬁigmiwm and pulu:zes us well gs with zzpphazble ,

' _‘ zonmgiestgmhons

The pmposed pxoject would be consistent with the ‘San Rrandsco General Plan and with applicable
zomng designafions. The sife is Iocated within the REI-3 zoning district where the pmposed use would be
mnchtlonaﬂy permiitted. The proposed use would be required to Prowde one D-sireet parking spaces for
each six classrooms, Since the project proposes ten new classrooms, the pmlect would be required to
provide one off-strest parking space. The proposed ‘project wodld not pmvide off street paking, and

therefore the project sponsor is seeking a rerhpfe parking variance. The proposed.use would not require-

an off-streef ﬁ:elght Iaadmg space, As merd:oned abcrve, the prcqect would reqnn-e Canchfmnal Use

1 DS sindemis a“.:hmdgymclmztﬂneﬁuymd Gixls Clnb locafed at 450 Guerrero Sireet, which i ﬂuadi}rao;mmtm:&aa
Delores Sheet.

5AR FRANGSSD ’ R . 2
P ATINIRER EREFARTRESET ) _ .
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ExempHon from Environmental Heview
: : _ 601 Doloxes Street

oss of dwelling unit through conversion-

The hfoposed_ project would be consistent with ail *Tmf T_ zoming plans and policies.
b} The developrzent coours willin city Iimifs o 7 sife of less them fipe pores surrounded by urben U528

. The 0.22-acre (3,687 square feef) proj ect siteds located within a fully de veloped area of San Francisco. The
surrounding uses are primarily residential with a few institutional uses and mixed-nse buildings located

on pmmnent carners along Dolores and Guerrera Sireets. The project site is directly east of Dolores Park.

"Therefore, the proposed project would be properly characterized as an in-fll development surrounded by

urban uses on a site smaller than five acres.
: \

). The project site hes 1o habitat for endangered, rare or Hireatened species.

The project site is withina fully deve]o'ped urban area that is completely covered with existing buildings

- and paved surfaces, and does not provide habiiat for any rare or endangered plant ox animal species.

a Appromd of the pTD]EEf - would ot resule in ey sigrificant effects relating i’ﬂ traffic, notse, air quality, or -

wrter qu_atzfy

Traffic

A transportation study® was prepared to aﬁalyze mnpacts assodated with the Children’s Day School's
(CDS) proposed use of 333 Dolores Street, 450 Guerrero Street’, and 601 Dalores Sfreef. UDS proposes o
increase errollment from 350 to approximately 520 stndents, while facnliy/staff would increase from 72 to

. 86, Transportafion inpads are evalated during the peak. fraffic Hne for the school and surounding

streets, during AM-peak hour conditions (7:50 to 8:30 am.), which is the hour before dasses start Travel

demand for the proposed project was based on the existing and proposed school population and travel "
behavior of cument students, faculty, and staff at CDS’s exisiing building at 333 Dolores Street. Table 1, -
below, summarizes the net change in sdent and faculty/siaff ardivals (by iravel mode} at 333 Dolores.

Street, 450 Guerrero Streef, and 601 Dolores Street between carrent and fishure enrollment and re-
organization. Travel demand was based on the existing and proposed school pepulation and fravel
behavior of cutrrent students, rao.ﬂty, and staff at 333 Dolores Street. For the students who are dropped-

aoff, the average observed vehicle occupancy was deternmined to'be 1.65 studenfs per car.

333 Dolores Street
The proposed project may raf;ﬂlt fnan mcremental imcrease in the mumber of ve"tnd es traveling throu gh

nearby mtersections, incinding the intersections of Dolores Street and 16th Street, Dolores Street and 17tk
Street, znd Guerrero Street and 16th Streef. An additional 17 students wonld be located at 333 Dolores

Street while the number of faculty and staff would be redizced by 19. The proposed project would result .
in an inecrease in approximately 11 vehicle trips assodated with student drop-offs and a reducton of-

2 Atkins, 601 Dolores Strest, Trams‘pﬂrtaﬁc'ni Er?pact Study, April 3012 This docranent is available for puB]ic review as part of Case
Ne. 2031 [EB»i‘: 2t 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Frandsto, TA. )

3CD5 students aifend gyrm dass at the Boys and Girds Club Iomd at 450 Guerrerp Street, which is directly adgacent o 333 Dalons
Street, The 332 Dolores Sireef bullding is Jocated towards me rear of the Iot and C'DS has access o the reac of the 450 Guerrero

" Sireat buildmg AS part of the ect, CDS proposes to wse the existin 1Dadm zone at 1550 Guerrero Skeat fo: student drop-offs
p= P} prop g B p-o

- ahdl:ﬂ[:k—nlp& . . .
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Exemption from Environmental Review. -

CASE NO. 2011.0584E

601 Dolores Street -

appromnatﬂy 6 veblde trips associated with faculty and staff. This change in vehidle tn'ps during the
morning peak howr would be an incremental increase over existing condifions- and would not tesult i mo.

" ariy significant adverse mlpac‘-s on traffic Dperahons ar safety in the vmmty 0f 333 Dolores S{:ceei‘_

JAs a resirdi of the propcsed projee‘t the number of student drop-offs (18 studenis or app:oxmare[y
addifional 11 vebides) is expecred fo increase duding the Abd-peak hour. As part 6f the project, {5
would request that the leagth of the white zone be fncreased from 80 o 130 feet in order to accommodate.

this increase. CDIS would also increase the numxber of staff, from one to twa, assagned to the Dolores .

Street passenget loading/mmloading zone, to assist students bemg dropped off, and ensure an efﬁcu:n.t
turnover m vehicles dropping off students

NET CHANGE DV STUDENT ARBIVALS AT 333%?{2@5 STREET, 450 GUERRERQ 5TREET, AND 601
DOLORES STREET STTES BETWEEN EXISTING AND FUTTURE CONDITIONS
Awin- Autn-Parked, Anﬁ:—Pa::kad
Wale - Bike Toaasik Dropped o School on, Streef Total’
353 DOLORES STREET SITE Co
PreSchodl - i o o o g ‘8 0
Elementary prat] @ [} 30 0o o- 50
Middle AL 3 7 12 T o o 33
Net Chemge 9 3 7 18 "o 0 17
Facully/Staff -3 2 4 1 7 2 19
: . 450 GUERRERD STREET SITE '
Pre-School ] 0 ] 0 a ¢ o
Elementasy 0 0 e o a g a
M;iddlé a 0 0 50 0 i . 5
Net Change o i) g .50 0 o 50
Facolty/Staff .. - - o o 8 0, 0 0. 0
n - 601 DOLORES STREET SITE
PreSchiol 0 D b a B 0. 0
Flementary 0 0 0 " 0 0 0
NGdTe 2 s 15 a o 0 87 -
Net Change 25 & 5 41 o - 1} 87
.F'aculfy/StaE ' 5 & -7 1 13 3 33
Saurce: Askins, 2012, CDS, 2011

250 Guerrero Street
The nomber of vehides traveling Ebrcrugn 1'}1& miersecion of Guerrerp Stroei: and 16th Street wonld
" incrementally fncresse fn the morning peak ] hour leading up fo the start of class times With 50 studenfs

being dropped off at the white curb zone directly in front of 450 Guemrero Street, this wonld translate to ]

. anvincrease of approximately 30 vehicles. This traffic is antidpated to be traveling in the smi&xborﬁxd

SAR FRARKISCD - . ’ 4
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§01 Diolores Street

direction on Guerrero Sfreet io access the whike zone curb in front of Ene Boys and Crrls Club.

Souﬁlbound Guerrero Street in the AM-peak hour is the off-peak divection becamse rost vehicles that use
—tL I

s T e 3 — X AT
AIGETTEIT uucl::. duu t1)24 Lu: A}u—ycak 3tagiey LlCLYC{ 11T i€ TIOLLDGLOIU u.\LELuUu LUWaLu;- uUYvuLU\f(H Ddﬂ

rzanasco Therefore, u’zts increase in [IuIHC volummes Is not anncpazza i Tesmt ina SIgnlncanL Impact o

the operatxons or safety of this infersection. -

As a yesult of fhe project, the number of middie school student drop-offs would be 50 sindents
(spproximately 30 vehidles} Under exdsting conditions, the 60-foot-long white zone cusb is wnderultized
during the AlM-pesk hour. Based on the cumenf number of drop-offs at the exisfing white zone at 333
Dolores {approximately 66 students in 40 vehides at an 80 foot long white cixb within 60 mmuie<) itis
reasonable to assume that the drop off of 50 students in 30 vehides at a 60-foot-ong curh between 730

" - and 8:30 a.m. would not canse a significant ::mpact to traffic. This white coxb zone wold be staffed in the

‘morning fo assist children being d:opped off and o oversee the efficient tumnover of vehides dropping

“off s‘udents

The Dolores Street and 19t Sireet intersection is anﬁcpated to see an Increase of appro}o_maﬁz]y 41

students (25 vehicle bips) from parents dropping off heir children 2t the proposed white zone casb on,

I9th Street. Itis anticipated fhat three faculty/staff would park on the street néar 601 Dolores Street. There

would likely be another 13 faculty and staff who would require off-street parking. Since there is no off-

street paldng available at 601 Dolozes, Eeculty and staff would either drive %o 333 Dolores Streetf ox one

of the nearby public parking garages. Thetefore, the increase in the nmber of vehicles traveling throngh

this infersection in the AM-pesk hour leading up fo the start of classes would be sbout 28 vehicles,
comprised of 25 vehides with arriving students and three faculty/staff parking on-street. :

To access the white zone passenger urldoading area, parents would either make a northbound rght tora
from Diolores Street onto 194 Streef, or a southbound left tum from Dolores Street. Currently there is

ivaty htrle traffic ox 19th Street between 7230 and 8:30 am. and, therefore, traffic n the 601 Dolores Street

Tncmfy is predofnmanﬂy tafluenced by Dolores' Street trafic During the AM-peak hour traffic om
Bolores Street is heaviest in the norfitbound direction, and thus, &u: main condlict for the northbound
right tum would be with any pedestrians crossing Dolares Street toward Mission Dolores Park, or
crossing 19th Street loward 601 Dolores Streef. While these conflicks are not expected o be substaniial, the,
school proposss to have a crossing goard at the intersection of 19th and Dolores Streaf:s fo zid students

and pedestrian fraffic crocsmg during the AM—peak hour.

The southbound Ieﬁ furn from Dalores Street would conflict with both pedestdan movements, and the
oppbsing (northbound) sizeam of traffic. Bowever, there is very liftle southbound fraffic in the AM-peak

"hour and yeith two travel 1anes in each direction, there is ample room for a vehidle to wait for an opening
 to tutn. Therefore, despite the fact that this Infersection is unsignalized, the incease in volumes due o

project generated traffic is not anticipated o adversely lmpact traffic Op«zratu}m; nor Is there expected o
be significant queuiag on Dolores Street. - .

* CHS has 33 off-street paJ:k.mD spaces at 333 Doleres Sx‘:eet .
. ' 5
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Exernption from Exvironmental Review . : CASE NO. 2017.0584F
- T : 601 Dolores Street

v

"As .a tesult of the project, the number of student drop-offs would be. 41 middle sehoof students

(approximately 25 vehicles) in the AM-peak hour. -As part of the project, (DS would request that a
conttinnous S0-fvot-long loading space along the 19% Street side of the buoilding be converted o a white
zone passenger -I('Jatﬁngjwﬂnading arez. (DS would have staff at the white curh zone during peak drop-
off and pick-up times, to assist children being dropped off,"and to oversee the efficient movement of

vehides dropping off students. Of the ticee drop-off focations, 19% Street has the lowest fraffic vohrmes,

and there should be litle conflict #ith other. vehicles during the AM-peak hour, Based on comparable

" operations af 333 Dolores Street, there would be minifnal back vp onto Dolores Street af this site.

: Comde_ung the' three sites overzll, the vo'[u_me of the addifional tcifs would not result in any sigrificant
’ mdividual st cummnlative adverse fmpacts to any totersection service levels, and it is-antcipated that

feaffic pafterns would experience no more than minor changes as a resulf of the proposed project The

level of increase in taffic generated by te project wonld not be substemtial relative to Hhe edsting traffic | ‘

baseline and capadify of the strrounding street system and none of the infersections were observed to
have operations problems. There wowld be no effective coranlative passenger Ioading impact when
considering the sites together, as the three loading zemes at 333 Dolores Street, 450 Grerrero Street, and

- 601 Tinlares Street are lorated more Fhan a 1 D00 feet from each other. Thereforg, the proposed profect

world not result in any significant adverse traffic impacts,

Transit

The project site is wellserved by public tramsit which indudes the following Mimni lines; J-Chirreh, 72-

Filtmore, and 33-Stanyan. Fn #ddifion, there are two BART stafions withi walking distance (16t
StreetfMission. Street and 24th: Streef/Mission Street). There i antidipated fo be an incresse: of
epprgpdmately 22 fransit trips (indnding both stidents and facrilty/staff) tp 601 Dolores Street during fhe
mormning peak hour, and the existing transit would all have addifional capacity during the AM peak o
accommodate the increase of 27 fransit bips. The fransit trips to 333 Dolores Street are anfiipaied to
decrease by approximately seven sudenitrelated bips and four faculty/staff-related krips. Thé proposed

. project would not change the rwmber of transit trips t0 450 Guerrero Street, as it is caly used as a vebide

dmp-—off Iocation for students: Considering all Hiree sites fogether, the overall net Increase wonld be 11
transit toips, and therefore, the project weuld not result o significant impacts related fo frahsit. '

Parking -, : .

As discussed above, the Plarming Code would require one off-street parking space for the proposed -
project and the project spornsor wonld seek a remote parking variance. Ta order o increass the length of :

the white curh passenger loading zone at 333 Dolores Street from 80 to 130 feet, approximately 2 o 3 on-

street parkdng spaces wonld no Ionger be available betweeu the hours of 7200 am, fo 9:00 am. and 230
p-m to 430 pm. There would beno favpact on parking farilities at 450 Guerrero Street because fhis site

would only be nsed as a studeént drop-off locatior. At 601 Dolores Streef, the numiber 6f faculty and staff

would increase, as this wonld be a new CDS budlding, and there is no ofesireet patking available. Some

of thege people may deride o park at 333 Dolores, and then walk the two blodks sourfh, Currently, only

.about 70% {23) of CDS 33 spaces at 333 Dolores are ocenpied on a typical weekd ay. With the relocation in

the mumnber of faculty and staff based af 333 Dolores, the rmmber of vacandes 3o anficipated fo increase o
7. Approximately 13 of the 33 faculty and staff that world be'Jocated at 60T Dolores Street are
anficipated to want to drive and park at the school, Therefore, there should be enough vacant spaces for

SAN FRAMCISCD ) o T ? : &
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? .
be less than the snticipated parking Qemand, he
. .

While the proposed off-strest parking spsces worl
resulting parking deficit is not considered to be a significant impact under CEQA. regardless of the
availability of onstreet parking under existing conditions. San Frandisco does tot consider parlimg
supply as part of the permanent physical .enwironmment and therefore, does not consider changes
- parking conditions to be epvironmental impacts as defined by CEQA- However, this report presents 2
parking analysis to inform the public and the decision makess as fo the P ;

oceur as & result ofimplementing the proposed project

S

es from day to day, from day to

Parking condifions are Dét stafic, as pa]jc‘ﬁg supply and demand var
(or fack thereof} is not a

night, from month fo month, etc Hence, the availabilty of parking spaces
permanent physical condition, but changes over fime as people change theirmodes and patteris of travel, -
© Parldng deficiis are considered to be gr_x‘ri'ai-éﬁ%fi%_. rather than impacs on the physical environment as
defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, 2 pro]';act's sodal fmpacts need pot be treated as significant impacts on
the enviromment, Environmental -documents should, however, address the secondary physical fmpacts
"$hat eonid be triggered by a social Impact. {CEQA Guidelines § 15131{a).} The social inconverience of
parking defidts, such as having to humt for scarce parking spaces, s niot an environmental impact, but
" there may be secondary physical environmental fmpacts, such as tncreased. fraffic -congestion at
intersections, air quality jmpacts, safety Impacts OT noise mmpacts camsed by congesfon. In the

experience of San Francisco transporizhon planners, however, fhe absence of a Teady supply of parking

spaces, combined with avaiable altematives to auto travel (e.g, transit service, taxds, bicydes or iravel by

foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, ndnces many drivers to seek and find
alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of fravel, or change thetr overall kravel habits. Any guch
resulting shiffs fo ransit service in particnlar, wonld be in Iceeping with the City"s “Transit First” policy.
The City's Transit First Policy, gshabliéhed i the C]‘fy’ s Charter Section 16,102 provides that “pardng
}:;'olicies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed 'to encourage travel by public
transportation and altemative fransporition.” The project area is well-served by focal public beamsit
(Mord lines J, 22, and 33) and bike lanes (£0 and £5), which provide alternatives fo mufo fravel

condary effects, such as caxs cizcling and looking for

The I:ran.sp‘»ortaﬁbn analysis accmmt;lfc;r potential se
by assuming that all drivers would attempt to fnd

a parking space in areas of limited parking supply,
parking at or near the project site and then
unavailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of drivers searching for parld:ig is typically offset by a
reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of consteined parking conditions in = given area.
Hence, any secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortall in parking in e vidnity:
of the proposed project would be minor, and »

as well as in Ehe assodiated it quality, noise and pedestrmn safety anal

potential secondary effects.

Access

Bxisting vehicle and pedesirian access would remain
and 601 Dolores Streef, and therefore access would n
bus stops in front of the project site. Sidewalks and

the szmé at 333 Dolores Street, 450 Guerrero Street,
ot be changed by the propesed project There are o
on-street parking are present on both sides of the

ShR FRAACISED
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Exempfion from Fnviropmental Review - - : CASE NO. 2011 0584E
) ’ o o . 601 Dolores Street

street. Therefore, the project Wouki not:mzpeda haz'ﬁc or camse unsafe condifions, amiwouldmt result in
a 51gm.ﬁ mr effect related o acress.

Iozzdmg
Plamung Code Sed:on 1571 does not ra'{mre oEE—stcee:f: freight loading for schools. 'Ihetemre, offstreet
{loading spaces ate not réquired for the propesed pro)ecr. Student dropoffs and Pﬂ:lc—up-‘. are discossed
under ”Trafﬁc’ on page 3, .

. Pt:desb'zan Cmiiztzmns

The meomber of AM-peak hour pedestrian tdps fo 333 Dolares Street would increase by apprcmmmdy g
“students and decrease by three. There would be approximately 55 middle school stndents who would be .

dropped off at 333 Dolores, then walked to 450 Guerrero, and then walked the two blocks to 601 Dolores
under the gutdance of CD5 staff. Conflict betweenr pedestrians and vehicles would potentialiy increase
beczuse of the additional streef crossings, but these would be »f sighalized infersecfions with the
exceplion of the crossing at 19% Street to 601 Dolores Street. However, 19% Street Has relatively low traffic
vohumes, stndents would be accnmpa.med by (DS 5{3&, and there is a cross-walk at the 19% Street and
Diolares thef infersectior

Cm:tmﬂy thete is very litfle pedes{nan activity. on Guecre:ro Stréet in the moming. 'I'be project would
increase the number 6f student drop-offs at 450 Guetrero, by approxitately 50 smdents. However, urlike
existing conditions, there-would be CDS staff to assist at the exisfing white zone curb in the morning and
to supervise and chaperone student movement to 333 Dolores or 601 Dolores. Since the sidewalks are
much wider on Dolores Street, the path to 601 Dolores would likely be south on Guerrero Street o 17

Street, west on 175 Street to Dolores Streef, therr south on Dolores Street to 601 Dolores Stveet. AI['

intersections along this toute excepk 19% Street/Dolores Street are signalized and reculaﬂy used by
: pedestuans with 1o obsexrved hazards. -

Theze is anficipated I:D be an Increase of approximately 130 pedesmanmps o the 601 Dolores site during
" the AM-peak hour. An estimated 25 students wonld walk directly to'661 Dolores from home, 55 Would be

walldng 601 Dolores after being dropped off at+333 Dolores, and 50 would walk to 60 Dolotes after’

being d.roppai off af 450 Guerrero. There are also anticipated to be appm:amajeiy five facalty/staff that
. world walk to 601 Dolores during the AM-peak hour. The movement of middle schon! stndents from 333
Dolores and 450 Guerern fn 601 Dolores would be superv:sed by CDS staff. The sidewalk widths and.
crosswalks at irersections would prowde adequa.t& facilifies for the walk between sites’ Students
- walking as a growp would also ncrease safety becanse of the greaia: v:sibﬂlty of a group and the
su:PrE:T:wsLDn of CDS staff. : : : '
Overall pedestrian conditions for the three sifes wonld have adequate facilities and would not matedally
increase t;azards for pedestrdans. Therefore, the project would not result in significant pede.sﬁian. mmparts.

Bnrycfe Contﬁfwns

There are o0 exdstng or proposed bike lamas at 601 Dolores Street In the vicimity of the project site, fhere
are two designated bicycle routes. Bicycle ronte #0 travels along 17th Street witile route #22 travels along
Valencia Street The mumber of blcycle toips to 333 Dolores Sireet is anticipated to’ decrease by

app‘cnmatdy three studems and two ﬁculty/staff because of the relocation of bxcyde—ndmg middle’

SAR FRARNSCD : : ' ’ ’
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ExempHBon from Environmenial Review™
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school students and staff to 601 Dolores. An eslimated increase of approximately 10 b 'cyde tips to 601

Dolores Steet would o Four. The project 'na'”d not result in any new
ins to 450 Cu F the three sites would be g milzr because the fotal net

)

nereore, l;xul—m_i nu.l)n\_r.: on Ule/dtS wotld be

\

change in bicyde kips

less than significant.

- Jn surmmary, the project would not resultin a significant effect with regard fo'transportation.

Notse: An approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an increase .

in zmbient noise levels noticeable to most people The pTD]EC[ would not cause a2 doubling in traffic
volumes and -therefore wonld not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the prcjed:

-vianity. The noise generated by the propased users of the 601 Dolores Street building would be -

ronsidered cormmon and generaily acceptable in an urban ares, and would not be considered a significant
impact’ The proposed construcktipn cordd generate noise and possibly vibration that may be considered
an annoy ance by occupants of nearby propertfies. Construchon noise is regulated under Article 29 of the

L ﬁn<1npnncr' mD W'lrb

;
’“'—s _Luhx_: l_uut:. n_ud wotd be Lcm_Jut“cLI‘V and thtermittent in miaiure. Congiaetm:

discussion, the proposed profect would not result in a significant impact with regard to noise.

At Oualiby: 'H-xe Bay Area Afr Quality Management Distoct (BAAQMD) has estabhshed thresholds for-

projects requu"ng ifs review for polential air guality Impads_ Based on the air quality screa:mg—]evel
- analysis, all of the screening criferia are met by the proposed project’ No individual sonrces would

exceed the BAAQWMD's significanre thresholds for cancer rsks, non-cancer risks.or the annual average-.

concenfration of PMZB. In addition, construction activities for the propesed interior renovation would be
minimal and would requirte the mwe of d@ese[ equipment for less than two months, and would therefore
not result in a substantial increase in risks and hazards to nearby receptors. Therefore, fhe project would
not excéed the BAAOMD's 2010 thresholds of significance and wonld not resnlt in the generation of
triteria air polluiants and ozone precxwsors that exceed the BAAQMDYs thresholds of significance and
operational criteria aiv pollutants and ozone precursors would be less than sigrificant. Based on these
results,-the proposed project would not result in exposie of sensitive receptors i substamzal pollutant

concentraHons, and this meaciwould be less than significant

" Water Oumlity: The proposed project would not generate wastewater or resiilt in discharges thaf would
have the pofenfial to degrade water quality or contaminate a public water sapply. Pro}'ecr—related
wastewater and storm water would flow o the City's combined sewer system and would be treated to
standards conkained in the City's National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NFDES) Permit for
the Southeast Water Pollution Con‘a:ol Plant prior to discharge Therefore, the pro posed p:rojed Would

ot result in significant water quality irmpacts.

5 Don Lewis, San Francisco Plapru'ng' Department, Air Juality Screeing Andlysts_for 601 Dolores Strest, September 19, 2011, This

ahalysis s availeble for eview as part of Case File No. 2011_0584F 2t the San Francisco Plamming Departreent, 1650 Mission Strees,
Scdte €00, : _ _ : . ' ’
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Exemption from Envirommental Review . CASENO.207i0smE”

601 Dolores Street

- d).  .Thesite canbe adequately served by all required wtilities med public services.
4

The P_rdject site is located in 4 dense urban aréh where all p’ubli.c services and facilities are available; np

expansion of public services or utiliies is required in order fo serve the proposed project.
Gi";'rLEt Bovirorrmental fssues

‘Hazardous Materials AET Consaltants conducted a Phase 1 Envixonmental Site Assessment (ESA) at the
project site$ This assessment was performed to provide a record of the conditions at the subject property
“and to evaluate what; if any, envirormental issues exist at the sifa The ESA. assessed the potential for
adverse environmental impacts from thie current and historical pracices on the site and the surm:mdmg
area. According to the ESA, the subject building was constructed i 1910 for use ag a church. Prior to
construction of the brilding, the property ‘was occrpied by a residential dwelling (circa 1889) and vacant
land (circa 1900). Since 1910, the subject property building was occupied by vadous churches until 2007,
when the enfire buildiog was renovated and oonveg—téd into a siqgle—fmgﬂy tesidence. No potential
envirormnental concerns were identified in zssociation with the corrent or hisiorical usé of the, subject
pxoPert'_{r,-Np hazardous ‘substances that constifute evidence of a recognized environmental condition
were sbserved 4t e subject property af the time of site reconnassance: In addition, the project site s not

materials would notbe significant.-

- located withic: the lmils of the Maher Ordinemce. Based o the above, effects related to hazardous

Eistoric ‘Architectural Resomrces In évaluaj:hg whether the proposed. project would be exempt from, .

envimumental review tnder the Califorria Bnvironmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department
determined that the bilding Iocated on the project site is 2 histoxc resomrce. As described in the atfached
Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) Memorandum, the propetty af 601 Dolores Street is
eligible for Hsting in the Califomria Register as an individual resorree tnder. Ceiterion 3 (Archifectre)
and is a contribator fo both the fmer Mission North Boulevards and Alleys Recoristraction Fisiors.
Districts mnder Criterion 1 (Events).” ' L \

The 601 Dblores Street btﬁldmg was construcied in 1910 a church’ for the Mission Congregational -

Church. In 1931, the Norwegian Lutheran Chorch of San Frandsco purchased the property and the
property remained a church mnfil it was converted to a single-family residence i 2008, The subject

‘building was constructed during the Misston District’ s reconstrction pexiod {1966 — 1917) follows: s the .
(reat Barthquake of 1906. The property is a contributor b both fhe Fnner Mission North Boulevards and

Alleys Reconstruction Historic Districts for s assodafion with several duuches that relocated along
Dolores Street after the Great Farthiquake of 1906. “Therefore, the subject properiy is dligible forthe
Califorria Register as a conteibutor fo two California Register-eligible historic districts under Criterion 1
{(Events). C : : C '

5 AFT C;:nmﬂjan_{:, " Phased Erpironmental Stz Assecciment, 601605 :Duluns Street, Sim Francisca, Celiforria,” fune 26, 2011 This report
is available for revicly at the San Frandsco Plarming Department, 1650 Mission Steet, Sutte 40, Sem Framdisoo, i Project File
No, 2011.0584E. ' h '

k4 I\demmmm from Michsel Smith, Preservafion Techmical Specialist, to. Dom Lewds, Plmning Staff, Major Errvironmerria) .

Strite 400 in. Case Mo, 201 10584E.

SkN FRARCICD NI
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Aralysis, March 20, 2012 Ths memommdnm is attached and svafisile for review at he Planring Department, 1650 Mission Street,
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CASE NO. 2011.0584E

ExempHon from Environmmental Review
601 Dolores Street

Research has not revealed information that any of its owTiers or occupants were assocdiated with persons |

that hava made a significent copirnibulion & the broad patierns of history. Therefore, the propert is not

eligible under Critexion 2 (Persons).

The subject building is a good example of an Bdwardian Fra church designed in fhe Gothic Revival style:
The building was designed by Francis W. Reid, 2 locally significant architect. The building's exterior
charactes de.ﬁnfng features include the following: Tubbed brick cdladding at the street facing elgvations; all
Gothic and Tudor moldings; brick buttresses with caps; complex and steeply pitched gzbled roof; all
windows, doors, and other openings; and the tower eiemgnf with crenellated pampet The irterior
c:ha:zcte_r deﬁning.features inclnde the following: division of spaces imio basement, Sanctuary, and
Sunday schodl wing; hardwooa footing; redwood wainscoting and paneling; Tudot and Gothic columns
in the sanctuary; Tudor and Gothic arches in the sanctuary; stenciled ceilings in the sanctuary and
- vestibule; most of the Eght fixtures; all doors (paneled and overhead);plasterlwaﬂs and ceilings; exposed
wood trusses; and door and window fims. The subject building displays good lastoric miegrity as it
reEns Is lcoation,. associafion, design, workmanship, setfing, feelmg, and maferials. Therefore, the
naividuslly ehigiie under Critesion 3 {(Arddtechue) '

e T ] oy By
& ;- a1y Engimne Ui

O Ty 15

The Department fnds that the project is consistent with the Secrefary of Hhe Tnterior Stendards for -
Rehabilitntion (Secretary’s Standards) for the following reasons. The project would rehabilifate the exterior

znd inferior of the subject building, and the project, would. preserve most of the church's character

. defining interiar features, including the sanctuary. The spornsor has submitied a profection, reitse, and

salvage i:Ian for the building’s interior character-defining features so that they would be preserved and
. reused whers possible. The mcmary is the most character-defining inferiar space and its inferior

volume, stencited ceiling work, and interior wood finishes would a1l be plr'eserved. The alterations within
 the Sunday schoo! wing will be set back from the arches and colurrms that frame the sanctmary space. The -
basernent 1s ubifitarian and lacks the Fnishes and details of the Aoors abowe and fhus was defermined not
fo contain character-defining space or features. The Sunday school wing does contain character-defiming
firsshes and detz{lng but the space itself was defermined to be secondary inL impartance to the sanctuary
space. Furthermore, the Sunday school wing Bas already experienced several. zlferations as part of the
building’s conversion info a single-family’ dwelling. Some of the odginal matersals fat remain in the
Sunday school wing would be removed and some would be reused within the altered space.

The proposed project does not inclnde the addition of corjechral elements or architectural features from
_other birildings, and the new work does not create a False semse of historical development, On the
exterior, new pedestrian doors would be compatfible with the character of the building. The proposed
project would not substentially alter the extexior of the building. The roof deck and the elevator
penthouse would not be visible behind the building's existing gabled roof, and both elements conld easily
be removed in the fiture and the essential form and itegrity of the properfy would be smimpaired, The °
building’s exterior and nterior features are in good condition and. do not require repair or replacement.
The existng building is relatively clean and does ot require chemical or physical treatmernts. The -
proposed change to the gatage enfrance would be similar to fhe original entrance, as historically it was
" - used as z pedestrian entrance. : ' .

The bulding’s seismic upgrade wonld necessifate removal of mterior wall finishes in the sapctuary space.
The. wall features wonld be docmmented and reiristalled over the new shear walls. Within the Sunday
school wing, mteriot wall finishes and doors would be removed and rensed elsewhers where feasible. A

SAR FRABCISLD 1 1
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Exempfion from Favironmental Review

CASENO. 2011.0584E
601 Dolores Street

 sécordary stairway in the Sonday school wing wonld be removed but the stairway is hidden behind
docs and is net considered a distinctive feature. The historic entry hall fn the Sunday school wing would
be preserved with its floor being ramped for ADA accessibility. The wood doors and wainscoting are the
only character-defraing historic materials in. the Sunday sthool wing and they will be documented and
restsed where possible, primarily on the new walls on the south side of the sanchiary.

Plannitg Department staff found that the project would not make any substanial changes to the exterior
of the building or any significant changes to the chamcter-defining featdres on the interior of the
building, and therefore, ﬂna prc;ect would not have a mgmﬁtant adverse Impact pon a hdstoric resource,

as defined by CEQA.

Archeological Resorrces: The Plarming, Depérﬁneﬁt reviewed the proposed project o determine if any
. archeclogical resources would be impacted. The Plaming Department staff determined fhat the'
- proposed project would not adversely affect CEQA-significant archeological resources .

Neighb orhood Cqm:ems

N~ -r‘

;,}Jufiﬁtcxuoﬁ Gx PIUJCA_L Rt:\_ch,a.u:E umu;_u_um{& Re

was midled on August 3, 20171 o owners of

'proparhes within 300 feet of the Prcgect site and fo adjacent ocoupants. One memwber of the public stated
that i svas rmrealisfic that parents wonld continue fo drop their children off at333 Dolores Street with the
. new school facilifies at 601 Dolores Street. 'I'he tcanspcﬂahon section-on Page th:ee of this docxment .

acLEc_[ua ty addresses tl:us concerm.

f_’EQA State Guidelines Sed:u:m 15332, or Class 32, allows for an exemption of an in-fill ;ievdopmenr
meeting various conditions. As described above, the proposed project is an in-fill development that
would have no significant adverse envirormmental effects and wonld meet all the various conditions
prescibed by (lass 32 Acmrd_mgly, ’rhe proposed. prolecf: is appropxately exempt from CEQA mdex

Section 15332.

T CEQA Staia Guidelines Section 153002 states that a categorical -exemption shall not be used for an
activily where there is a reasomable possibility ‘that the acivity will have a significan{ effect on the .
environment due fo unmsual circumstances. The proposed project woutd nothave a significant effect with

regard to hamdous materials, cultnnl Tesources, or transporation. | There are no unmstal cirenmstances . -

surrounding  the couzent Proposal that. wm:rld. suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant
envitommental effect. The proposed-project is an in-filt development that meets i:’ae above condifions, and

wonld have oo ﬂgmﬁcari environmenfal effects.

 Forthe above reasans, the proposed projectis appropriately exempt from environmental Tevidw.

¥ This analysts. is summarized from a Plarming Depa-rt\:ne_ut techmical memorandum (Rendzll Dean, staff archeologist, to Don
Lewis, Planner, Ociober 21, 2018, wetich 5 availsble for review at the Planving Department, 1650 Mission Street, Siffe 400, in Case

PILRPERATEE DEFILRTE.!E!CT
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HEStGS’I{I Res;aﬂrr‘e Evaluation Respanse

Date of Review: M.a:rch 15, 2012 (Pact 1)
" Maxch 15, 2012 (Part IT)

-Case No.: 2011 0584E
Project Address: 601 Dolores Street
Zoning: . REL3 (Residential; House, Three-Fami Iy) District
o 40-X Height and Bulk Diskick -
Block/Lok: 3598/066
Staff Comnfact: Don Lewis (Environmental P]a:nner)
{415) 575-9095

. den tewis@sfpovory
Michael Smith (P reservation Planner)

(415) 558-6322
michael.esmith@sfgov.org

PART I: HISTORIC RESCURCE EVALUATION

Buildings and Property Description.
601 Dolores Street is located an the southeast comer ofthe Dolores and 19' Sireets du:ectly emst of

D olores Park ip the Mission Dolores neighborhood. - The subject building ocapies most of a 9,650
sqquare-fpok, rectangular shaped Iot that measures BS feet in widfly, 114 feef in depth, and. is
lpcated within a R 3 (Resxdenhal, House, Three Femily} Zoning District and a 40- X Height and

-Bulk DlStL'lCt. :

The subject property is fmproved with a two—story -over basement, smgle—famﬂy residence that
was formerly a church. The building was comstructed in 1910 in the Gothic Revival style as a
. chyuch for the Mission Congregational Chmrch. In 1931, the Norwegian Lutheran Church of San
Francisco puschased the property. The property remained a church unfil it was converted to a
single-family residerice in 2008. The current owner, the Children’s Day Schoal of San Francisco,
intends to convert the property into a school. The bmld_mg is a heavy Hmber frame, brick
struchure on a concreie perimeter foundation, The exterior s dad in rubbed face brick on the
north (19% Streat) and west (Dolores Streef) elevations, as well as its Srstbay in from the street on
its utilitadan east and south elevations, The remainder of the east and south elevations are clad
in common red brick. The thurch wes designed by Francis W. Reid, an architect and
Congregational minister, ~ The buillding’s promiment comer [ocafion results in a complex
composition. The bu.ﬂd.mg features a centered gable, a tower element, and a steeply sloped

centralized toofline,

The buﬂdmg s Dolores Street elevation is of higher importance because it faces the paric - It is
longer and composed of six stuctural bays  The fizst structural bay located at the northem
corner of the building features 2 pedestrian entrance that is recessed withina portal, The portal

www . sitlanning.org
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Hisforic:Resource Evaluaion Response - - . CASE NO. 2011.0584E
Marck 15, 2012 _ y _ 601 Dalores Street-

fedftzres:a Tudor ardh embellished with: cast conerete molding fanked by brick buttresses with

concrete caps. A lancet window is located ‘above the entrance. The next stmc!mal bay 15 much
wider because i cooesponds to the sancary inside The bay feahwes a large arched Tuodor

windowflaniked by brick butiresses with concrete caps with four casement windows Iof;ated at *
- the basement level All the window sashes within. this bay appear to be contemporary
replacemnentz. Moving soirth along the building’s west elevalion, the next struchiral bay s fhe

tower. 'The tower feafures fhres casement windows af the basement level, a row of three pointed-
arch windows at the tnzin first and second floors; and a large Tudor arched window at the top of
tha tower. Bach comer of fhe fower featres brirk p_l_astF_rs E;medhy rast concrete botfress caps

The tower is capped by a s{:fpped m—endlatad parapet. Movmg south beyond. the tower, thenext -

three struchural bays comprise the Sunday school 'wing,  The first two bays are idenfical,
" fegturing three, fixed Hght WmdoWs at the main floor with two, Tudor axch windows at the fooz

‘sbove beneath afalse gabled roof that is intertupted by a douner. The bays are demarcated by

brick britiresses with caps, The sonthemnmost stuchual bay on the building’s west-elevation
featitres nerrhistorie arched wood doors with thres ]ancet windows at the floor sbove beneath a
gabled roaf.

‘l'he building’s north (1_9‘1‘ Stceet) elevafion'is composed of ﬁve structurel bays and is tw0~stonas :

 Baipht  Pardrdng ot fha I‘u\‘l!:q-vru-r s niorthaset norrer tha Bret .::-nmhn—sl_h:nr fanhiros an archead

it ARNEL GOSN B VGdR SR RS O W TEN &

vehicular emtrarice at the basemant level with a nen-historic metal roll-up dom:. The floor above
features a large Tudor-arched window. The next stuctural bay is wider mnd features a Tow of

three -casement windows at the basement level and a large Gothic pointed-arch stained ‘glass |

window -with twelve Hehis located om the floor above. The windows are flanked by brick

buttresses and capped with a gabled parapet fiat featires a Tancet window. Movmg ‘west alun.g '

the noxth elevafion the riext two struchural bays are identical They featiire casement windows at
the basement level with Tudor-arched above. "The bays are separated by brick buttresses, The

WﬁfEEanSf structnral ba}? on the notth elevatum featrres .a large lancet Wmdow ﬂanked by - -
“brick buﬂ:ressa and capped mﬂx a gabled parapet that contains three small lancet windaws.

- The buiid:mg’ s east and sonth elevations are Jargely hlrlden from pubhc view. They generally

feature comumon red brick cladding, contemporary replacement arched windows, and brick

R butiresses. These elevations feature mmich less omamentation: and ‘are generally utilifarian i

TatuTe.

- -Pre-Enshng Histaric Rating / Sﬂnrey ' :
The subject property is included on the Department's 1976 A:rc'rutecwral Survey, page 282 of i:he :
. Here Tadmy Survey, and the City’s Unreinforced. Masonry Buildings Survey. The property is also |
& comtributor to the “Tomer Mission North Bowlevards and AJleys Reconstruction District”

Tocated vithin Area 4A of the Imer Mission Nosth Survey Atea. The building is considered a
“Catégory A" properly (Known Historic Resource) for the purpeses of .the Planming

Department’s California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because it is listed on adopted- .

BUTVEYS EI\d detetm}ned mChvzdually eligible for hstlng oo tha National Reg:{ster

' Nepghborh and Context and Descrrpﬁon

The subject property. is located in the Mission Dolor& nagﬁborhood which is marned for the
Mission Dolores: Founded in 1776 and originally mamed Mission San Francisco de Asis, the

SAN FRAMCISCD
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Historfe Resource Evaluafion Response  CASE NO. 2011,0584E

501 Dolores Street - -

 Harch 15, 2012

mission is one of twenty-one missions established by dhe Frandiscans in California asa way o

convert the indigenous people to Catholicism and create 2 population that was loyal fo the'

Spanish crown.  The missions weze unkind fo the indigenous people as many were forced into

labor and forced to suppress their culhure. Their expostire fo the Spanish colanists also erpcrseri

! them to foreign diseases that decimated their population. Missiont Dolores was abandoned in the

1820’5 2s many of ifs infabitants were t—msfe:red to Mision San Rafael Arcartgaf.

~.

In 1810, Mexico rebelled against Spanish rule, f fmally winrgog its mdependence in 1821 becom_mg
a federal republic, Mexico opened up California to trade and settlement and evenittally took the
mission lands from. the Catholic Church and bepan redisaibuting them fo Mexican diizens. From
1834 orwaxd, the Yands of Mission Dolores were carved up Inin ranchos and granted to Mexican
citizens.” The ranchos were primaxily used for cettle grazing thongh commerce was burgeoning a
few miles away in Yerba Buena. Recognizing the commercial possibilities in the San Frandsco
Bay Ares and fearing that it could fall into the hands of its enemies, the American govermment

~attempted to buy the lands from Mexico. Attempts to biry the lands failed and in. 1846 war broke

out between the United States and Mexico. After a year-and-a- -half of fighting, the United States

and Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo whexeby Mexico reded: their northem
. territory to the Umtea States for $15 milliorn. . :

The population of San Francisco dramatitzlly ncressed with the discovery of gold in the -

Califormia foothills. However, the Mission Dolores neighborhood was increasingly becoming one
of refuge for the remaining Mexican families who were economically, cultorally, and pqiiﬁcéiiy
marginalized in the development -of San Francisco. Many of the Mexdcan land holdings in the

' Mission Valley were bought by speculative Anglo-Americans who foresaw prosperity in-

development. The neighborhood remained unplatted well after surrounding areas such as
Horner's Addition and Potrero Nueva had been platted. Based upon early'maps, 601 Dolores
Street was located near the northeast boundary within Hormer's Addifion. By the 1860s,
resolution of public and pdvate land clafms through the legal system facilitated implementation
of an ordedy street grid and -residential subdivision. With this, the Mission Dalores

rieighborhood began to take on a more urban form. The population of Mission. Valley exploded -

after from 1860 fo 1880 when iransit lines were extended into the area along Mission and
Valenicia Streets and streefs were graded. Diming this fime most of the remaining Mexican adobe
strnctures were demolished and replaced by modest Victorian stmchures but Mission Dalores
remained. In 1858, then President Buchanah gave Mission Dolores along with eight acres that
surraunded it to-the Archdiocese of California. The Archdiocese sold much of the land for

Gevelopment, retaining only the Blodk that contained the Mission. I thre 1870's the Archdlocase

Built St. Francis Catholic Chureh at ﬁle corner of Dolores and 16 Streets.

Population pressures and land scarcity compelled the San Frandsco government in 1880 to pass

an ordinsmee banning cemeteries within the cify's boundartes. Conseq_uenﬂy, in 1888 Emani-El

and Sherith Israel congregations which operated a cemetery on Dolores Street established a new,

seventy-three acre cemetery in the farming fown of Colma in San Mateo County, just ¢ outside San

Frandsco’s city limits. By 1856, the cemetery had been completely removed from Do?ors Street
znd in 1905 1t was Ieplaced by Mission Park, known today as Dolores Park. :

No scoser was . the park ccmpleted that the CLEy was neady destroyed by the Great 1906
Earthquake which kiled over 3000 San Franciscans and left over 209, OOO homeless, Many of the
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Historic Resaun:e Evaloalion Respnnse

pecple Ieft hommeless by the ea_rthquake took ra{uge in lccal pazks and opent spaca, mdnd.mtr the

newly created Mission Pa:k.

The da:txog:raphi(:s of Mission Dolores rapidly chenged diring the neighborhood’s reconstruction

period (1906 — 1918) as many Irish refugees from the South of Market neighborhood settled. in the
neighborhood. Many churches that were located in the South of Market nefghborhood were alsa
destroyed and when those displaced congregations decided to rebuild they located near their

enrt=gob 1

ihe move to the Mision Distdct.  Mission Congregational Cj_ul_u..l'l at 601 Dolores Skeet was

: constnlcied durmg this penod.

R 601 Dolores Street is located on sc;uthaast corner of Dalo-es and 19% Streets across the street from

Dolores Park. The immediate neighborhood is prma_nly residential with a'few Institutional uses
and mixed-use bmldmgs located on praminent comets along Dolores and Guerrera Sireets.. The

neighbarhood is characterized by three- and fourstory, multi-unit, Edwardian, residerrial _

buildings from the réconstruction penod following the Great Ea:thqn.ake of 1905. The property
islocated w:tthm the Massion-Dolores. B’Jstcnr: District. :

CEQA Hi starical Resaurce( ) Eva[uatmn

Step A2 Significance :
Under CEQA section 2108&1 upTupa'Lyqunl;ﬁes A5 g istoric resource if it is “Tisted i, or deferiminel to
be digible for Hsting tn, the Califormia Register of Historical Resoutres,” The fact that a resouree is wot
listed ins,. o determined to be eligible for lsting 1 i, the California Register ﬂszsmncaZ Resgurces or nof

Encluded: fn . local register of historical resources, shdl not preclude e lead agency from detertining
ohether the resonrce may qualify us a kistorical resource under CEQA.

. , " CASE RO, 201105848
Kfarch 15, 2012 . o . 601 Dolores Street

] ch.:.x:u.'[uu"“"v..xa wwhich Ied “'_'3:31 new chirches zle nlr\'nu' DNinloros Shreet. Diavene nf chimches m:-u‘TP :

Indiwidnal o - Fhstoric District/Conferdt

“Property is individually eligitle for inclusion. | Properly is eligible for incusion in 2 Califomia

in a Califormda Reglster wnder one or more of Register Historic District/Context tmder one or

the fcllowmg Criteria: more of the following Criteria:

Critericni -,Even‘t D‘Yes@ No | Ciiterion 1-Event:. - Yjs[:] No |
* | Criterion 2 - Persons: - [ 1 Yes[X] No| Criterion?2 - Petsons: [ Yes[X] Mo

Criterion 3 - Architectrer Yes[ | No | Criteriom 3 - Architectie: [ 1¥es[XINo

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: - [ ] Yes [{No | Criterion 4~ Info. Potential: - [] Yes X No

Period of Sigrificance:

- (1906 1918) Youner Mission North Boulevards
and Alleys Recomstruction Historic District;
{nnknewm) Dolores Street Discontinuons
District of Religions Buildings ©
X Conteibutor [_] Non-Contributar

Period o Sigrificance: (1910 and 1931)

SAN FRARGISTD
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CASE NO, 2011.0584E

Hisforic Resource Evaiuation Respunse
- 601 Dolores Street

Mareh 15, 2012

To assist in the evaluation of the subject property, the Project Sponsor has submitied a J%—Iistgrical
Resowrce Evaluation prepared by Christopher VerPlanck of VerPlanck Historic Freservation
Cons ulting, prepared November 2011 and revised February 2012. Based upan information found

L SN B U’Am———,»f e, T Fo i B B N = S T ] — s
I ‘l:LLC FIirsyUntal oesulane s EY U L d.lld jxazsigisy YYLL.LLLL[ L.LLC LLc\lLlLLng lJC]Jﬂ-LLI—llCLLL S wa&luﬁll‘i

¢ the subject property is oligible for inclusion on the California

Loy .

Register i'_ﬁd-—vl"du%_zﬁy‘ and 25 a L‘ﬁﬁﬁiﬁi?ﬂf jiag-1a81 ﬁEﬁthu historic disttic

Criterion 1= Property is assoctated with events that have made a srgmﬁcanf contribufion to the -
broad pattemns of Iocal ot regl onal hlstory, or the cultrral hentage of Califoinia or the Unifed
States. :

601 Dolores Street was consmlcted dunng the Mission District’s Iecons!:mfhcn peuod {1906 —
1517) following the Great Earthq_ua;ce of 1806. In Aprl 2011, the Planning Department
determined the property eligible nnder this citerion as part of the Inner hMission North

' Boolevards and Alteys Reconstruction Historic District with a perdod of significance of 1906 —
1917. The properiy is also significant for its association with several churches that reloated .
churches along Dolores Street after the Great Earthqualke of 1306, the period of significance for
this district is unknown but it extends from a_long Dolores Sbeet from 15% Streef fo 20% Street,
Register ag a coninibutor in two

© Under this :'nn:'rmn the TJmTJPTrv is anmp for the Califomia | AT AS

Cahmm_la Regmter-ehglble historic districts,

Criterionm 2: Properiy is assoczated wrth the Hves of persons :mporta:lt im our Iocal, repional or .
neHonal past

Records faﬂed to indicate that the sub]ect property is assodated with the lives of persons

1mp0rtant in our’local, regxor& or riational past that would make it-eligible for listing under this

criterion.

Criterior, 3: Propexty embodies the distincfive charactedstics of a fype, petiod, region, or
methad of construcHon, or represents the work of a master, oz possesses high arfistc valoes.
The subject building is a good example of an Edwardian Fra church designed in the Gothic
Revival style. Distinctive exterior characteristics indude its crenellated tower, Tudor arched and
fancet windows, buttresses with caps, brick cladding, and complex and steeply pltched roof.
Distinctive intferior feafures indude the sanctuary space, Gothic columns, Tudor arched openings,
redwood paneling, stenciled ceiling work, and division of space. The property possesses high
artistic values and is a good example of lis type, :

The buﬂding' was designed by Francis W. Reid for the Mission Congregational Churrch. M Reid
was a locally significant architect having designed two Camegle libraries, eleven schools, 26
churches, and moze f'han 500 dwelhngs and commerdial struchres primarily i the Bay Arez, Mr.
Reid, worked both mdepmdenﬂy and with the firm of Meeker and Reid. His church buildings
x_nciude commissions in San Francisco, Ccncord Livermore and Porterville, CA. He began his
career designing large Queen Anne houses for prominent residents of the Santa Clara Valtey,
including the famous Coggeshall Mansion in Los Gatos. He also had many residential
commissions in Pledmont, Berkeley, San Francisco and. Sen Jose, CA. Mr. Reid was bom in
Canada in 1863 and cbrainéd a Cerlificate m Architerhirre in 1910 from. the Urdversity of the
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AN FANCISED
FLAMMIERG DNEPARTRIENT

2258



Historic Resottice Evaluatran Response . o . CASE NO. 2011.0584E
March 15, 2012 . ; o ) 681 Dolores Street

C’nte:uan 4 PIDPEI[Y yields, or may be hkely fo y:tdd, mfmnaﬁnn mgarfa:rt In prehisfnry
history.

The subject property s Iikely fo yield fmportant mfomahon to our }ustory since it iz located in-

near M'JSSIDI'L Dolores, However, the proposed project would not disturb the prop erty’ s soils.

Ctep B: Infegeity

Ta be z resource for the purposes of CEQA, a pT‘UFEThI nist ot unlv be shainn fo bz siguificant under the :
szly"amuz Rzgister of Historicgl Resources criterin, but it also nust huve integrity. Fetegrity is' defined as _', :
“the suthenticity of a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the survival of physical chgracteristics that

existed during the property’s petiod of sigrificance,” Historic infegrity enables g property fo dustrate
szgnzﬁn:;znf aspects of its past, All sevent qwzlttzas do not need fo be present s lng the overall sense of past

tone eri placz is amdm‘

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step
A ’ . ' L . ' i .

Location:”” * [IRetins [ lLacks = Sefting [{Retmins | |Lacks

Assodation: [X|Remins [ | Facks Feclingg [X|Retins | |lacks .
Desigm B Retins [ Jracks Matedals: [X] Retains - D’La;k:; o

Workmanship: [ Retains | [Tack. -

The exterior of 601Doiores Street has mdergore very few al’cerahons and has very good histomic
integrity. Exterior alterations inchude replacement of louvers within the tower openings with

glazing, Leplacemerrt of windows ol the east and south elevations with r_'umpahblﬁ replacements,
. and removal of chimneys. The interior of 601 Dolores Street has ndergone more changes as g "
résult of its conversion to a single-family dwelling in 2008. The sanctuary was left inchanged but *

the. Sun.day school wing was more extensively reinodeled. Within the Sunday school | wing

“partitions were moved and ongi.nal finishes were removed.. Ovesal], the jnferior rd:ams good |

lustor_u: mtegnty

| Btep'c: Chiaactes Defiin Featmes -

If the subject property has been determined fo have szgmﬁmnce and retuinis tntegrity, please lmf the
chatactér-geftning features of the hilding(s) mudlor property. A property must retain Fhe essertiol
physzz:al features that enable it to convey its historic identity it order fo gooid significant adverse frpacts
to the resource. These essentisl features are fhose that define both why a property is significant and whey i
" wns siguificant, md withaut m?nck a prapr:rfy can na longer be identified ns being associgted with #s

significance.

Character defining fe:atm:% of the 601 Dolozes Sirest ﬁlat Trrask be retsined mdude but are not- i

[imited o

Exienor
«  Rubbed brick cladding at the street facm.g elevaho-ns_
. * Al Gothic and Tudog moldings.

SAN FRARGISTO .
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CASE NO, 2011,0584E °

Historic Resource BEvajuation Response
“-§41 Dolores Sirest

Mareh 15, 2012

» Brick buttresses with caps.
= Complex and steeply pitched gﬁbled Ioof
= All windows, doors, aad other’ operings.

= o renallotad —
x  Tower element with crenellated parapet

Inkerior - : .
=" Divisionof spaces into basement, bancm;ﬁ'y and. Sunday school wing,
= Hardwood floorng.
= Redwood wainscoting and paneling.
= Tudor and Gothic columns in the sanctuary. '
- = Tudor and Gothic arches in the sanctuary. . .
< Stenciled ceilings in the sanchuary and vestibule,
= Most of the light fixires.
»  All doors (paneled and overhead).
*  Plagter walls and ceilings.
*  Exposed wood triisses.
= Door and window trims.

. CEQA Historic Resource Determination
Historical Resource Present
[ individualiy-eligible Resource

@ Contributor to two eligible Historic Districts
D Non-contributor to an ehglble H)storlc District

D No Historical Respurce Present

"PART I; SEHICOR PRESERVATEON PLANNER REVIEW

NN 7 2 - w3/ 20/20/2

Tina Tam, Sextior Preservation Plarer

SAN FRAHCISCD
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Historic Resoufcg Evaluation Response

'PARTIl: PROJECTEVALUATION .

Propbsed Project =~ [ Demolition e X Alterafion
Per Drawings Dated:  Jiuly 8, 2011 prepaced by [onsen Architects :
.P‘rol ect I}asr;npmn

. The proposal is for Children’s Day School of San Fre_umsco fo convert the church at 601 Dolores
Street from 3 single-family dwelling into 2 private school housing 200 middle-school students,
Exterior tenant improvements | inclirde converting a garage erifrance on 19% Street info a primary

'ped&cinan entrance, adding &' roaf deck to the southeast comer of the building, and adding an
elevator penthouse along the eastesn edge of the building. Interor tenant improvemenis includes
a cotrip lete sedsmic retrofif,. partifions for 10 new classtooms, 7 adminisivative offtces,. 3 student
and faculty lounges, 2 new mfedor stain;eays {tacluding one that wordd be located within the
tower), ohe elevator, 5 restrooms, and converf the sanctuary space into a tlfi-purpose space,

' create ADA ramps ‘within the Dolores Street Em:ry halt and the sanctuzry’s northern side aisle,

and create a full second floor level within the Sunday school wing of the building. The pro}ect :

would add approxmately 1,000 squarz—feet of ocoupiable space within the Eustmg 17,106 squaze-
font ]’\r'nIr“'t'nrr

Projert Evaluatl on

If the property has been deternrined to be z historicel resovtce fn Pa:rt I please check whether the proposed
project woukl raterially tspair the resowrce and identify my modifications to the proposed project that
miay redsice or-avotd mpacts. -t :

To assist in the Evaluabcm of the proposed pro]actr the I’roject Spo:usor hizs submitted the
fD]lOW]ILg consiltant repoit: .

o Prepared November 2011 and revised Eebmary 2012,. by Chnstopha‘ VerP]anck of

VerPlanck Hlstonc Preservation Consulimg, for 601 Dolpres Street.

Suthj ect Prop erty/HisEnnc Resource:
D The project will' not cause SLgnmcant adverse xmpat:t to the historic resource as

Proposed.
[] The pro)a:thH catise & sxgmﬁcant advaﬁe impact to the hlstonc TESOTITCR BS proposed

Cal]farrua Regxsta:—é.tglble Histunc District or Centext:
@ The project will not camsé a significant adverse nnpact fo & Calfforriia Register-eligible
Tustonc district or confext as proposed.

D The project wﬂl canse a significant adverse jmpact to a Cahforrua Reg:ster—&hgible
" historic district or contextas proposed

Statf finds that the propused Project WDILd fiot carice & significant adverse impact rpon & historic
. resource such that the significance of the bmldmg would be materally impaired. The proposed

project will not have a szgmﬁcant adverse i u:npacL om 601 Dolares Street, 2 known resource that is-

SAN FRANTISCO © . .
PLOANRINGE DEPRRTEIENT
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CASE KO. 2011.0584E

Historic Resource Eva!uaban Response ;
601 Dolores Strest

diarch 15, 2012

listed In Here Toaay, the Department’s 1976 Architecmral Survey, - ‘the Department's
Unireinforced Masorxy Building Survey, and been deemed ehg1ble for the Czl.foqu Register of -
Historical Resources mdlmdually and as & coptributos to the “Inner Mission North Boulevzrds

The Deparfiment finds that the 'project iz comsistent with the Secrefmry of the Interior Standards for

.?Fhﬂhzlv ting {Secretary's Standards). The following is an analysis of the propesed project per the

LEEFEANIIEION {2

Secretary’s Standards:

Stardard 1. :
A property shall be ysed for its Fistoric purpass ov be pleced in a new use ihat- rﬁqura; ’
rririmal change to the defining characteristics of the buflding and its site and

" erwiromment.,

The proposed project wau{c{ convert the subject propesty = former church that is r:m:enhy used
as a single-family dwelling, Info 4 schicol. To accommodate this new use, the project wottld
rehabilitate the extertor of the subject building and fo a greater extent, the interior.- However, the
- conversion would preserve most of the church’s character defining interior features. The
sanc:maty, the most notzbie interior space and its volume and defall would be presenfed azs the
space is converied info z mulH-purpose space. The spaces that would be more heavily altered,
basemeu.t and Sundzy school wing, would accommodate the school’s more programmatic space.
The sponsor has submitted a protection, reuse, and salvage plan for the building’s interior
character-defining features so that they get preserved and reused Where possible. Where removal
of historic materals is qum:ed within the sanctuary they will reinstalled based .upon

documentation.
'The;refo_re; the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 1.

Sfamim‘dl.
The Historic character of a pruperty will be retained and preseroed. T ”715 rzrzmwzl o -

Historic materials or alteration of fentures and spaces that characterize o pmpf:rly will be
rovided.

Exterfor tenant impréveménts inclnde converting a garage enfrance on 19% Street into a primary
pedsstian entrance, adding a xoof deck fo the southeast-corner of the buildiog, and adding an
elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building, The roof derk and the elevator

panl:house will not be visible from the s{:rDEL

- The interfor of the building is divided into three sectons: the basement, the semctuary (nave), and
the Sunday schoo! wing. The sancluary is the main and most character-defining interior space.
Its interior volume, stendited ceiling work, and interior wood finishes will all be preserved. The
alterations within the Sunday school wing will be set back from the arches and columns that

. frame the sanchary space. The basernent is utititadian and lacks the finishes and details of the
floors above aad thus was determined not to contain character-defining space or features, The
Sunday school wing does contan characterdefining finishes and detailing but the space itself
Was detarmmed fo be second in rmpoﬂ:mce to the sa-nctunzy space. Fu.rthermora the Sunday

SAK FRERGIECT
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Histaric Resource Evatuation Response : CASE NO. 2011.0584E .

. March 15,2012 ' - . - 601 Doleres Street

. school wing has already experienced sa'.veral altera.tior;s as part of the building’s 2008 ronversion

into a singlefamily dwelling Tt will be fLu'tnEt altered 'to accommodate three dassrogms,
ba&u-otxms, emd smdent lounge space. A new. floor will also’be fnserted mfo the space,

. ellmmz.tmg its two-story volume

"Ihe Department disagrees with the consultanf' s coniclusion ihat the proposed ulterahons do ot

comply with Standard 2. The Sunday school wing is the building’s most compromised inferior
space and it {5 not the primary character-defining interior space and thus firther alteration t the
space would not alter the building'’s Inedor dwracter.  Some of the oHginal materials that

' yemain in the Sunday school wing would be removed and some woitld be rensed within the

altered space tmder the sponsor’s protection, reuse, and salvage plan. The wood ﬂoors would:
remain and sotiie of the wood doors and® ‘wainscoting would be retsed.

T}\erefore, the p;oposed projeg:t cz:;mpﬁes with Rehabi]itaﬁon Standard 2.

Sfmuia:rd 3, :

-Ench property will be recogrized os a physml recari of its time, place and use, Chzmgas '
- that create « fulse sense of Fistorical development, such as micimg corgectural features or

arclitecterdl dements from offur bisildings, shall 110t be whdertuken, .

The proposed. project . does not indude the addifion of conjechural elements or architectral

* features from other buildings. New work does ot createa 1'3153 sense of historical development

and would be somewhat contemporary in Ll.‘m_LQCtEI- On the exterior, new pedestrian doors
would be compatible with the chamacter of the building.

Iheréfon%, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitaon Standard 3.

Standard 4.

Most properties-change over tine; those. c}‘zmgzs thet have acquired istoric sighificmmca
i tkzzr owt nghi. shﬂl be retained Imd preserved. i
The proposed pm]ect does nof involve alterations 1o the subject building, Wthh have acqm:rad
significance in their own nght. The praject would remove a stained glass window from the north
side of the sanctnary space but the window in question was installed at an tnknown time after
1931 and has not gamered sxgmﬁcmce in its annght oo .

'IherEforP_, the proposezl Pprofect complies with Rehabilitadon Standard 4.,

- - -‘ o
SfuudardS ) )
Distinctive fzahu-x:s - fishes, ind construckion tecimiques or zzmzpls uf fane

cnﬁmnansﬁqu that characterize g pmpzrty will Bz preserved.

The proposed project would not sunahnhaﬂy slfer the exterior of thé bmldmg. The project
would not remove features or finishes that charecterize the basement.

EREF AT TERST
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- : . GASE HO. 2011.0584E

The building's seismic upprade would necessitate removal of mterior wall firdshes in the
sanctuary space. The wall features would be documented and reinstalled over the new shear .
walls. Within the Sunday school wing, interior wall finishes and doors would be removed and
Tensed elsewhere where feasible pursnant to the sponsor’s protection, reuse, znd salvage plan for
the building. & secandary stafrway in the Sunday schoal wing wauld also be remaved and the -
space wonld lose ite two-story valume, The Fisteric entry hall in the Sunday school wing would
be preserved with its floar being ramped for ADA accessibility. Since the stait {o be-remaved is
secondary and hidden behind doors it is not considered a distinctive féa;z::& The original plaster
wall finishes in the Sunday school wing have already been compramised. The wood doors and
vwainscoting are the dnly character-defining historic materials in the Sunday school wing and they
will be documented and reused where passible, primarily on the new walls an the south side of

the sanctuary.
- For these reasons the proposed project comnplies with Standard 5. .

Stardmd 6. ) : )
Deteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of -
) Forrferra sl vnbolt Fep

o - )  aras . .
o rZ e . A TR A i3 1, s r
detericration requives replicements of ¢ distinctive feabiye, he wew feqhie (ows =Lt w3l

oFd in design, color, texture amid ofher bisual gualities and, where possible, materlals.
Replacement of missing fentures shall be substantinted by documentery, physical, or
pictorial evidernce. : . .

The buitding’s exterior and interior features are in good condition and do not require repair or

" replacement.

Therefore, the p‘roposed project comPIies with Rehabilftation Standard 6.
Standard 7. . ' ' o .
- Cherical or physical iregtments, such as sqndblasting, that cause damage to Histaric
materials shall not be used. The surface deannig of structures, if moprapriate, shall be
sndertaken using the gentlest means possible. . . - o
The existing building is rdatix;a}y clean and does not require chemlical ar physical t:re-z;h:nents. 5
Therefore, the p:opos.ed profect coqipli&s with Rehabilitafion Standard 7.
Stardgrd 8. ' . Ty .
Sigmificant archaeological resources offected by 2 project shall e protected and preserved.
If such tesources must be distirbed, mitigationt mensures will be underipken.

The proposed pr‘éj‘ect wauld not disturb subsurface soils.

Therefore, the propased project complies with Réhabjiitétion Standard 8.

11
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. Historic Resource Evaluation Response ' , CASE NO. 2011.0884E

Maref 15, 2012 ) o 801 Dolores Streat

Stantard . .

* New additions, exteripr zzlfzraiwm ar relafzd new constriction shall miot destroy hfsmm:

“materigls that characterize the property, The new work shall be Aifferentinted from the old
) " nd shill be contpatible with the massing, size,'scale, md zzrchtteciuml Jeatyres o pra’ca:t

" the historic mtegnty of the property md ifs aviromment.

. Bxerfor tenant improvements incdude cmvemng & norvhistoric garage enfrance on 19% Street .

into a primary pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the soufheast corner of the bufiding,
and adding an elevator penthouse alang the eastern edge of the building. The roof deck znd the

. elevator penthotise would not be visible behind the building’s gabled, roof-

Therefore,the Praposéd project complies with Relizbilitation Standard 9.
Stgﬁdard 10. '
New addifions g ad]m:mt or related new copstruction will be undertdken i such 1
momer that, if removed by the fihoe, the esseaticl form and integrity of the hstmc
: pro;fzriy ard its environment would be mnn’pulrei

Faxderior feriant improvements inchude converting a garage entrance on 19 Street into a primary

pedestrian enirance, adding a xoof dedk fo the southeast comer of the building, and add.ing a
elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the buiidirig. The proposed change to the garage

- entrance would bring the budlding closer to what it was ariginally. The proposed woof deck and

elevator pemthuuse could easily be removed i n ’rhe futm:e and the essential form and integrity of
thePropertywoqubeunmpaued. ) - - .

’H-xerefore, the proposed prDJed: comph.es m‘rh Rehabﬂ.[‘caﬁon Standard 10.

Sunnﬂ.my

. The Deparfment finds that the project is consistent veith the Secretary of the Imterior Sfmdards or .

RehabiFitation {5tandards), The Pproject would not make any substaniisl changes to the exterior of
the building or any significant changes to the character-defining features on the interior of the
building. As currently proposed, the project will not have a s’lgmﬁcant adverse impact upen a

. }us’toncrescmrce,asdehedbyCEQA. L )

_ PART I1SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Date: - 3/23/42*’—"!2‘ ,

t

Signa{n:_{a: - W)?ﬂ ;2’

Tina Tam, Serdor Preseroation Plammer

<=3 ‘\Emahza Byrd, Exmmnmml Divisidn/ HistuncRag::urc_ ImpactRewew File

DmLew:.s &mcmmenhlﬂamer .

AT IWERT

SAH FRARCISED . . ' ' . 'Iﬁ
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Executive Summary
Conditional Use
HEARING DATE: APRIL 26, 2&12_

Date: April 19, 2012

Case No.: 2011.0584CDV
Project Address: 6071 Dolozes Stxeet
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)
‘ 40-X Height and Bulk Distict
Block/Lot: . - 3598/060
Project Sponsor:  Molly Huffman
Children’s Day School
333 Dolores Street

8an Francisco, CA 94110
Staff Contact: Michael Smith — (415) 558-6322

michaele.smith@sfgov.org . -
Recommendation: _ Approval with Coundifions

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
The project sponsor is requesting canditional use authorization pursuant to Flanning Code

-\ Sections 209.3(g) and 303 and mandatory discretionary Teview pursuant fo Section 317 of the

Planning Code to comvert a former church that is currently being used as a single-family
dwelling into a private elementary school operated by “Children’s Day School” (CDS) which is
currently operating 2.5 blocks noxth the af 333, Dolores Street. “Childrer's Day School” would
maintain both campuises and use the proposed site as a satellite campus. The proposed school
wotld house 160-200 students in grades 5% through 8%, The project inchudes interdor and exterior
tenant improvements. Exierior tenant fmprovements include comverting a garage enfrance on
19% Sireet into & primary pedestrian edtience, adding a roof deck to the sontheast corner of the
buflding, adding mecharical equiprment and éssoma’ced screening to the roof and adding =n
elevator penthonse along the eastern edge of the building. Imteror tenanmt improvemerts
inchudes a complete seismic retrofit, partitions for 10 new classrooms, 7 administrative offices, 3

_student and faculty lounges, 2 new inferior stairways (including one that wotld be located

within the tower), one elevator, 5 restrooms, convert the sanctuary space into a mulfi-purpose
space, create ADA ramps within the Dolores Street entry hall and fhe sanctuary’s northern side
aisle, and create a-full second floor level within the Sunday school wing of the building, The
project also requires a parking variance becatse To parking would be provided for the school. .

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

601 Dolores Street is located on the southeast corner of the Dolores and 19t Stceets directly east .

of Dolares Park in the Mission Dolores neighborhood. The subject building ocaupies most of a

" 9,600 square-foot; rectangnlar shaped lot that measures 85 feet in width, 114 feetin depth, and is

www .siplanning.org
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Execufive Summary . CASE NO. 2011.0584C0V

Hearing Date: April 25, 2012 | 601 Dolores Street

located W'.Lthm a RH-3 (R_mdenﬂal House, Three-Family) Zoning Djsb:zct and a 40-X Height and
Bulk District. .

The subject property is improved with a two-story over basernent, single-family residence that
was formerly a church. The building was constructed in 1910 in the Gothic Revival style as &
chrizrch for the Mission Congregational Church,

SUE?ROUNDENG PROPERTIES AND N‘E!GHBORHOOD

The area surrotmding the project site is primarily multi-family residential in character with.a few
large instrtutional uses suwrrotnding Mission Dolores Fark and exiending north dowz Dolores

" Bizeet. There are a-few commercial establishments located within ground floor storefronts on

corners.along Dolores Streef, including restaurants, cafes, and convenience stores, Buildings-in
the vichity typicelly range from two to four storfes in height.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW
The Project is exerapt from the Califortiia Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) as a Class 32

categorical exemption.

HEARING NOTIFICATION

Classified News Ad 20 days April 6,2011 April 4,2011 22 days

Posted Notice 20 days April 6, 2011 April 6,2011 20 days
Mailed Notice 10days - |  April16, 2006 April 4, 2011 22 days

The proposal requires a Section 312-neighborhood notification, which was conducted in
corjunction with the conditional use authorization process.

PUBLIC COMMENT

= To date, the Department has re;:&'ved 50 letters and emails of suppost for the project
primarily from parents of students who attend the school.  The project is also supported by
the Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association (MDINAY.

= The'adj acent neighbor to the south expressed concern about how activity on the proposed
roof deck could impact noise and privacy at the rear of his multi-unit residential building
next door and how the penthouse addiion would block his view. Several other neighbors
expressed concett: about the potential jmpacts the use could have on parking and trafdc_ﬁ

the neighborhood induding the whife zones location on 19% Street and the on-street parking |

spaces that would be eliminated as a result '

R FHARGISCO
u&rm: DEPERTMENT



) Executive Summary'
Hearing Datea: April 26,2012

ISSUES AN D OTHER COMSIDERATIOMS

The- pTOject requires a parking variance because no parking would be prow_ded for the use
where two spaces are required.

The project requires the Commission fo not take discretionary review for the conversion ora
dwelling into & nonresidential use. The property has been wsed as a church or commuﬁﬁy
room for a majority of its life until in 2007 it was converied info a Smglc—f‘c!mﬂy dwelling. A
dwelling of this size is uncharacteristic within this neighborhood.

(DS currently has a campus located 2.5 blocks to the northat St. Joseph's Hall at 333 Dolores

Street, & ity landmark site. (DS plans to retain its exdsting campus for Kindergarten

through fourth grade students. In 2003, the Commission granted the school conditional e -
authorization to install three (3) portable classtooms that measure 24’ X 40' each on fhe site,

At the recommendation of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB), the portable
dassroems were authorized for use for a period not to exceed ten (10) years. This project

would provide more space for CDS allowing them to transition students out of He -

temporary dassrooms and remave the buildings altogefher from the site in compliance with
their 2003 conditions of approval, -

To reduce fraffic and parking impacts in the neighborhood during pickup and- drop-off
times, (DS would have students that attend 601 Dolores dropped-off at 333 Dolores Strest
and the students wounld walk fo the school from there. The school will alsé be requesting a
while zone for student drop off at the property’s 19% Street frontage. The white zone would
measure 85 feet in length and result in the loss of seve:al parking spaces including one
handicap space.

" REQUIRED COMMISSION AGTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Commission must grant conditional use authorization o
allow the establishment of a school within a residential disttict, puzsuant to Plarming Code
Sections 209.3(g) and 303 and not fake Discrefionary Review pursuant to Section 317 of the

‘Planning Code fo allow the conversion of a dwelling unit info a school In addition, the Zoning.’
‘Administrator would need to grant a parking variance pursuant fo Section 151 of the Planning

Code to allow a school without parking.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

a

The project promotes the adaptive reuse of a difficult bmldmg type.

The project promotes and strengthens the contimued operation of a nmghbo::hood serving -

school.

The pro]ec:t would preserve the building' s exterior and interior character deﬁning features,
The project would resu_lt in the loss of a dwelling unit that is not affordable to most CJiy
residents.

The projectis desirable for, and compahble with the surroundmg nELVhborhood_

The Project will allow for additional choices in educational options to “'LElgthfthOd and ctty
residents

)
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W There are a limited mimber of suitable sites available for institufional uses such as an

independent schooL

RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Conditions . | , |
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SAN FRANGISGO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Subject fo; (Select only i applicable)

O Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) I First Source Hitng (Admin. Code)
3 Jobs Housing Link'age Program (Ssc. 413} [T Chid Care Requiremert (Sec. 414)
1 Downtown Park Fes (Sec, 412) O Chher

Planning Cammissmn Draft Mctmn
' HEAR NG DATE: APRJL 26,2012

Date: April 19, 2012
Case No.: 2011,0584CDV
. Project Address: - 601 DOLORES STREET )
Zowing:."  RH-3 (Residential, House, Thres-Farnily)
' 40-X Height and Bulk District
Blodk/Lot:. _ 3598/060
Project Spansor: . Molly Huffman
’ . Children's Day School
333 Dolores Street

San Francisco, CA. 94110
Stoff Contact:  Michael Smith — (415) 558-6322
michacle sinith@sfoov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 209.3{g) FOR THE CONVERSION OF A
FOEMER CHURCH THAT IS CURRENTLY BEING USED AS A SINGLE-FAMILY

DWELLING INTO A PRIVATE ELEDEENTARY SCHOOL OFERATED BY “CHILDREN'S |

DAY SCHOOL” FOR A PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN A RH-3 (RESIDENTIAL, HOTSE,
,TI{REE EAMILY) DISTRICT AND A40-X I—IEIGHT AN BULK DISTRICT

' -‘PREAMBLE

On July 14, 2011 Valerie Veromin on behalf of Children’s Day School (hereinafter “Project
Spomsor”} filed an application with the Planming Department (hereinafter “Department”) for
Conditional Use Authorizafion under Planming Code Section 209.3(g) and: an application for
Discretionary Review pursuant to Section 317 of the FPlanning Code to allow the conversion of
single-family dwelling into a private elementary schocl for students in fifth through eighth

grades operated by Children’s Day Schodl for a property located within a RE-3 (Residential, -

House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District:

On Apszil 26, 2012, the San Frandsco Planming Commission (hereinaffer “Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a Ieoulaﬂy scheduled meeting on Condltlonal Use
Apphcaﬂon No. 2011.0584CDV.

www.Splanning.org
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Draft Kotion ' ) . CASE NO. 2011.0584CDV
April 26, 2012 ‘ . ) 601 Dolores Street

The Department determined the Project to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act ("CFOA") as a (lass 32 categorical exemption.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public Hearmg--
and has further considered written materdals and oral festimony presented on behalf of the
applicant, Depa'_rtment staff, and other interested Pa_rtles '

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application
No, 2012.0584CDV, sub]ect to the conditions con’named i1 “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on

the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony
and arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

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

2. Site Description and Present Use, 601 Dolores Street is located on the sontheast corner
"of the Dolores and 19% Streets directly east of Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores
neighborhood. The subject building occupies most of a 9,690 square-foot, rectangular
shaped Tot that measures 85 feet in width, 114 feet in depth, and is located within a RH-3 -
(Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Buk District
The subject property is improved with a two-story over basement, single-family
residence that was formerly a chuirch. The building was constructed in 1910 in the
Go thic Revival style as a church for the Mission Congregational Church.

3. Surrounding Properies and Neighborhood. The area surrounding the project site is
primarily multi-family restdential in character with a few large instiutional uses
“sumounding Mission Dolores Park and extendmg north down Delores Street. There are
a few commercial establishments located within ground floor storefronts on coxners
along Delores Street, including restaurants, cafes, and convenience stotes. Buildings in
'the vicinity typically range from two to four stories in height.

4, Project Description. The project sponsor is requesting condidonal se authorization
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3(g) and 303 and mandafory discretionary
review pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning Code fo convert a former church that is
currently being used as a single-family dwelling into a private elementary school
operated by "Children’s Day School” (CD5) which is current iy operating 2.5 blocks north
the at 333 Dolores Street. “Children’s Day Schoo}” would maintain both campuses and
use the proposed site as a satellite campus. The proposed school would house 160-200

_ students in grades 5% through 8*." The project indludes mferor and exterior tenant
improvements, Bxterior fenant improvements include converting a garage entrance on
" 19% Stieet into a primary pedestrian enfrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast corner
of the building, adding mechanical equipment and associated screening to the roof, and

S ERANEISEH ' . . 5
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Draft Motion ' CASENO. 2011.0584CDV
April 26, 2012 : 601 Dolores Street .

adding an elevator penthouse alang the eastern edge of the building, Interior tensnt
improvements includes a complete seisimic refrofif, partitions for 10 new dagsrooms, 7
administrative offices, 3 student and faculty Jounges, 2 new interior stairways @including

= one that would be located within the tower), one elevator, 5 restrooms, and convert the

* sanciary space into a multi-pirpose space, create ADA ramps within the Dolores Street
entry hall and the sancmary’s northern side aisle, and create a full second floor level
within.the Sunday school wing of the building, The project also requires a parking
variance because no parking would be provided for the school. ’

.5, Public Comment. To date, the Department has received 50 Jetters and emails of support
for the project primarily from parents of students who attend the school. The project is
" also supported by the Mission Dolores N agh.borhood Assedation (MDNA)

The adjacent neighbor to the south expressed concern about how activity on the
proposed roof deck could impact noise and prvacy at the rear of his multi-omit
residential building next door and how the penthouse addition would block His view.
. Several other neighbors expressed concem zbout the potential impacts the nse could
- have on parking and-iraffic in the neighborhood including the white zones location on
19% Street anid. the on-street Pa:rldng spaces that Wcmld be eliminated as a result

6. PIamnmg Code Compliance: The Comumission finds that the Project is conmsteni with
the relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following marmer;

A Paﬂang Planmng Section 151 of the Plarmmg Code requires ong off-street PaIIG.ng .
space for every six dassrooms for eleml—:m:ary schools,

The proposed school would heoe 10 “off=street parking and thus requires i pa-rkmg varignce
from Section 151 of the Planning Code.

B. Floor Area Ratio (F.AR). Bection 124 of the Plarming Code Kmits non-residential
uses in REI-3 Districts to a floor atea ratio of 1.8 to 1. Fora cormer lot, Flanning Code
Section 125 permits a 25 percent floor area preminm.

The subject lot mensures 9,690 square-feet in area. The maximuitt permitted use size for the
property is 17,442 square-feet based upon. the District's masmum permitted floor areq ratic.
The FAR premium allowed for corner lofs increases the mmdimum permiited nonresidential
use size t0 21,802.5 square-feet. The proposed school would occupyy 16, 123 square-feef.

C. Land Use. Section 2093(g) of the Planming Code allows elethentary schools (an *
" institufional use) in a RE-3 District only upon. the approval of a CDILdltLOILal use:
authorization by the Commission.

D. Dwelling Unit Canversiun. Section 317 of the Planning Code requires ménda’cory
: staff inftiated Discrefionary Review for the conversion of a dwelling unit to a nion-
residential use if not otherwise subject to Conditional Use atrthorization by the Code. .

SAI FALLISED . ' 3
PLASINEN = DEPFARTRENT B

2273

-



Braft Motion
April 26,»2012

The Flarming Commission shall consider these criteria in the review of apphcatons

for Conversation of Resuienhal Units;

(i) whether conversion of the umit(s) would eliminate only owner occupied housing,
. and if so, for how long the imit(s) proposed to be rémoved were owner occupied;

@) whether cbnv_ersion of the unit(s) would provide desirable new non-zesidential
use(s) approprate for the neighberhood and adjoining district(s);

(i) whether conversion of the tmit(s) will bring the building doser into conformance
with the prevailing character of its immediate area and in the same zoning
district; :

{iv) whether conversion of the unit(s) will be detrimental to the City's housing stock;

(v) whether conversion of the uTit(s) is necessary to eliminate design, finctional, or
habitability defidencies that cannot othetwise be corrected.

The subject building was constructed i 1910 as a dhurch for #he Mission Park Congregation.
The building remained a church for many different congregations until the most recent church
occcupant ceased operation in 2005 due to dwindling membership and significant seismic retrofit
reguirements. The property sat vacant for a couple years uniil it was purchased in 2007 and
converted into & single-family dwelling. Ir 2011, the property was sold to CDS in aniicipation of

-the proposed coroersion. The conversion would not result in tenant displacesent as the building

was owner occupied upon s sale.  Although the comversion of the dwelling unif would be
detrimental to the City’s housing stock, the existing dwelling is out of character for the
neighborhood which is defined by residentizl flate, dnd it is not affordable housing. The use of the

property as a dwelling unit does not represent the most effective use of the property. The properiy

was constructed fi or institutional purposes and is best suited for that use,

Pla.nm'ﬁc Code SectHon 303 establishes c:riieria for the Plamming Commission to consider

. when reviewing applications for Conditional Use approva]_ Ombalance, the project does

comply with said criteria in thak

A_ The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at
the proposed locaton, will prowde a development that is necessary or desrrable, and
compah.ble with, the naghborhood or'the commumty

The school would initially enroll 160 students witl & maximum enrollment of 200 students
and employ approximately 14 stoff people. The intensity of the proposed usé would be similar
to that of the church that previously occupied the building. Furthermore, ile size of the
proposed use is in keeping with other instifutional use surrounding Dolores Park and
extending down Dolores Street o the north. The project is necessary and desirable because it

would provide an additional choice in ediucation to neighborhood and city vesidents ond it

provides adayiive reuse of an existing budlding. Furthermore, there are a Umited number of
suitable sites goailable for instituiional uses such as an independent school. '

SAR FRARGISUD
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- Draft Motion . . : © - CASENO.2011.0534CDV
 Aprit 26,2012 - 601 Dolores Street

B. The p:opéséd project will not be detrimental to the ljlaalth, safety,. converienice or

. general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features

of the project that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those
residing or working the area, ini that . _

i Nature of proposed site, induding ifs size and shape, and the proposed. size,
shape and arrangement of struchiires; .

The height and bulk of the existing building will be minimally enlarged 1o provide g
stairfelevator penthouse for the proposed roof deck. The proposed work would wot be
visible from the street. '

i The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, ‘the type and
volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and
" loading; ' :
A travsportation study was prepored for the praject.z‘u' eonlunaie potential fransporiation
impacts that could resylt from the project. The study concluded that the project wonld
not live a significant impact on parking and traffic in the neighborhood for several
reasons. The project includes expanding ‘the white zone at the propetty’s 19% Street
Jromiage from 80 feet to 130 feet. The white zone would be effective befween 7:00m —
9:00am and 2:30pm — 4:30pm, Monday — Friday. Also as part of the project. CDS has
developed g student drop off plan that is based on the projected mumber of student drop
offs and the proposed zoailable loading space at each campus and include distribution of
morning student drop offs that provides for student safety and minimizes traffic impacts.
The drop-off plam is discussed further in the transportation section of the categorital
- exentption. - '

i - The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise,
glare, dust and odor; ; :

The profect would nof exceed the BAAQMD's 2010 thresholds of significance and would
nof result in the genevation of air pollutants that exceed the BAAQMD's thtesholds of
_ sigmificance. : - -

Iv.  Treatment giver, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open
spaces, patking and loading areas, service areas, Lghting and signs; .

: No additional landscaping is proposed for the site. The existing street frees that border
’ the property would be retained. The Department shall review ol lighting and signs
proposed for the property in accordance with the Condifions of Approval contained i

Exhibit A, -

SAR FRARGISGD . - . 5
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Draft Motion . ' CASE NO. 2041.0584CDV

C. That the use a5 proposed will comply with the apphcable Prov:Ls1 ons of the Flanning

Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan. -

The Project complies with oIl televant requirements and standards of the thnﬁﬁig Code and.

is consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below,

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that isin conforml‘y with u_he
purpose of the apphcable Neighborhood Commerdal District,

The proposei project s gen.emlly consistent wuh the stated purpose of RH DLs‘TLcts fo -

regilate UB‘TWﬁDTLﬂI wses therein,

8. General Plan Comp]iance. The Project is, on balance, comsistent with the following
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: - -

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Polides

OBJECTIVE7: .
ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL AND REGIONAL

CENTER FOR GOVERNM ENTATL, HEALII—I AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

POLICY 7.2: v
Encourage the extension of needed health and education services, but manage expansion

to avoid or minimize disruption of adjacent residential areas.

POLICY 7.3: _ o
Promote the psovision of adequate health and educaton services to all geographic

districts and cultural groups in the m‘y

The Project will allow for additional choices in edycational opfions to neighborhood and city
residenis anid allow for an increase in student enrollment should others want to attend. The
Project would enhance the educatimal services quaileble to ‘residents of the local area
naighborhuoﬁ?s as well as the city at large.

-, HOUSING ELEMENT .
Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’ 5 NEIGHBORHOODS,

POLICY 11.7:

. Respect San Francisco's historic fabric, by preserving hndmaﬂc buj_d:ugs and ensuzmg ,

: cansistency with historic districts.

543 FRANGISCD
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April 76, 2612 I 601 Dolores

POLICY T18:
Consider a meighborhood’s character. when infegrating new uses, and minfmize

disruption caused by acpaixsion of insﬁtuﬁons into tesidential areas.

The Pm]ect would respect the City’s historic fabric by preserving and reusing a historic properiyy.
The Project will allow a school o locate within a residential District i property that is suifable
for an instifutional use. As a result, additional edicational seruzr:es would be provided for the
Iocal nezghborhond and comrmunity at Zarge

5. Planning Code Section 1011(b) establishes eight priority-planting policies and requires
review of permits for consistency with said policies, On balance, the project does comply
with said polidies in that;

A. That existing naghborhood serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and

SAH FRARGISCO

. future opportumities for resident employment in and omtershlp of such businesses

be enhanced.

. The proposal would not affect existing neighborhood—smz’ng retail uses.

That exdsting housmg and neighborhood character be conserved and protected n
orderto pr&erve the culfral and economic d_wersﬁy of ouy neighborhoods,

The proposal z's Jor the adaptive reuse of an institutions] building mnd would provide another
educational choice for City residents.

That the City's supply of affordable housing be précerved' and exhanced, -

Although the project would result in the loss of a dwelling unit, the dwelling unit is not
affordable.to most City residents.

That commuter traffic not imnpede MUNI transit service or overburden o streefs or
neighborhood parking. :

The Department performed a transporfation analysis of the project and defermined that it
would not significmtly fmpact transit service, traffic, or parking in the neighborhood.

That a diverse economic base be mammtained by protecting our industial and service
sectors from displacement due fo commercial office development, and that futire
‘opportunities for residentemployment and ownership in these sectors be enhanced,

The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The project will ot
affect industrial or service sector uses or Telafed employment opportuniies. Ownersth of
industril or servicé sector businesses will not be affected by this profect.

PLARNMING DEF‘ERTWEB\{T .
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Draft Motion CASE NO, 2011.8584CDV

Apsil 26, 2012 _ : " 601 Dolores Street

10.

1L

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

. The Project includes seismically refrofitting the existing structure to comply with current
| sefsmic siandards. Therefore, the project would increese the property’s abifty o withstand
‘a1 earthauake, - :

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

The subject property is a known hisioric resonrce pursugnt fo CEQA, In response, the
Department performed o historical analysis of the property and the proposed improvements
and determined that the project woz;ld rot tmpact the property's :zbﬂzry to convey ifs historic_
szgmﬁcancz

H. That our parks and open space and thefr access to sunlight and vistas be Pro‘ec’ced
" from development ' :

- The project will have 110 negative inspact on existing parks and open spaces. The Project does
ot have an z'mpui:f o7l Opet: spaces,

The Project is consistent- ‘with and wonld promote the general and specific purposes of
the Code provided under Secion 101.1(h) in that, as designed, the Project would
contribute fo the character and srabﬂ_’cy of the neighborhood and would constitute a
beneficial development. .

The Commission herebjr .ﬁnds that approval of the _Co:nditio.nal Use authoerization would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

SAY ERATGISCH
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Praft Motion - CASE NO. 2011.0584CbV
April 28, 2012 ) : © 601 Dofores Street

-DECISION

|
!

That based ﬁpon the Record, ‘the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Dei:)ar’.men’t and’

other inferested parties, the oral testimorny presented to this Commission at the public hearings,
and all other written materials submitted by all parties, the Com:mssmn hereby APPROVES
Coxniditional Use Application No. 2011.0584CDV subject to the following conditions attached

hereto as “EXIIBIT A~ in general conformance with plans on file, dated Apzil 18, 2007, and -

statmpai YEXHIBIT B, which is incorporated. hereinby reference as though fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTTVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal ﬂus
Conditional Use Anthorization to the Board of Supetvisors within. thirty (30) days after the
date of this Motion No. XXX, The effective date of this Moton shall be the date of this
Moton if 'not appealed (After the 530- -day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of
the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisoms. For further information,
please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415} 554-5184, CLty Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, Ca 54102

I hereby cestify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion o April 26, 2012

Linda D, Avery
_ Commission Secretary

AYES:
NAYS;
' ABSENT:

ADOFTED:  April 26, 2012

QAIJ rRﬁEClSCD
HING DEPARTRMENT
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CASE NO. 2011.6584CDV

April 26, 2012 601 Dolores Street

EXHIBITA
AUTHORIZATION -

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow Childrer's Day School to convert a church
that is current being 1sed as z dwelling it info & private elementary school for students in Fifth

. throngh Bighth grades located at 601 Dolores Street, Block 3598, Lot 060 pursuant fo Planming
Code Sections 209.3{g), 303, and 317 within a R¥1-3 District and a 40-X Height and Bulk Districh
in general conformance with plans, dated July 8, 2011, and stamped "EXHIBIT B included in the
docket for Case No, 2011.0584CDV and subject to condifions: of appxoval reviewed and
approved by the Cornmission on Apzil 26, 2012 under Motion No X0COOCK "This authorizaton
and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular Project
Sponsor, business, or operator. -

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Froject the Zoning -

Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Offidial Records of the
Recorder of the City and County of San Frandisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state
that the project is subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and
approved by the Planning Commission on April 26, 2012 under Motion No J30GXX.

RINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

* The conditions of approval under the "Exhibit A' of this Plarming Commission Moton No.
XOOOOKK shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or
Building permit application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall

reference to the Conditicmal Use suthorization and any supsequent gmendments oz

modifications.

SEVERABIUT‘{

_The Pro]ect shall comply with all apphcable City codes and reqmrements " If any clause,
sentence, section or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid,
such invalidity shall not affect-or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these
condiﬁons. This dedsion conveys no right fo constmct, or to receive a building permit. “Project
Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party. | ’

CHANGES AND WMODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrater.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval
of a mew Conditionsl Use authorization, ‘

SKH FRAHEISC0
L ENHEG DEPARTMENT
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April 28, 2012

Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Mamtermg, and Repcr‘tmg
FERFORMANCE

L

Validity and Expiraffon. The authorization and right vested by virfue of this action is
valid for fhree years from the effective date of the Motion. A building perrmit from the

Department of Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the
approved use must be issued as this Conditional Use authorization is only an approval
of the proposed project and conveys no independent right to construct the project or to.

commence the approved use, The FPlarming Commission may, in a public hearing,, =
consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or bullding permit has not been

obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the Project. Once a
site or building permit has been issued, comstruction rmust commence within the
timeframe required by the Depariment of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. The Commission may also consider revoldng the approvalsif a
perruit for the Project has been issued but is allowed fo expire and more than three (3)
years have passed since the Moton was approved, '

For information about cumpllaﬁce, contact Code Enforcement, lenmg Depmfment at 415- 5/5-
6863, . 5f planming org.

DESIGN

2. Garbage, composting and recyding storage. Space for the collection aid storage of

garbage, composting, and recyding shall be provided within enclosed areas on the
property and deatly labeled and ftustrated on the architectural addenda. Space for the
collection and storage of recyclable and composteble materials that meets the size,
location, accessibility and other standards specified by the San FIEILCLSCO Recydling
FProgram shall be provided at the groumd level of the buildings.

For mﬁymzahon about complignce, contact the Case Flanner, Plnnrmg Depm’fmenf af 415-558-
6378, www.sfplanning.org .

¢

MONITDR!NG

3.

Enforcement, Viclation of any of the Planning Department condifions of approval
contdined in this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this
Pro]ect shall be subject to the enforcement Procedures and. admimistrative penalties set
farth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 1761. The Plarming Department may

alsa refer the violation complaints to other dity departments and agencies for appropriate

enforcement action under their ]“lIl’ISdlCtLOIL
For informakion-about compliance, contact Code Evforcenent, thnnmg Depaﬂmam at 415-575-

. 6863, mww.sFplanning.org

OPERATION

4. Sidewalk Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall maimiain fhe main entrance to the

SAN FRARRISED

building and all sidewatks abutting the subject property in a clean and sarditary condition

BLARNING DEFARTIVIENT
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J

in compliance with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Mainfenance
Standards,

For information about complionce, contact Burea of Street Use and Mapping, Department of
Public Works, %695—2017,-71#%.//@"&17@0, are/ .

Enrollmem for a school at the Project Sne shall be limited to 200 students Any ncrease
In enroliment beyond 200 studenis at the Project Site shall require approval of a new or
amended conditional use anthorization by the Commrissior.

For information abour complimice, contact the Case Planmer; Planring Department at £15-558-

6378, wwm. sfylanning.org.

- The Applicant shall take all reasonable measures to prevent loitering by students (and

possible associated nuisances) during break fimes or before and after classes in adjacent
residential areas. :

For information about complignce, comtact f115 Case Planmey, Planning Dapzrr‘ment at 415-558-

6378, www.sft-planning.org
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AN FRANCISCO

PLANMNING DEPARTMENT

Subject fo: (Sefect only if applicable}

[ Affordable Housi'ng (Sec. 415) ’ . [ First Source Hiring (Admin. Code)
1 Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) {1 Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414}
0 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 0 Other

Planning Commission Motiocn No. 18604
HEARING DATE: APRIL 26, 2012

Date: May 10, 2012
Case No.: 2011.0584CV-
Project Address: 601 DOLORES STREET
Zomning: RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)
- 40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3598/060 '
Project Sponsor:  Molly Huffman
' Children’s Day School
333 Dolores Street
San Francisco, CA 94110

Staff Contact: " Michael Smith — (415) 558-6322
‘ michael.e smith@sfgov.org

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO SECTIONS 209.3(g), 303, AND 317 FOR THE
CONVERSION OF A FORMER CHURCH THAT IS CURRENTLY BEING USED AS A
. SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLING INTO A PRIVATE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL OPERATED BY
“CHILDREN’S DAY SCHOOL” FOR A PROPERTY LOCATED WITHIN A RH-3
(RESIDENTIAL, HOUSE, THREE-FAMILY) DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK
DISTRICT. : ' o

PREAMBLE

On July 14, 2011 Valerie Veronin on behalf of Children’s Day School (hereinafter “Project
Sponsor”) filed an application’ with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for
Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 209.3(g), 303, and 317 of the
* Planning Code to allow the conversion of single-family dwelling into a pﬁvate elementaiy school
for students in fifth through eighth grades operated'l?y Children’s Day School for a property
located within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk
District. '

On April 26, 2012, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use
Application No. 2011.0584CV. .
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CASE NO. 2011.0584CV

Motion No. 18604
601 Dolores Street

Aprit 26, 2012

- The Department determined the Project to be exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act ("CEQA") as a Class 32 categorical exemptior.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing
and has further considered written materials and oral teshmony presented on behalf of the
applicant, Department staff, and other interested partLes

. MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Condiﬁonal Use requested in Application
No. 2011.0584CV, subject to the conditions contained in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on

the following findings:

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony
and argumernts, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. 601 Dolores Street is lIocated on the southeast corner
of the Dolores and 19% Streets directly east of Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores
neighborhood. The subject building occupies most of a 9,690 square-foot, rectangular
shaped lot that measures 85 feet in width, 114 feet in depth, and is located within a RFI-3
(Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.
The subject property 'is improved with a two-story over basement, single-family
residence that was formerly a church. The building was constructed in 1910 in the
Gothic Revival style as a church for the Mission Congregational Church.

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The area surrounding the project site is
primarily multi-family residential in character with .a few large institutional uses
surrounding Mission Dolores Park and extending north down Dolores Street. There are
a few commerdial establishments located within ground floor storefronts on corners
along Dolores Street, including restaurants, cafes, and convenience stores. Buildings in
the vidnity typically range from two to four stories in height.

4. Project Desaiption. The project sponsor is requesting conditional use authorization
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3(g) and 303 and mandatory discretionary
review pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning: Code to convert a former church that is
currently being used as a single-family dwelling into a prlvate elementary school
operated by “Children’s Day School” (CDS) which is currently operatmg 2.5 blocks north
the at 333 Dolores Street. “Children’s Day School” would maintain both campuses and
use the proposed site as a satellite campus. The proposed school would house 160-200
students in grades 5% through 8% The project includes interior and exterior tenant
mprovements Exterior tenant improvements include converting a garage entrance on
19% Street into a primary pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast corner
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of the building, adding mechanical equipment and associated screening to the roof, and
adding an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. Interior tenant
Improvements includes a complete seismic retrofit, partitions for 10 new classrooms, 7
administrative offices, 3 student and faculty lounges, 2 new interior stairways (including
one that would be located within the tower), one elevator, 5 restrooms, and convert the
sanctuary space into a multi-purpose space, create ADA ramps within the Dolores Street
entry hall and the sanctuary’s northern side aisle, and create a full second floor level
within the Sunday school wing of the building. The project also requires a parking
variance becatse no parking would be provided for the school. . '

5. Public Comment. To date, the Department has received 50 letters and emails of support
for the project primarily from parents of students who attend the school. The project is
also supported by the Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association (MDNA).

The adjacent neighbor to the south expressed’ concern about how activity on the
proposed roof deck could impact noise and privacy at the rear of his mult-unit
residential building next door and how the penthouse addition would block his view.
Several other neighbors expressed concern about the potential impacts the use could
have on parking and traffic in the neighborhood induding the white zones location on
19% Street and the on-street parking spaces that would be eliminated as a result.

6. ‘Planni_ng Code Compliance: The Commission finds that the Project 4s consistent with
the relevant provisions of the Planning Code in the following manner:

A. Parking. Planning Section 151 of the Planning Code requires one off-street parking
space for every six classrooms for elementary schools.

The proposed school would have no off-street parking and thus requires n parking variance
Srom Section 151 of the Planning Code.

B. Floor Area Ratio (F.A.R.). Section 124 of the Planning Code limits non-residential
uses in RH-3 Districts to a floor area ratio of 1.8 to 1. For a corner lot, Planning Code
Section 125 permits a 25 percent floor area premium.

The subject lot measures 9,690 square-feet in area. The maximum permitted use size for the
property is 17,442 square-feet based upon the District’s maximum permitied floor area ratio.
The FAR premium allowed for corner lots increases the maximum permitted nonresidential
use size to 21,802.5 square-feet. The proposed school would occupy 16,123 square-feet.

C. Land Use. Section 209.3(g) -of the Planning Code allows elementary schools (an
mstitutional use) in a RH-3 District only upon the approval of a conditional use
authorization by the Commission. '

D. Dwelling Unit Conversion. Section 317 of the Planming Code requires mandatory
staff initiated Discretionary Review for the conversion of a dwelling unit to a non-
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residential use if not otherwise subject to Conditional Use authorizaﬁon by the Code.

The Plamung Commission shall consider these criteria in the review of apphcahons
for Conversation of Residential Units; ’

(1) whether conversion of the unit(s) would eliminate only owner occupied housing,
and if so, forhow long the unit(s) proposed to be removed were owner occupied;

(ii) whether conversion of the unit(s) would provide desirable new non-residential
use(s) appropriate for the neighborhood and adjoining district(s);

(ii1) whether conversion of the unit(s) will bring the building closer into conformance
with the prevailing character of its immediate area and in the same zoming
district; '

(iv) whether conversion of the unit(s) will be detrimental to the City's housing stock;

(v} whether conversion of the unit(s) is necessary to eliminate design, functional, or
habitability defidendes that cannot otherwise be corrected.

The subject building was constructed in 1910 as a church for the Mission Park Congregation.
The building remained a church for many different congregations until the most recent church
occupant ceased operation in 2005 due to dwindling membership and significant seismic refrofit
requirements. The property sat vacant for a couple. years until it was purchased in 2007 and
corverted into a single-family dwelling. In 2011, the property was sold to CDS in anticipation of
the proposed conversion. The conversion would not result in tenant displacement as the building
was owner occupied upon its sale. Although the conmversion of the dwelling unit would be
detrimental to the City’s housing stock, the existing dwelling is out of character for the
neighborhood which is defined by residential flats, and it is not affordable housing. The use of the
property as a dwelling unit does not represent the most effective use of the property. The properiy
. was constructed for institutional purposes and is best suited for that use.

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider
when reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balance, the project does
. comply with said criteria in that:

A The proposed new uses and building, at the size and intensity contemplated and at
the proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and
compatible with, the neighborhood or the community.

The school would initially envoll 160 students with a maximum enrollment of 200 students
and employ approximately 14 staff people. The intensity of the proposed use would be similar
to that of the church that previously occupied the building. Furthermore, the size of the
proposed use is in keeping with other institutional use surrounding Dolores Park and
extending down Dolores Street to the north. The project is necessary and desirable because it
would provide an additionol choice in education to neighborhood and city residents and it
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'provides adaptive reuse of an existing building. Furthermore, there are a limited number of
suitable sites available for institutional uses such as an independent school.

B. The proposed project will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or
general welfare of persons residing or working in the v1cml’ty There are no features
of the project that could be detrimental to the health, safety or convenience of those -
residing or working the area, in that:

i, Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size,
shape and arrangement of structures; )

The height and bulk .of the existing building willl be minimally enlarged to provide a
stair/elevator penthouse for the proposed roof ‘deck. The proposed work would not be
visible from the street. '

ii.  The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and vehicles, the type and
© volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and
loading;

A transportation study was prepared for the project to evaluate potential transportation
impacts that could result from the project. The study concluded that the project would
not have a significant impact on parking and traffic in the neighborhood for several
reasons. The project includes expanding the white zome at the property’s 19% Street
frontage from 80 feet to 130 feet. The white zone would be effective between 7:00am —

. 9:00am and 2:30pm — 4:30pm, Monday — Friday. Also as part of the project, CDS has
developed a student drop off plan that is based on the projected number of student drop
offs and the proposed available loading space at each campus and include distribution of
morning student drop offs that provides for student safety and minimizes traffic impacts.
The drop-off plan is discussed further in the transportation section of the categorical
exemption. .

ifi.  The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such as noise, -
glare, dust and odor; | -

The project would not exceed the BAAQMD’s 2010 thresholds of significance and would
not result in the generation of air pollutants that exceed the BAAQMD'’s thresholds of

significance.

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

No additional landscaping is proposed for the site. The existing street trees that border .
the property would be retained. The Department shall review all lighting and signs
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proposed for the property in accordance with the Conditions of Approval contained i
Exhibit A. '

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planning
Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

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

D. That the use as proi:osed would provide development that is in conformity with the
purpose of the applicable Neighborhood Commercial District.

The proposed project is generglly comsistent with the stated purpose of RH Districts to

regulate institutional uses therein.

8. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the following
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan: '

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Polic_%es

OBJECTIVE 7:
ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL AND REGIONAL

CENTER FOR GOVERNMENTAL, HEALTH, AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

POLICY 7.2: _
Encourage the extension of needed health and education services, but manage expansion

to avoid or minimize disruption of adjacent residential areas. .

POLICY 7.3: ,
Promote the provision of adequate health and education services to all geographic

districts and cultural groups in the city.

The Project will allow for additional choices in educational options to neighborhood and city
residents and allow for an increase in student enrollment should others want to attend. The
Project would enhance the educational services availoble to vesidents of the local area

neighborhoods as well as the city at large.

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE1L: -
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN

FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS.
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POLICY T1.7:
Respect San Francisco’s historic fabrlc, by preservmg landmark buildings a_nd erisuring
consistency with historic districts.

POLICY 11.8:
Consider a neighborhood’s. character when integrating new uses, and minimize
distuption caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

The Project would respect the City’s hisioric fabric by preserving and reusing.a historic property.
The Project will allow a school to locate within a residentinl District in a property that is suitable
for an institutional use. As a result, additional educational services would be provided for the
local neighborhood and community at large. '

\0

Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning pdh’des and requires
review of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply
with said polides in that: :

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

The proposﬁl would not affect existing neighborhood-serving retail uses.

B. - That existing housing and neighborhood character be conserved and protected in
order to presetve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods.

The proposal is for the adaptive reuse of an institutional building and would provide another
educational choice for City residents.

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

| Although the project would result in the loss of a dwelling unit, the dwelling unit is not
affordable to most City residents. ’ '

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

The Department performed a transportation analysis of the projett and determined that it
would not significantly impact transit service, traffic, or parking in the neighborhood.

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

SHN FRAKCISCD 7
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The Project will not displace any service or industry establishment. The project will not
affect industrial or service sector uses or related employment opportunities. Ownership of
industrial or service sector businesses will not be affected by this project.

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

The Project includes seismically retrofitting the existing structure to comply with current
seismic standards. . Therefore, the project would incrense the property’s ability to withstand

an earthguake.
G. Thatlandmarks and historic bqﬂdings be preserved.

" The subject property is a known historic resource pursuant to CEQA, In reéponse, the
Department performed a historical analysis of the property and the proposed improvements
and determined that the project would not impact the property’s ability to conoey its historic

- s
signijicance.

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

from development.

The project will have no negative impact on existing parks and open spaces. The Project does

not have an impact on oper spaces.

10. The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of
the Code provided under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would
contribute to the character and stability of the neighborhood and would constitute a

beneficial development.

11. The Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditionial Use authorization would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and
other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings,
and all other written materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES
Conditional Use Application No. 2011.0584CV subject to the following conditions attached
hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated ]ﬁly 8, 2011 with a
revision date of Apn‘l‘ 12, 2012, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is incorporated herein by
reference as though fully set forth. '

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal-this
Conditional Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days affer the
date of this Motion No. 18604. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this

. Motion if not appealed (After the 30-day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of
the Board of Supervisors if appealed to the Board of Supervisors. For further information,
please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. -
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

Ihereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on April 26, 2012

. Linda D. Avery

-Commission Secretary

AYES: Commissioners Sugaya, Antonini, Borden, Moore, Miguel, and Fong
- NAYES: None
ABSENT: Commissioner Wu

ADOPTED:  April 26,2012
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EXHIBIT A

AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow Children’s Day School to convert a church
 that is current being used as a dwelling unit into a private elemeritary school for students in Fifth
through Eighth grades located at 601 Dolores Street, Block 3598, Lot 060 pursuant to Planming
Code Sections 209.3(g), 303, and 317 within a RH-3 District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District;
in general conformance with plans, dated July 8, 2011 with a revision date of April 12, 2012, and
stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2011.0584CV and subject to
conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on April 26, 2012 under
Motion No. 18604. This authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property

and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL -

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the
Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state
that the project is subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and
approved by the Plarming Commission on April 26, 2012 under Motion No. 18604

PRINTING OF CQNDE.TIONS OF APPROVAL CN PLANS

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A’ of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18604
shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building
permit application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the
Conditional Use authorization and any subsequent amendments or modifications.

SEVERABILITY

- The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause,
senitence; section or any paft of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid,
stich invalidi’r)} shall not affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these
conditions. This decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. “Project
Sponsor” shall include any subsequent responsible party.

CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval
of a new Conditicnal Use authorizaton.
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Renomng
PERFORMANCE

1.

Validity and Expiration.” The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is
valid for three years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the
Department of Building Inspecton to construct the project and/or commence the
approved use must be issued as this Conditional Use authorization is only an approval
of the proposed project and conveys no independent right to construct the project or to
commence the approved use. The Planning Commission may, in a public hearing,
consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or building permit has not been
obtained within three (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the Project. Once a
site or building permit has-been issued, Conétrllcﬁon must commmence within -the
timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be continued
diligently to completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a
permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expire and miore than three (3)
years have passed since the Motion was approved '

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Depari-ment at 415-575-
6863, www.sf-planning.org.

DESIGN

2.

Gatbage, composting and recycling storage. Space for the collecion and storage of
garbage, composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the
property and clearly labeled and illustrated on the architectural addenda. Space for the
collecfion and storage of recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size,
location, accessibility and other standards specified by the- San Francisco Recydmc
Program shall be provided at the ground level of the buildings.

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-
6378, www.sf-planning.org .

MONITORING

3.

‘Enforcement. Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval

contained in this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this
Project shall be subject to the enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set
forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may

. also refer the violation complaints to other city departments and agencies for appropriate

enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Planmng Depari-menf at 415-575-
6863, www.sf-planning.org

OPERATION

4

Sidewalk. Maintenance. The Project Sponsor shall mai_ntain the main entrance to the
building and all sidewalks abutting the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition
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in compliance with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance

Standards.
For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of

Public Works, 415-695-2017, .http:/lsfdvw.org/

5. School Enrollment. Enrollment for a school at the Project Site shall be limited to 200
students. Any increase in enrollment beyond 200 students at the Project Site shall
require approval of a new or amended conditional use authorization by the Commissior.
For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department at 415-558-

6378, www.sf-planning.org .

6. Loitering. The Applicant shall take all reasonable measures to prevent loitering by
students (and possible associated nuisances) during break times or before and: after
classes in adjacent residential areas. - '

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

6378, www.st-planning.org .

7. White Loading Zone. The proposed white loading zone orn 19th Street shall be effective
between the hours of 7 am. and 9 am. only to protect on-street parking for the

maximum amount of Hme..
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-

6863, wrw:-sf-planning.org

8. Roof Deck-Usage. Usage of the proposed roof deck as a classroom or any other school
related function shall not commence before 7 a.m. and shall not extend beyond 9 p.m.
Furthermore, no lighting shall be installed on the deck only the minimum amount of

- lighting needed for safety.
For infomwﬁoﬁ about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-

6863, www.sf-planning.org.

9. Mechanical Equipment. It was determined that the location of the rooftop
mechanical equipment shown on the plans dated July 8, 2011 with a revision date of
Aprl 12, 2012, and 'stampec_i YEXHIBIT B” do mnot comply with the rear yard
requirements of Secfion 134 of the Planning Code. As a result, the location of the
equipment shown on the plans is not approved as part of this project. The sponsor shall
continue to work with staff on the location of the equipment, preferably to be moved to a
location that is not near the adjacent buildings. _

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Department — at  415-

558-6376,  wurw.sf-planning.org
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ATTORNEYS AT LAW

June 18, 2012

VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL

David Cincotta, Esq.

Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell, LLP
Two Embarcadero Center, 5th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94111
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Re:  Children's Day School, 601 Dolores Street, San Francisco, CA

Dear Mr. Cincotta,

Per the agreement reached orally on June 14, 2012, between Children’s Day School and
our clients, appellants Anne Gates, Landon Gates, Lisa Nahmanson and Sandra Steele, this letter -
confirms that the parties wish to continue the Categorical Exemption Determination appeal
hearing curmently scheduled for June 19, 2012, and the Conditional Use Permit appeal hearing
currently scheduled for June 26, 2012, both regarding property located at 601 Dolores Street, San
Francisco, to July 26, 2012 or as soon thereafter as may be accommodated by the Board of
Supervisors. The parties were informed by Supervisor Wiener on June 15, 2012, that the earlier
proposed hearing date of July 10,2012, is not available to the parties.

By signing this letter below, you confirm that your client Children’s Day School agrees

with the above described continuance.

P

__—Pavid Cincotta, Esq.

Rutan & Tucker, LLP | SOO_O Ef Camino Real. Suite 2(2(295&[0 Alto, CA 84306

650.320-1500 | Fax B850-320-8905

Orsnne Canntv | Paln Altn | www rutan onm

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

AL

Elizabeth T. Erhardt
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