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. 18;9 Maﬁ<et Street, San Franctsco, CA 94103 )
phone: 415.955.1915 fax 4159551976

Com | -
Septembér 26,2011 Plete copy of document js

located in
. Via Hand Delivery . ) File No. //05&\?
Angela Calvillo a

. Clerk of the Board of Supemsors .' :
" #1 Dr. Garlton B. Goodlet Place, #244 -
- San Francrsco Callforma 94102

':Re: 3151—3155 Scott Street Case No. 2010. 0420CETZ

: DearMs Calvr]lo

Please find enclosed written documentatlon Cow Ho]low Association is making avaJlable
o to Board of Supervisors members prior to the October 4, 2011 hearings on the appealofthe ~
: mmgated negative declaration, the appeal of the conditional use eurthonzation, and the spec1al

- use distriét ordinance for3151-3155 Soott Street.

\J’ . . :
Cow’ Hollow Assocmtlon makes these documents avaulable on ifs own behalf as Well as o
- behalf of Marina Community Association; Marina Merchants Assoc1ahom Marma Cow Hollow
‘Ne1ghbors and Merchants and Umon Street Merchants Assocra’uon

Because these three. hearings are related, and may be consohdated by the Board, Cow.
Hollow Association is providing all its written correspondence for the three hearings.in thls
' smgle packet. The followmg doeuments are mcluded o :

. 1. Letter dated September 26 2011 re The Crty Violated CEQA by Fallmg to Perform the
Req_ulred CEQA Analysrs Before Approvmg the Project _ ;

" 2.CHA Appeal to Board of Supemsors dated September 8 201 1 of Final Mrtrgated Negatwe
- Declaration and Planmng Commrssmn Motion No. 18403 Aﬁrmmg the Mltlgated Negatwe L
: Declaratton on Appeal S : : . _ L '

U3 CHA Appeal to Plannmg Comrmssmn dated .T une 14, 2011 of Mltlgated Negailve Declaratron
dated June 14,2011 - :

-4 Letter dated September 21, 201 lre The Clty S Speoral Use Drstn.ct Ordmance (Planmng Code
Section'235) is an Improper Method to Effectuate California Govemment Code Section 65915° s

' Densrty Bonus Requirernents

- 954



Angela Calvﬂlo S

- Re: 31513155 Seott Street-
September 23, 201 1 "
Page 2

5. Letter dated September 23,2011 re Cow Ho]low Association’s Request to Add Restr1c110ns to
Condltlonal Use Authonzailon ' _ .

B 6 CHA Appeal to Board of Superv1sors dated August 15, 201 1 of Pla.m]mg Commission Motion
No. 18405 Authonzmg the Cond1t1onal Use Requested in Apphcatlon No. 2010 0420C :

7. Cow Hollow ‘Association’s Pubhc Comments dated July 7 201 1 on Pmposed Pla.nnmg Code -

* Text Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment to Estabhsh the Lombard and Scott Street '
-Affordable Group Housmg Special Use District ‘ . _ S

'_Sin_cerel'y yours,

 Adam Polakoff R
Attomey for Cow Ho];ow Association

encl.

- .-{00000037.DOC/} _,
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FILE NO. 110589 .. " " ORUINANCENO.

.[Plannrng Code Zonrng Map Establrshrng the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group

Housmg Specral Use Drstnct 3151 —3155 Scoft Street]

" N Ordrnance amendrng the San Francrsco Plannrng Code by addmg Sectlon 249. 55 and
- amendrng Sectron Map ZSU to: 1) create the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable .
| Group Housing Specral Use Dlstrrct for the real property encompassing 3151-3155
\ Scott Street (Assessor’s Block No. 0937, Lot No. 001), at the southwest corner of. Scott _

and Lombard Streets in order fo facrlrtate the development of an affordable group

housing project; and 2) makmg envrronmental t“ndrngs Plannrng Code Sectlon 302

f"ndrngs and findings of consrstency wrth the General Plan. and the Prronty Polrcres of

'_ Plannlng Code Sectlon 101 1.

' NOTE . -Addltlons are Szngle—underlme zz‘alzcs T zmesNew Roman

" deletions are Z
Board amendment additions are double—underlrned

Board amendment deletrons are stn-kethreugh—nermal

Be it ordarned by the People of the Crty and County of San Francrsco
Sectron 1: Frndlngs The Board of Supervrsors of the Crty and County of San Francrsco
hereby finds and determrnes that _ |
(@) lhe Plannrng Department has determrned that the actrons contemplated in thrs .

ordinance comply wrth,the California Env»lro_nment,a_l Quality Act (Publrc Resources Code

| Section, 21000 et sed ). Sald determination is on file 'wlth the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

in Frle No 110589 _and is rncorporated herein by reterence

(b) Pursuant o Sectron 302 of the Plannmg Code the Board finds that this ordrnance

erl serve the publrc necessrty convenlence and Welfare for the reasons set forth in Plannrng

Cor_n_,mresron Resolutlon,No.f 18404 - and the Board lncorporates those reasons herein by

- |jreference. A copy of Planning Commission Reso,lutron No. 18404 is on file with the Clerk of |

‘the Board of'SUpe.rv-ls}ors in File No; 110589 ¥

Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi _ . o . L. .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS: - _ : : i . - . Page1
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(c) The Board of Supervrsors fi nds that thls ordinance i is in conformlty wrth the General

'Plan and the Priority Polrcres of Section 101.1 for the reasons set forth in Plannmg

<

Com-mrssron Resolution No. _~ 18404 and thé Board lnco_rporates those reasons her_el_n by

reference

(d) The property commonly known as 31 51-3155 Scott Street lS located onthe

'southwest corner of Scott and Lombard Streets (Block 0937 Lot 001) in the Crty and County
- of San Francnsco The property is zoned NC-3 and is wrthln a 40—X helght and bulk dlstrlct It
currently contams a three-story burldlng that functlons as a tourrst hotel Wlth no permanent

_ resrdents No open space, off-street parklng or rear yard currently eXIst for the burldmg

- {e) Wrth publlc funding to provrde an aﬁordablllty level af a maXImum of 50% AMI, a

local nonprot' it housrng developer proposes to rehabllrtate the property and provide -

- approxrmately 24 aﬁordable group housmg units on the site exclusrvely for transition- -age '

youth The proposed prOJect would also mclude ohe on-site managel’s unit. The. proposed :
denstty of the group housing exc;eeds the Plannlng Code maxtmum o

- This Special Use Dlstnct is belng establlshed in order to allow the sponsorto

. develop the aﬁordable group housrng prOJect on the subjeot srte to the proposed density wrth

no requlred open spaoe parkng or rea yard

(g) On_ July 14 2011 at a duly notlced public hearing, the Plannlng Commrssron

o adopted proposed Plannmg Code and Zomng Map amendments in Resolutlon No :

18404 creatlng the Lombard and Soott Street Atfordable Group Housing Specxal Use |

(h) The letter from the Plannlng Department transmrttlng the proposed Plannmg Code .

| and Zoning Map amendments to the Board of Supervrsors the l\/lltlgated Negat[ve Declaratlon

'WIth respeot to the approval of the PrOJect and the Resolutlon approvmg the proposed

Planning pode amendments are on file wrth the C-lerk of the Board.,ln.-Flle, No. 110589 . °

Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Kim, Mar, erkarlrnl' . . . ) _ :
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - : ' o : - Page 2
S - ' ' - ' | 8/1412011
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j These and any and all other documents refereneed in thrs ordrnance have been made

avallable to arid have been revrewed by, the Board of Supervxsors and may be found inthe
f les of the Plannlng Department as the oustodlan of records at 1650 l\/llSSlon Street in San
Francreco, and in _Flle No_. 110589 . With the Clerk of the Board of Supervrsors at One Dr

C'arltOn B. Goodlett -Place,-San Francisco, and are_rncorporated herein by reference.

Section 2 The San Francisco Plannrng Codeis hereby amended by addmg Sectlon

249 55 to read as follows
SEC 249 55 LOMBARD AND SCOTT STREET AFFORDABLE GROUP HOUSING"_ :

SPEClAL USE DlSTRlCT |
-In order to facilitate the establlshment of affordable group housrng use on the .sublect 4

property there shall be established. the Lombard and Scott Street: Affordable Group Housrng '

Speolal Use Dlstnct located at 3151 ~3155 Scott: Street (Assessofs blook 0937, Lot 001), as

| desrgnated on Sectlonal Map 2sU of the Zonlng Map of the Crty and County of San

- Franorsco The followrng provisions Shall apply Wrthm the Specral Use Dlstrlct

(a) Purpose The Lombard and Soott Street Affordable Group Housmg Specral Use

Dr’stric is hereby es-tabnshed in order fo facnn ite he dev_elo_pmem of an affordable group - '

_ housrng project exclusrvely for transrtlon age youth

(b) Applrcabrllty The provrsmns of thrs Specral Use Drstrlct shall apply only to an
affordable group housing prOJect exclusrvely for transrtron-age youth by a nonprof it housrng

developer that receives fundrng from the San Francrsco Mayor’s Office of: Housrng to develop :

'the project and any suocessors or assrgns of the developer

() Condrtronal Use Approval n thls Special Use Dlstnot exceptrons from otherwrse

applloable requrrements of thrs Code may be appropnate in order to further the cntloal goal of. .' ‘-

- c:reatrng affordable housrng for transrtron age youth. A condrtlonal use approval shall be

Supervlsors Chiu, Avalos, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimi

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS - ‘ . R : : - Page 3
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Ithe followrng exceptions from the requrrements of this Code if the facts presented estab[rsh

The followmg excepttons trom the requrrements of thrs Code are appropnate in order to further

subsect(on (b) above is. authonzed to have a densrty of up to 24 unlts of group housrng and

. {one manager’s unlt wrth a minimum number of 143 square feet of lot area for each. bedroom.

' 134 of thrs Code shall not apply toa rehabrhtatron prOJect authonzed by thrs Specral Use L

.DISU’ICT , ' o

| forth in Sectron 135 of thrs Code shall not apply toa rehabrhtatron prOJect authonzed by thrs

| Specral Use Drstrrct

applv for interior group hOI ising units tha’r do rot face Scott Stree’f or Lombard Street foa .

'rehabllrtatron prOJect authorrzed by this Specral Use Dlstrrct

'approved by resolutlon of the Plannlng Commrssron Section Map 25U of the Zonrng Map of”
.the Crty and County of San Francrsco shall desrgnate the followrng real property as the

Lombard and Scott. Street Affordable Group Housrng Specral Use District: .

requrred for any development sub}ect to thrs Sectron 249 55 Such condrtronal use may grant
that the exceptnons satrsfy the crrtena of Subsectrons 303(0)(1 ) through 303(0)(3) of thrs Code.

the goal of preservmg and enhancing a group housrng use for transrtron age youth

(r) Densrty An atfordable group housrng prorect meeting the requ1rements of

The rules for Calculatrng densrty set forth in Sectron 208 of this Code shaH apply.

(ii) Rear Yard. The rear yard requnrement tor NC 3 zonrng drstncts set forth in Sectlon
(m) Open Space The useable open space requrrements for NC—3 zonlng drstncts set -

(rv) Exposure The exposure requrrement set torth in Sectlon 140 of thrs Code shall not

Sectron 3. Pursuant to Sect[ons 106 and 302(c) of the Plannrng Code and as duly |

Supervrsors Chru Avalos Kim, Mar, Mu‘kanml . R . ) . o i

BOARD OFSUPERVISORS o AP , . .- . ... Page4
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|Bescription-of Property R .. Special Use District to be .Approve"d o

§ Assessor's BIOCK‘GQé?, [ot001 ' Scott Street Affordable-Group Housing
- |3151 — 3155 Scott Street ~. \ . SpeCial Use District - '

(d) Explratlon of Spemal Use Dlstrlct In the event that the group housmg facility .
descnbed in subsectron (a) has not received a cerhﬁcate of final completion or cemﬁcate of
f;nal occupancy by December 31, 2015, the authorization and right vested by this ordlnance_

shall be deer.ned“void"and cancelled, and this section 249. 55 shall expire oﬁ Janu'ar"y' 1,2016, |

- Se‘cﬁon 4. Effective Dateé. This ordinance shall beéome effective 30 days from the ds’te
of passage |

APPROV AS TO FORM :
DENNIS HERRERA, City Atforney I

By: .. | W {?/Vaf/m&)

J ITH A. BOYAJIAN ﬂ/
puty City Aﬁomey e

Supét\)isbrs Chiu, Avalos, Kin, Mar, Mirkarimi -

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' » . o ' ' . Page 5
: ’ ’ : ‘ ' 6/14/2011
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- FILENO. 110589

" LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Planning Code - Zoning Map - Establishing the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group
Housing Special Use District - 3151-3155 Scoft Street] - . :
Ordinance amending the San Francisco Planning Code by adding Section 249.55 and _
amending Section Map 2SU to: 1) create the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable
Group Housing Special Use District for the real property encompassing 3151-3155
Scott Street (Assessor’s Block No. 0937, Lot No. 001), at the southwest corner of Scott
and Lombard Streets, in order to facilitate the development of an affordable group
housing project; and 2) making environmental findings, Planning Code Section 302
findings, and findings of consistency with the General Plan and the Priority Policies of o
Planning Code Section 101.1. S ' AR .

 Existing Law -

Article 2, -Section' ‘2'49;.1 et ééq., of the San Francisco P‘lanning Code ersvtabklis'hes.a number of
Special Use Districts (SUDs), including SUDs for specific affordable housing projects. '

Amendments to Currenit Law - |

'Th-e proposed 'legiélation will amend the Séh Francisco Z_(Sning Map énd add'a. new SUD‘t_o |
~ Article 2 of the Planning Code that will facilitate the development of an‘affordable group
housing project at 3151-3155 Scoft Street. The property currently contairis a three-story

building that-functions as a tourist hotel with no permanent residents. No open space, off-
g ~ street parking, or rear yard currently exist for the .buil'din'g_'. : '

- With public funding to provide an affordability level at a maximum of 50% AMI, alocal =
nonprofit housing developer proposes o rehabilitate the property and provide approximately
24 affordable group housing units on the site exclusively for transition-age youth. The project -

- will also contain one on-site manger's unit. SO o S

‘The project will require conditional use appfqval, The conditional use approval méy. authorize -
- exceptions from current Code requirements for density, rear yard, open space, and exposure.
The project may have a density of up to 24 units of group housing and one manager's unit,

with a minimum number of 143 square feet of lot area for each bedroom; the Planning Code o

- Section 208 ruies for calculating density will apply. The rear yard and open space
requirements set forth in Planning Code Sections 134 and 135, respectively, will not apply to
- the ‘project. If the group housing facility does not receive a certificate of final completion by
December 31, 2015, the project authorization shall expire on January 1, 2016.

 BOARD OF SUPERVISORS o - " . Paget
: o . N S ’ . 814011
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SAN FRANUISCO T
LANNING DEPARTMENT

file 10589

' 1650 Mission St
. . ~ Suite 400
o : L . . San Francisco, |
S . ' L - - CA 94103-2479
Iuly 21 2011 S S o _ o Reception:- -
' R ' L s . 4155586378
Ms. Angela Calvﬂlo, Clerk o o . L o - C Fax ,
Board of Supervisors : . _ ' R Co LT 415.558.5463
City and. County of San Fran(:]sco o o AR o Planming
CltyHa]l Room 244 * o L _— SR iﬁ%nggog:gﬁ
1 Dr. Carlton B. GoodlettPlace ‘ : e T '
San Fra.ncrsco, CA 94102
N ' , ' . - -3
" Re: - T.ransmlttal of Planmng Department Case Number 2010. 0420TZ Y= E;
L Board of Supervrsors File No. 110589, . Vo= g‘;’_}‘é‘ .
Code Text and Zoning Map Amendments for 3151 — 3155 Scott Street V= = O:\E‘Z
Assessor’s Block 0937, Lot 001 _ \‘ : ‘:} B8
Planning Commission Recommendation: Aygroml ' 3 <. ™ *;%2
ST - . : E§‘_—g SO -
= 72O
R o
o o g
Dea_r Ms. Calvﬂlo, - .

On July 14, 2011 the San Francisco Plalmmg Comnussmn (hereinafter - ”Comlmssmn”) o
conducted @ duly noticed public hearing ata regulaxly scheduled meetmg to consider the
proposed Ordinance; -

The proposed Ordmance Would facilitate the following Plamung Code Text and Zomng
Map amendments at3151 - 3155 Scott Street Lot 001 in Assessor’ s Block 0937

= Create a new Plalmmg Code Section 249 55 estabhshmg the. Lombard and Scott
. Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District. '
Amend the Special Use District Zonmg Map Sheet SU02 to map this new Spec1al
Use District. - . o

On ]uly 14, 2011, the Plamung Commjssmn con51dered an appeal of the Prehmmary
Negative Declaration for the project at 3151 — 3155 Scott Street, including the proposed

Planning Code text and zoning map amendments The Plarmmg Com:mssmn upheld the
s Prehmmary Negatrve Dedara’aon '

w&.s‘fpfam%ﬁ@.org _



. At the ]uly 14,2011 hearmg, the Commrssmn voted to recommend gproval of the .
proposed Ordmance ' SRR o :

- Please trnd attached documents relatrng to the Com.n'ussmns act10n. If

_ you have any
' questmns or.require further mformahon please do not heﬂtate to contact me

: Attachments (one copy of the following):
Planning Commission Resolution No. 18404 : ‘ o
Planning Comnussmn Execuflve Summary for Case No. 2010.0420CETZ .

‘e .. Sara Vellve Current Plamrung, Planmng Department _
- Andrea Contreras Enwronmemtal Plannmg, Plarumg Deparfment



SAN FRANLISCO : '
PLANNING DEPARTMENT _.

-Planning cOmmissmn

Suite 400
Resolutlon No. 18404 chsii0s267
HEARING DATE JULY 14 2011 . Reception: ~
415.558.6378
R . - . ’ o .
" Date:’ July 14, 2011 445.558.6409 .
. Cas¢No.. . . - 2010. 0420CETZ , o
" Project Address; 31513155 SCOTT STREET' , | {’rfg‘nﬁ:’;gm
Current Zoning: = NC-3 (Neighborhood Comrnerc:tal Moderate Scale) R R 11 55&5377. .
L 40-X Height and Bulk District . ' oS S
Proposed Zoning:  Lombard and Stott Street Af_fordable Group I—Iousmg Speaa.'[ Use Digtrict— E—’}’m L
Block/Lot: , - 0937/001 . X c‘rj_f_ e
Initiated by: . Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Klm Mar, IVL‘[IkBIqu ; o ;31'“?;
Project Sponsor:  Community Housing Partnershlp I o i ™ *:233 .
' : 280 Turk Street’ ’ s i $ = P
. -  San Frandisco; CA 94102 \ R LT LI L_';;zo
N Sponsor Contact: " Gail Gilman, Executive Director AR o O
Staﬂ’ Contact: Sara Vellve— (415) 558-6263 LT ﬁ

i sara. Ve]lVe@sfgov org .
-Recommenduﬁon’ -Recommend adoptum by the Boa:d of Supemsors

RECOMIVIENDING THAT -THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE A PROPOSED
ORDINANCE -TO AMEND THE PLANNING CODE BY ADDING SECTION 249. 55 CREATING

THE LOMBARD AND . SCOTT. STREET AFFORDABLE GROUP HOUSING SPECIAL USE

DISTRICT (SUD); TO AMEND SHEET SU02 OF THE SPECIAL USE DISTRICT MAP TO INCLUDE

o

1650 Mission St.

THE LOMBARD "AND .SCOTT STREET AFFORDABLE GROUP HOUSING SPECIAL USE °
- DISTRICT OF THE CITY AND’ COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO RECLASSIFY 3151 — 3155 _'
' SCO'I'I' STREET, BEING ALL OF LOT 001 IN .ASSESSOR’S BLOCK 0937, WITHIN THE NC-3

'(NEIGI-IBORHOOD COMlV.[ERCIAL MODERATE—SCALE), AND TO NIAKE AND ADOFPT

ENVIRONMENTAL FINDINGS AND FIND]NGS OF CONSISTENCY WITH THE PRIORITY

- POLICIES OF PLANN]NG CODE SECTION 101 1AND THE GENERAL PLAN.

WHEREAS on June 14, 2011 Superwsors Chm Avalos, Klm Mar Mirkarimi introduced an Ordmance
under Board of Supervisors (hereinafter “Board”) File Number 110589 for a Planning Code text change
and Zoning Map amendment to create the Lombard and ' Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special

‘Use District (SUD), which would 1) create a new Planning Code Section 249.55; the Lombard and Scott

. Street Affordable Groiip Housmg Special Use District, 2) amend the Special Use District Map sheet SU02
of the Clty and County of San Francisco to refer to this new Spec1a1 Use District. :

_Whereas the Planmng Department (heremafter ”Deparhnent”) as Lead Agency responslble for the -
implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, has undertakén the environmental rev1ew )

process for the proposed " Community Housing. Partnership Group Housing Project and provided
appropriate public hearings before the Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”); and ‘

oo . 204
- www.sfplanning.org



‘Resolution No. 18404 o o ASE NO. 2010.0420ETZC-
" . Hearing Date: July 14,2011 Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD

. YVhere‘as, on Iuly-14, 2011,_ the Cqmn-uission, by Motion-No. 18403, upheid. the 'I\ﬁti'gafed‘rNegaﬁve»
* Declaration for the Project per State CEQA Guidelines;and - - - .. : . ' ‘

Whereas, on _Tuly 15, 2011 the Dépértcdent adopted the Final I\ﬁﬁgated Negaﬁve Dedlaration for the

. Project; and

'Whjere'as, on Jﬁly.lé, 2011, ‘the (ioﬁlnﬁs'sion condﬁcted a duly _no_t@ced' public hedring.at a regularly
- scheduled meeting to consider the P:roposed Ordinance for Application No.2010.0420TZ; and - .

Whereas, on Iuiy_ 14, 2011, the Commission adopted Resolution No. 18404 to approve the text change and
map ammendmient creating the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District; -

- and

. Whereés; the Commission has heal;d,.a'nd' considered the teéﬁmony presented to it at the public hearmg
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented by Department staff and other

interested parties; and

W'ﬁe,reas, the Project Site consists of one Assessor’s parcel (Lot 001) of a’pproximatély 3,450 sqﬁare f‘ee't‘h_—l
area on Assessor’s Block 0937. The parcel is at the ‘southwest corner of the intersection of Scott and

&

- Lombard Streets, and currently contains a three-story with basement }.strucﬁne formerly used as a tourist *

" hotel with a bar; and

Whereas; a project at the sub]ect p'roPe;ty proposes- to convert a bm.ldmg coniammg 29 bedrooms .

* formerly used as & tourist hotel and bar to a permanent group housing use containing up to 24 group - |

" - and 24 with a maximiim income of 50% of Area Median Income; and

housing units and one manager’s unit (25 units total) for transitional age youth between the agés_of 18

Whereas, the Commission has reviewed all the files before it reléﬁng to all the discretionary Appro.val -

Actons in’ connection with the gpproval of .the Community Housing Partnership’s Group Housing
'P.j_c'ciject which includes the proposed Ordinance described above; and T :

Whereas, aﬁofda’bie housmg specifically designed for transitional ag‘e_y_bu& are gieaﬂy lacking and

‘nécessary to ensure their successful integration into and be a contributing member of society; and _

- Where:;é, the new Lonibard and Scott Street Affordable Grbup Housing S,_Pecial Use District Woulzi allow -

for a project that p.roposgs-to convert a 29 room tourist hotel to a use containing 24 units of group

housing, one manager’s unit (25 total units), and i-o.ox;is for prbgra‘mmaﬁc needs for low to very-low

income transitional youths; and °

Whereas, the propoéed map changes and text _améhdment have been found tc_)-'be corisistent -‘Wl'th. the. .~

4

. following relevant Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

Whereas, oﬁ June 21, 2011 the B_o'afd of Supervisors ado_pted. the 2009 Housing Element, which was -

signed by the Mayor onJune 29,2011 to become effgcﬁve on July 29, 2011, and the'l_’"r_ojéct complies with
the update based on the following Policies and Objectives. : | " ' ' '

R e 265 .7 2



. Resolution No.18404 -~ ' R . CASE NO. 2010.0420ETZC
Hearing Date: July 14, 2011 - Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housmg SUD

" 2009 HOUSING ELEMENT
Objecﬁves'and Po].iciés o

OBJECTIVE 1: _
 IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT: ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING. -

_Pohcy 1.10. Support new housmg pro]ects espeaally af_fordable housing, where hDuseholds can
easﬂy rely on public transportahon, Walkmg and bicycling for the majonty of daily trips.

The pra]ect wzll be Zoczzted in. the. Mtznna/Cow Hollow/ Umon Street neighborhoods that promde a mix of

housmg densities, mecessary amenities and access to public transportation. There are ample public

' i—mnsportuﬁan opportunities riearby, including: Muni. lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, all of which stop

within three blocks of the project site; and Golden Gate bus service to the North Bay, which stops near the

. project site. In addition, the project site is* locited near the Chestnut and Union Street.Neighborhood .

>:Commerazzl corndors making it- convenient for residents without private trzznsportaﬁon fo access a wide.

variety of commercial goods and services. The project site is ‘located close to four banks and ATMs several
smaller neighborhood markets and cojj‘ee shops, marniy resttzumnfs of parying affordability, and two movie
theaters. The project site is also located near many cultural tmd educational opportunities including a

branch of the SF Public Library, City College’s Fort Mason Campus the Exploratorium, the Palace of Fine .

Arts, and GGNRA mterpreﬁve programs in the Presidio. In addl‘wn the pro]ect site is within five blocks -
of the Presidio YMCA, the Moscone Recreation Center and. the Lyon Street entrance of the Presidio; L_U’I.d zs

 also near Cnssy Fleld and the Marina Green

OB]ECTIVEZ. -
. RETAIN EXISTING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAJNTEANCE STANDARDS

. WITHOUT ]EOPARDIZ]NG AFF ORDABILH'Y
Pohcy 2. 5: Encourage and support the seismic retroﬁthng of the enstmg housmg stock. .

Althouah the pra]ecf site is not currenﬂy used as housmg, the proposed rehabﬂztahon will mclud.e sasmzc cmd
structural upgrades as deemed necessary bya qualy’izd structural engmeer and conszstent with the Deparhnent .
of Building Inspection’s requirements. _ .

~ OBJECTIVE 3: | '

* PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF 'I'.[-IE'J EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPEC[ALLY RENTAL
UNITS. .
Policy . 3.1: Preserve rental umits, espeaa]ly rent controlled units, 'to meet the C.1ty’ 5 aﬁordable B

housing needs.

-Poiicy 3.5: Retain permanently affordable residential hotels and.single room occupancy (SRO) ~
The: Speczal Use Dlsiﬂct wzll ﬁzcﬂltzzte up £0.24 new %ﬁ‘urduble gToup houszng umts and wﬂl help o decrease
the high demand for affordable group housing units. The creation of new group housing units will help to .
. prevent displacement of tenants currently residing in affordable group housing vunifs elsewhere in the City.
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OBJECTIVE4: . [ = = . T
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF. AI'L RESIDENTS ACROSS

- Policy 4.2: Provide a range of housing options for residents with spécial needs for housing
support and services. o S ) .

,_Policy.'4..4: - Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, anphaslz:mg
- permanently affordable rental units wherever possible. oo ’ ' '

. Policy 4.I5': _Ensure that the new pe:ménenﬂy affordable housing is Tocated in all of the City’s
. neighborhqods_, and encourage integrated heighbo:ho_ods, with a diversity of unit types provided. -
at a range of income levels. . n ' S '

Policy 4.7: - Consider environmental justice issues when plarmmg _for new. hoﬁéing, especially,
affordablehousing. " : ‘ R '

o . The proposed legislation will enable fransitional age ybu_fh who are aging out of foster care and trying to
.- prevent, or exit, homelessness, fo permanently reside and receive supportive services in g Sfimancially and
- \socz'z'zlly stable neighborhood. The Mayor’s Ojj’ice of Housing has played an active fole in site jacquisiﬁon
and project facilitation to create @ permanent housing situation in an existing structure. The project
represents a collaboration between governmental (Mayor’s Office of Housing) and non-profit organizations
(Community Housing Par’i?;ershfp) fo create this opportunity for pe_hmznenfgﬁ‘ordaﬁle kéusing. While
some properties: withini -close proximity to the site may have undesirable. yses on them, in general, the
neighborhood is considered o very desirable area that provides its residents with amenities and services that

. promote 4 high quality of life. The project will provide housing for ecc_}'nomicully disadvantaged youth zn the
generally @ﬁcluenf neighborhood of Cow Hollow/Marina, promoting economic infegration of permanently

" affordable housing and market rate housing.

'_Objec_'tive5:." T

ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVATLABLE UNITS o
" Policy 5.2: Thcrease access to housing, particulatly for households who might not be aware of
- their housing choices. I ' , S

C Poli\éy 5.4 Provide'a range of umt types for all segments of need, and work to move residents
.’betwee_nurﬁttypesasﬂieirneedschangg : ' S R :

The legislation will facilitate o project that will, when combined with the project sponsor’s placement
efforts, provide increased housing: access to individuals who otherwise, due to' their young age and kow
incorrie, would be unlikely to be informed about goailable housing choices. The Project will be 2 permanent
source of supportive housing for low-income at-risk youth, as opposed to.temporary housing provided only
- on a weekly or monthly basis. Most Yyouth in permanent supportive housing are eager to transition o
.+ fully-independent living. situations, and the project will be able to provide developmentally-appropriate
- services targeted to residents to dssist them in this time of growth and transition. . ‘
. Objective 6: ST R
REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS. : )
Policy 6.1: Prioritizé permanent '_housing solutions while puréuing Both short- and long-term

strategies to eliminate homelessness. -

‘;wmﬁcénammr o R - 267 . ' o . . 4. .
. S . )



Resolution No. 18404 ~ - ‘ . SASE NO.2010.0420ETZC
" Hearing Date: July 14, 2011 . Lombard and Scott Street Aﬁordab_le_Group Housing SUD. -

~ Policy 6.2: . Prioritize ‘thé'h’ighest incidences of homelessriess, as well as those most-in need,
including families 'apd immigrants. ' : .

The legislation will facilitate permanent housing dnd social support serbiceg for h’dnsz_'iign—age youth and,
reduce the need for temporary homeless shelters when youth leave the foster care.system. This hoziging :
opportunity will enable youth to develop the necessary skills fo_ transition to fully mdependent living
sifuations. . N T o S : o '

- At this time, demand for affordable unifs o seroe the farget pbpu_laﬁbn far exceeds the City's supply. The =~
Project will greatly increase the stock of housing for low-income youth who' dre too old for foster care dr_ :
. who have left the foster care system dnd, as a result, have a high incidence of homelessness. Such youth are |
particularly underserved in the _Cii'y; ' o L -

" OBJEGIIVE7: . = ' oL S
SECURE FUNDING AND' RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY. AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
- INCLUDING INNOVATIVE ..PROGRAMS A THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON
" TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAFITAL. ' , o Lo

'Poliéy' 7.51 Encourage the proauc{ion' of affordable hqusiI{g i:hr_ough'process and zc')ru'-iig_ :
'accomn}odatidns; and prioritize affordable housing in the review and"épprp\fal 'pro‘cessés_.

The proposed: Special Use District, which modifies group housing density, open space, rear yard and .
exposure requirements of the Planning Code will allow the project to provide a greater number of group '
housing units than is otherwise per_mii-tgd within the existing building enoelope. As such, the Special Use -

. District will facilitate permanent aﬁ‘ai‘dle?lg housing without adversely affecting the scale or character of the )
surrounding neighbor‘l‘iob_d. Overall, the number of occupied rooms in the building will be reduced from 29
to 24 with one manager's uiit, for 25 units total. - ' B o

. OBJECTIVEIL ' . : o S ,
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE. DIVERSE AND DISTINCT ' CHARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. . : - SR : o
Policy 11.1: Promote the constructon and rehabilitation of Well'—designed 'housing fchaf
emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and "innovative design, and’respects existing peighborhood

character. C N

.Paﬁcy 11.3: Easure gfowﬂ1 is accommodated Mthout sngta_nﬁal_ly_and adversely impacting
" “existing residential neighborhood character. R : S ;
Polli:_;y‘ 11.7: Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, by.'preserving landmark buildings and ensuring
consistency with historic districts. : " o : :
The p.ro.pos'ed legislation will enable p residential use to be astublisﬁed ini g building that was constructed on
the subject property in approximately 1914 without modifying the building’s envelope or height As the
building will not be newly c‘ansﬁ'ticted,‘ or substantially altered, it will continue to compliment, and be
_ compatible with, the MarinalCow Hollow/Union Street commercial and. residential neighborhoods as they
+ have developed over time. . L S : e

The praposea legislation will allow the replacement of the prior tourist hotel use with a residential use that

. will have less effect on the surrounding neighborhood by reducing the total potential occupancy from as

many as sixty hotel guests- (at maximum occupancy) plus hotel employeés to twenty-four residents
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: (gmerﬂll}-/), one.live-in nz(zn.zzger; and seven employees. By corverting the kexisting bufldmg Sfrom a tourist
hotel to a residentiol building without subsfaniial structural modification, the project will create new
" housing while maintaining the same neighborhood scale and character as currently exists. :

- The proposed legislation will uot affect a historic resource. Pursuant to m Historic Resources Evaluation

' Repart, dated May 19, 2010, prepared by Architectiral Resources Groi, o eopy of which is on file with the
Planning Department, it was determined that the property is it an historical resource, - In addition, the -
building on the project site is not listed in any standard lists of significant or historic structires, Furthermore,
trhe'app—eurmc'e of the building will remain suEsttznﬁquy urimodified. : : - : .

. OBJECTIVE12: . . |
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTE WITH ADEQUATE ]NFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE
CITY’S GROWING POPULATION. ©~ - S _ - o

" Policy 12.1: ‘Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable

patterns of movement. i ' S -

Policy 12.2: Consider the pfOJdnﬁty of quality of life elemerits, such as open space, child care,
-and neighborhood services, when developing new housing units. o
The proposed legislation will alow group housing units to be located on a site that is well-served .by
T exzsﬁng public transit lines, including: Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, dll of which stop within three -
blocks of the project site; and Golden Gate bus sérvice to the North Bay, whith stops near the project site. _
Due to the required income level of residents, they are unlikely o own cars. The project will provide &
minimum of nire (9) Class 1 bicycle storage spaces for use by residents. As 4 result, the project will provide.
housing that relies on public transit use and enviroﬁmentzzlly sustainable patterns of movement such zs -
- walking and pike riding. | : o o

An gbundance of neighborhood services, cultural amenities and significant open spaces are Iocaied within
.~ close proximity to the project. For example, the project site is Iocated within approximately ¥z mile of four
* banks -and ATMs, one major grocery store, several sraller neighborhood markets and retail Qﬁt_lét's for
shopping and possible resident employment. The project sife is dlso located near the Exploratorium, the
Palace of Fine Arts, Fort Mason and the Presidio. Within five.blocks of the sife are the Moscone Recreation

. Center, Crissy Field, and the Marirg Green.

Policy 13.1: Support “smart” re'gional g'ro'zwth that locates ne'W_h_(.Jus.ing'dose' to jobs and »tl:aI"LSit.-
Pelicy 13.3: Promote sustainable land use pa,ttelﬁs'that integrate héusi.ng Wlth transportation in
order to increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share, B '
Policy 13.4: Promote the highest fea.sible_- level of ”g-‘:eé;f’ Eie_velopment in-both p_rivate and
municipally-supported housing. L e o

'gmgﬁﬁcgnspmm. - ’ o 269 . . . ' 6



" Resolution No. 18404 | CASE NO. 2010.0420ETZC
Hearing Date: July 14, 2011 * . Lombard and Scoft Street Affordable Group Housing SUD

As currently proposed, the Project would meet Leadership in Energy ‘tznd,EnvironmentzzI Design (LEED)
Silver certification criteria and would include recycled materials where feasible, low-water use showerheads
and faucets and EnergyStar rated applignces.” If feasible, the project miay also ‘include solar panels and
other green energy devices. S R R

2004 HOUSING ELEMENT
- Objectives and Policies .

OBJECTIVEL: -~ : .
TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, IN -
APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS . IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS AND TAKES
INTO "ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREATED -BY .

Poﬁcy-‘1.4: Locate in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established residential neighborhoods.

 The legislation would facilitate aresidential #rajecf in an area surrounded by buildings of similar scale and .
character, including. rqsidenﬁal and mixed-use retail-residential buildings. "By converting the exist-iﬁg
building from d towrist hotel #6. a residentigl building without substantial structural modifications, the -
project will crate new housing and increased residential density while maintaining the same neighborhood

- scale and chardcter. In addition, the p'rajeci'.L will have a minimal effect on purking and traffic _,;bécausa' (1) --
the project is well-served by existing public transit lines; (2) most residents of the project éfe unlikely to
have their oun cars, and.Bicycle storage will be provided; (3) the project converis an existing fourist hotel

" use whzch generatéd parking demand and traffic; and (4) the existence of kitchen and other common area
facilities and on —site support programs will help t6 veduce the demand on street infrastructure. R

The project site is g former tourist hotel i an established (esidmi‘ia_llcommercial -néighborhood. The
proposed permanently affordable group housing use is appropriate to the location and ?romates this policy.
The need for affordable housing for transitional age youth has been established through a 2007 study and
refdrt conducted by the Mayor’s Transitional Youfh Tusk *Force titled Disconnected -.‘)_’oﬁth. in Sdan

Francisco: A Roadmap to Improve the Life Chances of San Francisco’s Most Vulnerable Young Adults.

OBJECTIVEL - ' . : N .
SUPPORT AFFORDABLE ‘HOSING PRODUCTION BY ‘INCREASING SITE AVAILABILITY - - -
"AND CAPACITY. ' ’ B . ,_ , L

Policy 4.1: Acﬁvely,ideﬁﬁfy and puréué_ opportunity sites for peiniér}enﬂy 1affordab1¢ hbusin_g'; _

. " The tourist hotel building, -located ma résidential/commzrciaf ﬂTEl‘Z,‘ is currently unoccupied and can. -
© . accommodate a residential component with peérmanently affordable housing ymits, which is (_:unsisﬁent with

' this policy.

Policy4.3: Encou,rage the construction of sfferdable units for single households in 'res.idenﬁal‘
hotels and “efficiency” units. ' : : ' '
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Exéept for one manager.unit, the. Project proposes 24-units of group Housing umits for b‘an's'itiomzl—age '
. occupants. Overall, the projet proposes 25 units. e o

Policy 4.4: Consider granting density bonuses and parking requirement exemptions for the

construction of affordable housing or senjor housing. P

The legislation will create the Lo_tﬁbzzrd and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD, which allows a

density bonus for the éreation of afforiable housing for transition-age yq_uth earning @ maximum ofE_O%

Area Median Income. In addition, e legislation would exempt the proposal from the Planning Code’s *
- rear yard dnd open space tequirements, as well as moidify the exposure requirement. o

" OBJECTIVES: . S L - R -
INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY OF THE 'CITY'S AFFORDABLE °
HOUSING PRODUCTION SYSTEM." T SR

. Pdliéy 5.2: Support efforts of for-profit and noil—proﬁt organizations and other commurﬁty based
groups and expand their capacity to produce and manage perrlnanenﬂy affordable housing.

- The project is sponsored by Community Housing Purﬁzershij:z (CHP), a'non;proﬁt-organizaﬁqn that has
“served San Frtznt;isco’sformerly homeless individuals and families since 1990. CHP has partnered-with the
'Ma_{/or’é Office of Ho_usingvto secure funding for the proposdl and with: Larkin Street Youth Seroices, for
client programming ind services. These partnerships will enable CHP to expand their capacity to produce
and manage the proposal as well as providing necessary client services and progromming. -

ENSURE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSNG OPPORTUNITIES.

: -Poiiéy 8.1: Ené'_oﬁrage suffident and suitable rental housj.rxg- opporhuﬁ‘ties and emphasme .
’ ‘permanently &ffordable rental units wherever possible. ' E : o

-The: graup-hoz;;iné units in the proposal will be rental units that are penmnent_lyé]j‘ﬁrdablé to transition
age youth and will promote this objective and policy. . e
Policy .8.6:_ Increase the _aﬁrajlabﬂity of units suitable for users with supportive housii{g'néeds. :
=hou5in§-designutei for etﬁzzﬂcipziteii foster ybuth and |

homeless youth, who will be, able to access on-sité supportive services to transition to independent living
“and to successfully integrate into society. One umit will be used by a resident manager. I

' The 24 group housing units will be permanent

'oByECTIVE:w:'_' o - L , . .
" REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS IN COORDINATION WITH"

RELEVANT AGENCIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS. - . -

Policy 10.1: Focus efforfs on the provisions of permanent affordable and service-enriched =
housing to redﬁ_té the need for femporary homeless shelters. L o
AR peramrmner T o T -8
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‘Policy 10.2: Aggressively purse other- strategies o prevent . homelessness and the risk of
'homelessness by addressing its contributory factors. : T

Policy . 10.4: - Facilitate childcare and. educational opportunities. for hpmel-ess families and
The-housi-ng' and services proaiﬁed by CHP and its pan?ners: will be designed to pro'ouie the tér‘gants astable .
residential environment with supportive services to help them become contributing members of society.

NEIGHRORHOOD COMMERCE
. Objectives and Pg]idés_

 OBJECIIVE6 T o A |
- MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBOHROOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS. AL -

' Policyl 6.3 . : o ) o
“Preserve and promote the mixed commercial-residential character in neighborhdod_co_nune‘rdal X
dlstncts Strike a balance between the preservaﬁo’n'of'exiﬁng affordable housing and needed -
expansien of commercial activity. - ’ : e

The ‘proposed Tegislation will create new aﬁ’ordable‘ housing in an established NC-3 (Moderate Scale,
‘Neighborhood Commercial) district. The proposed density will permit a higher number of people to reside at
- the project site than would be otherwisé permitted, which will permanently increase the number of people
_ on the street at d'iﬁ‘ermt\ times of the day, increasing safety and business vitality on epenings and weekends..
The proposed legislation will not jeopardize existing affordable. housing as the subject building was -
- previously used as a tourist hotel. . ' B . -

TRANSPORTATION L - L
Objectives and Policies o : : ' ‘

.-
'

'OBJECTIVE L: ' - | . I

MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND' VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND .-
. ﬂ\TEXPENSIV‘E- TRAVEL WTIIN SAND FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND
| OTHER PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAING THE 'HIGH QUALITY LIVING -
ENVIRONEMENT OF THE BAY AREA. : e ' :

Policy 1.3 _ o ) . : .
Give priority to public transit and other alternatives to the private automobile as the méans of - -
meeting San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters. L
* Policy 1.7 - S - v
Assure expanded mobility for the disadvén_taged. '.
As a-result of the proposed leg-iéla.ﬁbn, the project would locate ﬁmizneﬁt residenis within very close - -
proximity o significant public tmnspartaijbn opportimities in the neighborhood. As off-street parking
. would not be provideii,' “the project. would promote walking and bicycling amongst the residents. Due to .
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. income limitations of residents, it is not expected that many will owrn private automobiles., Promoting the -
_useof pﬁblic i"ransporfai‘f'on, bicycling and walking is consistent with the diy’s Transit First pblicy_ 7
.. The proposed. legislation will facilitaté the location of permanent housing for economically disadvantaged
and underemployed workers close Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41;-and 45. This affordable transportation
choice can be used as a tool for improving the ecoriomic and social situation of project. residents to provide
. access to employment, educational institutions, medica] services and recreation facilities. - '

DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS THAT 'WILL EFFICIENTLY MANAGE THE. .
-. SUPPLY OF PARKING AT EMPLOYMENT CENTERS THROUGHOUT THE ‘CITY S0.AS TO
- DISCOURAGE  SINGLE-OCCUPANT RIDERSHIP AND. ENCOURACE . RIDESHARING,
- TRANSIT AND OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO THE SINGLE-OCCUPANT AUTOMOBILE,

. OBJECTIVE16: :

]?oﬁcy 16.6: Encourage -aifeniaﬁveé to the i)ﬁyate _a_utoﬁobﬂe by locating public transit access
and ride-sharing vehicle and bicycle parking at more closetini and convénient locations on site,
and by location parking facilities for singl_e—qccupangy vehicles more remotely.

The préjéct_ will include a mim:mu.m of nine (9) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces. for resident and employee
use. ' ' '

' OBJECTIVE 28;

FROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACTLITTES FOR BICYCLES.
. "i’olicy 28.1:. Provide Secure and- bicycle. p'a::ldpg— in new goirei*nﬁxmtél, commércia’l, and .
- residential developments. B o - : S ‘ ’ '

A minimum of ni‘ne. (9) Clizss 1 bicycle parking spaces are proposed in the basement leel.
AIR QUALITY - ]

Objectives and Policies. '

OBJECTIVE 3 I o
DECREASE THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY COORDINATION OF
- LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION DECISOINS. . - - B

Poliy31: - | o | _
Take advantage of the high density development in- San Francisco to imprbve the transit -
infrastructure and also encourage high density and compact. development where an extensive
transportation ﬁﬁa;tructure exdists, ‘ S C

The proposed legislqﬁon would increase ‘the group housing Eznsiiy from & ratio of. 1 unit for ébery 210

. square feet of Iot area to a ratio of 1 unit Jor every 143 'square feet of Iot area resulting in more group

housing units on the property than allowed by the Planning Code for the NC-3 (Moderate Scale, =

. Neighborhood Comumercial) district. As the site is within close proximity to Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41,
and 45, the Project would. result in a high density development ivhere on extensine transportation
infrastructure exists. R - _ . - o

smm“ﬁ'ﬂgnémm ' | - u - - . B 10«
Pran _ S 273 ] '



- Resolution No. 18404 - - - CASENO. 2010 0420ETZC
' Hearmg Date: July 14, 2011 . Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housmg SUD

“ URBAN DESIGN
Objectives and Policies '
: OB]ECTI‘VE4 , :
IMPROVEMET OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONM.'ENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL g
SAFETY COMFORT PRIDEAND OPPORTUNITY . ; o

- Pohcy 9 :
) Max1rruze the use of recrea‘aon areas for recreatlonal purposes

. The. sﬂ&e is loczzted wlthm close proximity to the Moscone Recrezzhon Center; Crissy Field, and i’he Munruz :
. Green,* and use of these recreaﬁonal spaces by occupants is conswfent with this polwy '

-Pol1cy15 ' :
Protect the livability and character of re51der1tLal properﬁes from ‘the mtrusmn ‘of mcompatlble o
new buﬂdlngs ‘ :

" The proposed leoislaiwn does not faczlltate the consh’uciwn of a new buﬂdmg thut would. be mcompui-[ble

" with the existing livability and character of residential buildings. The proposed group housmcr umits would -

be accommoduted unthm a buzldm g that was consfructed on the site in 1914.

- ~The proposed amendments to'the Plar\nmg Code are con51stent Wlth the e:Lght Priority Pohaes set forth in
Sectton 101. 1(b) of the Plannmg Code in that: ; '

1. That exrstmg nexghborhood-serwng reta:l ses - be preserved. and enhanced and future ’
. opportunities for resident employment in a.nd ownershlp of such businesses enhanced

The previous toyrist hotel use'was discontinued in, Sepfember 2010, xmd the use accommoduted fourzsts
rather thzzn residents. The project will enhance the neighborhood-serving retail uses in: that the pro]ect will -

increase the neighborhood’s permanent resident population resulting m a broader comsumer . base for
- neighborhood retail busitiesses in the Marina, Union: Street and Cow Hollow nezghborhoods Itis possible that

residents of 1 the proposed pro]ecf could be zmployed by such busmesses as well.

C 2 That ‘existing housing and nelghborhood character be conserved and protected in order to
: preserve the cultural and economic dlversﬁfy of our nelghborhoods '

' T?Le text and. map amendments ’LU‘LZZ not alter the housmg, neighborhood churacter cultural or economic

diversity of the naghborhood The existing building does not currently contain any- residential housing and

. the project does not include g building expansion or exterior changes that would alter its character. The:
 Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group. Housing SUD allows for a higher density with no rear yard or

open space requzrements and certain exposure exceptions. The existing building was constructed prior fo
‘creation of the Plarining Code, and as 4, result, the site does not currently provide any on-site, off-street
parking, open space ot Code compliant rear yard setback.- The expasure requlrement is et only Jor those

rooms that front Lombard -and Scott Streets. Overall, the Project is consistent with the nezghborhood f5

: .exlsi'mg mix of uses. Increased. density will add to the nawhborhood character.in that it will bring resuients
SAN FRANG!SCD . ' . ) ) 2 7 4 - - ) . . ) ) 1 1
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Resolution No. 18404 .- S e T ASE NO. 2010.0420ETZC
- Hearing Date: July 14,2011 . - . Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD -

and consuriers to this transit-oriented, mixed-use neighborhood. The Project could promote economic

diversity by housing low-income at-risk yqﬁth in this generally affluent ares. =
3. That the City’s supply of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced;

The text and map zzmmﬁments for the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable group Housing SUD will -
facilitate the creation of up to 24 group housing unifs for at-risk low-income youth, plus one manager’s yni,_for

"~ an ovérall unit count of 25. The project will not result in the removal any existing legal residential units zs the »
building has been used as atourist hotel since its construction. in approximately 1914. . - -

4 .Tl-iat ‘commuter traffic not q'mpéde MUNI fransit service or overburden our streets of o
neighborhood parking; ' - - R .

- Although the project text and map amendments would resulf in tzddzi‘zomzl denisity, the site is'Iocated on -
Lombard Street, which is a major transit corridor, Due to ‘the required income levels of residents, it is - -
unlikely that they will own private vehicles for commuting. Storage for a minimum of nine bicycles will be
provided on the site. The Planning Code dpes not require o “street parking for gr‘ciﬁp housing.. - i ‘

5. That a diverse economic base be maintained by protecting oiir industrial and service sectors from

displacement due to commerdial office development, and thaf future opportunities for resident

employment and ownership in these sectors be enthanced; ) _ ;-
The text and map amendmients invdl‘v_ﬁ'e the creahon of affordable g_—rau;; housing units. a

6. That the Ci'%:y achieve the greatest po/ssible. preparedness to protect against injury and loss of life
lnanearthquake, : S L o i .

' Development pursi;uﬁt to the text lam_i .map. amendments must. ﬁeet current Building Code
requirements. The proposed amendments will not alter any such requirements. .- .

7. Thatthe landmarksand historic buﬂdmgsbe presérved; -
m text zzmi map amendments would nqt_u_szect‘any historic buildings. Through CEQA ‘review of the

proposal, it was determined that the building is not a historic resource. ' S '

8. Tilht our parks and open space and their access ‘.’co sunlight' and vistas be protected from
" development; - R R i o :

* The text and map aendment would riot dlter the existing building height, or height district of the
property. The subject building does not currently exceed a height of 40 and the proposal does not include -

- the expansion of the building that would exceed a height of 40 feet. The Project will have no negative affect

. on existing patks and open spaces. . - . A i

" sanamvoisco - o TR o ’ R ' ) 1'2" ‘
PLANNING DEPARTMENT - C . 92718 . L
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'Resolufion No. 18404~ - . ASENO.2010.0430ETZC.
- Hearing Date: July 14,2011 .~ Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housmg sSub

- NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Comrmssmn hereby recommends that the Boa:d
APPROVE the proposed Ordinance as described in this Resolution No. 18404 to create the Lomba_rd and |

* Scott Street Affordable Group Housing. Special Use District and fo amend the Zonmg Map to include the
Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housmg Specwl Use Dlstnct '

' '.I hereby cerh.fy that the foregomg Resolutlon was adopted by the Commlssmn at its meetmg on Iuly 14,
2011. .

L’fnda D. Avery .
" . Commission Secretary )
AYES: . Comm1ss1oners Olague Mlguel Moore, Sugaya and Fong
NOES: E:Com_n:ussmner Antomm o
ABSENT:' - Coxplriiﬁsioner Borden’_
ADOPTED:  July 14,2011
z .

Eh i — o a1 .



SAN FRANLISCO o
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

. Executive Summary

o fHEARlNG DATE: JULY 14,2011 "
Date:.  July7,2011
+ CameNo: | '2010.0420CETZ -
. Project Address: 3151-3155 SCOTT STREET - = . :
- ‘Current Zoning:  NC-3 {(Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) _
. 40-XHeightand Bulk District - _ St
Proposed Zoning: .Lombard and Scott Street Affordable.Group Housing Spedial Use District
Block/Lot: — ods7joor - .. . S o
‘ Iniiiate.cf-lﬁy:‘ N S_upérvi'sors Chiy, Awvalos, Kim, Mar, Mirkarimj. .
" Project Sponsor: - CommunityHouémgPérmeréIﬁp ' 2 o
' - 280 Turk Street . ' S

. - San Francisco, CA 94102
Sponsor Contact:  Gail Gilman, Exectitive Director
Staff Contact: Sara Vellve - (415) 558-6263

: . -sara.veﬂvé_@sfgov.org-

559’,(;

- 1650 Mission St
- Suifa 400

San Francisga, -

.CA 94103-2479

Répepﬁen:

. 415.558.6378 .

Eaxc -
415.558.6409

P!anning
Information;

415558 6377

Recommendzzi-zon ‘1) Recommend the Board of Suijéfvisdrs Adopt ﬂle_pfdpoé:ed Qrdinaﬁce .

2) Approve the Conditional Use Authorization with Conditions

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

(_Zoninﬁm_ity' Housing i’armeréhip propdséé to convert the vacant toirist hotel (formerly 'd.b.a'.'_'E,dward o
- Inn) to 24 affordable group housing units for transitional-age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 - -

.. ®arning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, and one urnit for a resident managet, for an overall ugit - -

1. Permit one unit for every 143 square feet of fot area for a total of 24 group housing units and one
ma‘ﬁagef’ S unit, (Plannmg Code Section 204;4 ‘&xempts managers unit's from the denmty calculation
- for group housing) where one umt for every 210 sqliére feet of lot area for a total of 16 group housing
units and one manager’s uit is pefmitted as-of-right by Planning Code Sections 208 -and 712.92; ©

- www.siplanning. orc
S Teanpgen.



 Executive Summary CASENO. 2010.0420T7
Hearing Date: July 14,2011 3151 — 3155 Scoft Street  ~

T2 E_I_jmjﬁate the rear yard requﬁemélt where a minimum rear yard of approximately 15 feet is required . .
by Planning Code Section 134; . S

- open space and approximately 875 square feet of common open space would be required by Planning
Code Section 135; - .' : : . .

'3. Eliminate the open si)ace requirement where a minimum of approximately 675 square feet of priva;ce_ _

4. Modify the eﬁ_cposm'e requiremertt for approﬁmatély 13 group housing units that do not face a street,
" alley or Code-compliant rear ya_rd or courtyard as required by Planning Code Section 140. -
‘On June 14, 2011, Supervisors -Chiu, Avalos, Kim, Mar and Mirkarimi introduced an Ordinance
proposing to create the SUD at 3151 — 3155 Scott Street. The Planning: Commission will consider a
Planning Code Text Amendment to create the SUD by adding Planning Code Section 249.55 pursuant to
. Planning Code Sections 302 and 306. .The Planning Conuniszon will also consider a Zoning Map,
. Amendment pursuant to Plannidg Code Sections 302 and 306 that would establish the SUD at Lot 001 in
" Assessor’s Block 0937 on Zoning Map Sheet SU02. o ' SRR -

L3

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE | _
The subject piopeﬁy is Lot 001 in Assessor's Blod<.0937, located Sn the southWe_st comner of Lombard and
Scott Streets. The Scott Street frontage is approximately 67 feet, with 50 feet of frontage on Lombard - '
Street. The lot area is approximately 3,450 square feet. - o . T

_ The project site is located in the Marina District and i$ developed with an approximately 8,100 sqﬁa:_e foot
three-story building withi a basement formerly used as a tourist hotel (d.b.a- Edward II Inn) with a pub at *
the ground floor fronting Lombard Street. The building occupies most of the lot except for ‘an

_ approximately 7-foot setback frori the south property line. The property does not currently provide any
‘off-street parking or open space for users/occupants. The building was constructed in 1914 and has been -

° altered. ' ‘ . o

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

The site is located in an NC-3 (Nei‘ghborhoo"d‘ Commerdai, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X
Height and Bulk District. Lots fronting Lombard Street to the east and west are zoned NC-3; while lots
fronting Scoﬁ Stréét to the south of the site are zoned RH-2 and RM-2: The site is located ohé block south -
~ of the Chesmuf Street shopping district and three blocks northwest of the Union Street shopping district. ‘
»."Eropertiés in-the vidinity fronting Lombard Street contain a mix of uses 'mdudiﬁg restaurants, hotels,
personal services, retail stores, and automotive repair shdps. Building heights range from one to four '
stories with residential uses generally above the ground-floor commercial uses. Properties fronting Scott
Street south of Lombard Street generally contain residential uses with building heights ranging from two
to four stories. The height designation for the entire neighborhood is 40-X. " E C

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW | | _
' The Planning Department, ﬂj.te‘Lea_d Age_ﬁcy responsible for the implenmeﬁtéﬁbﬁ of the California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) has undertaken the environmental ‘review process for the

'S’ANFR-ANGISGDI e . " S o R
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. Executive Summary o o 'CASE NO. 2010042077
. Hearing Date: July 14, 2011 - 8 T 3151 — 3155 Scott Street

proposed Commhunity Housing Pérmefship.Group Housing Projéc’c, Case 2010.0420F, and has prepared a ) .-
Mitigated Negative Declaration, the appeal of which the Pla:mingqmnﬁssioﬁ will consider piior o
consideration of the Ordinance and Conditional Use authorization. R ' L

HEARING NOTIFICATION.

Classifiéd News Ad . | 20 days 22 days |

Posted Notice - 20 days’ . June24,2011,  f . June 24, 201_1-‘ | 20 ;_iays
MailedNotice ~ |* 0days | Jume24 3011 June24,2011 | 20 days
" PUBLIC COMMENT

‘The Depé_r@e_nt has received correspondence in opposition from ne:ighborhood tesidents and
cofnmu.tﬁty orga.niiations oh'a_l broad range of topics includirig but not limited to: a decline in the quality )
- of life for" existing neighborhood residents and businesses, reduction of property valyes, ‘increased
-density, lack of ofi;sizegt-pah:ldng and Qpen,sp'ace,- and the inadequacy of the subject buﬂding for the
- proposed use and proposed occupant services and _the_necgssity"o'f an Insﬁh;ﬁonal Master Plan.’ -

ISSUES AND OTHER GONSIDERATIONS . . A
o = The pfoperty_was_ purchased in July 2010 by CHP Scott Sf LLé, an affiliate of the froject sponso"r,‘
for the proposed use. The Mayor’s Office of Housing has played a prominent role in funding the
site acquisition ' A o o : _ v

..;' The site is well served by public transportation along Lomibard, Chestnut, ‘Union and Fﬂlﬁo_re
" Streets which-will rédui;e’ reliance on private transpdriaﬁ_orl on a site that does not provide off-

.demand than its prior useas a tourist hotel. _ S o _
=" A% a result of concerns exivr‘eséed by me'ne;ghborhood, Commﬁty'Housi\hg Parine,r,_;hi'p will

provide 24-hour on-site staffing and create a Project Advisory Com;_xiittee to discuss operational
. % The site is 'loc'::afédf in a stable remdenha]:/rmxed—use neiglborﬁopd ﬂlat'prov-idgs‘ Weﬂ—ba‘lahced-

service and commerdial ‘sectors which future residents can access for goods and services. While

there are nearby propetties (such as the Bridge Hotel) at which undesirable activities take place, -

- the Marina, Union Street and Cow Hollow 'neiglborhoqu._ére genera]l_;y -lqicm;n' to be highly h
desirable and stable neighborhoods in which to reside. : e "

= Ovaali, 'thg'pfoi)osal will reduce the number of occ‘ﬁpied rooms from 29 tourist hotel rooms fo 24

affordable group housing units for San Frandisco residents, plus one manager’s unit, for an

overall unit count of 25. - - N . - - . N

SAN FRANGISCO ; SR - | - - o 3 -
PLANNING DEPA'IT(MENT . .
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CASE NO. 2010.0420TZ

' Executlve Summary : .
3151 — 3155 Scott Street

Hearmg Date: July 14 2011

« " Up to 16 units of group housing. are p_erxrdtted as-of-right on the-subjed property in the NC-3 -
zoning district. T - ‘ - s - .

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTIONS
In con51der1ng the project’s comphance with the California Ermronmental Quallty Act (CEQA) the .
: Corrmlssmn must adopt the Mitigated Negattve Declaratiorn. .
In considering Planning Codé and Zoning-Map | Amendment mcludmg the proposed Ordinance to _

. ‘establish the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District, the Commission .
: may r_ecomrne_nd adoption, rejection, or adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

Approval of the proposed project requires Condltlonal Use authonza’don pursuant to Plam'u_ng Code .
Section 303. In considering the project as proposed the Comumission may- disapprove the Conditional Use
~ authorization, approve the Conditional Use authorization Wlth conditions. or approve the Condmonal :

Use au’rhorlzatlon W1th mod;ﬁcatlons and CODdltLODS

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATlON
= On balance the project, including the Plan.mng Code and Zomng Map Amendments to estabhsh
the Lomba.rd arid Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Spedial Use District, is consistent with *
- . the Ge_neral Plan and the Pnorlty Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1.

L Speaﬁcally, estabhshmg the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housmg Speaal Use
District is consistent with the General Plan’s objectives and policies to create mcennves to

' encourage the constructlon of permanenﬂy affordable housing. : :

-« The project would prov:tde ‘up to 24 permanently affordable group housing units, which are '
. greatly needed to increase and diversify the City’s housmg stock. Indudmg the mianager’s unit,
there would be 25 units on the property. . ~ . : : .
. 'Ihe project is well served by pubhc transit which is consrstent Wlth the Clty’ s Transit First Pohcy '
and should not adversely affect b:afﬁc, public transit or access to enshng off-street parkmg for
, su:roundmg resuienttal or commerdal uses. i .

= The pro]ecf 5 res1deni:ta1 use is compatible wrth the' ad]acent residéntial neighborhood and _
\ nelghborhood-servmg commercial uses within the J_mmed_late and broader commumtles '

x ‘The proposed project meets all applicable requ_u:ements of the Planrung Code and the Lomba_rd
and Scott Street A_ffordable Group Housmg Speaal Use District. :

' RECOM:MENDATION 1) Recommend that the Board of Supemsors Adopt the proposed Ordinance
" 2) Approve the Conditional Use Authorization with Condltlons ‘

SAN FRANGISCO : - L
PL_A.NN:MG DEPARTMEHT oL 280




Executrve Summary " ' o CASE NO.2010. 042012
Hearmg Date: July 14 2011 ' ) - 3151 31 55 Scott Street

' Atfaéhm_en_t Chéék]ist S

Executive Sﬁm.mary L .- " D Pro;ect sponsor subxmttal _
" Draft Resoluﬁo:; _ _ l‘ . ' Drawmgs E)(lstmg Cond:mons
X Environmentat Determination * . . .- | | Check for leslbﬂlty -
' Zomng District mP ' ) ‘ E Drawmgs Proposed Prmect
- Height&Buiic Map v T D Check for. 1eg1b1]_1ty
Parcel Ma;p | - .‘ ' - X Conespondmce
Sa:nbom MaP T - ..I " - Draft L;agislatiofl L
g AenaIPhoto " Lo ' - o R : v

g Context Photos
o D Slte Photos

‘Exhibits above ma__rkeol with an “X” are included in this packet - __
o " L - Planner's Tnitfals

1

" SV:GADOCUMENTS\CONDITIONAL USESI2010.04201Z - 3451 ScoffiDacision Hearing Documents\Executive Summary.docx

SAﬂraAnclsco . . : : . .. . - o 7 : 5
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| Final Mitigated Negative Declaration o ane

" PMND Date: - May 25, 2011; amended on July 6, 2011 | A 84183-2479
CaseNo:  2010.04208 : . - s ‘Réception:
Project Title: 3151-3155 Scott Street’ : 4?.5-5583;3?8_
BPANos.: = - - N/A - - , . ) Fax " _
Zoning: NC-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial District) | _ 4'?555&54*?3
. © 40-X Height and Bulk District : . I
Block/Lot- - 0937/001 =~ ' v B . ) information:

" ' | , 4155588377 .

Lot Size: : 3,436 square.feet - :
Project Sponsor: HershefI—ﬁrschkop, Community Housing Partnership
C T (415)929-2470 ) g
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department
- Staff Contact: - ‘Andrea Contreras — (415) 575-9044
‘ andrea.conizeras@sfgov.org
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
. The project site is located in the Marina District of San Francisco, at the souﬁhwest corner of Lombard and
Scott Streets, on the block bounded by Lombard Street to the north, Scott Street to the east, Greenwich
. Street to the south, and Divisadero Street to the west. The project site contains an 8,125 square-foot -
building that is three stories in height plus basement. The building was most recently used as a 29-room
tourist hotel, with no on-site parking-or open space. Tlhe proposed project would convert the former '
_ hotel into 25 units of group housing, including 24 units for transitional-age youth ages 18-24, and one
" unit for a tésident manager. The project would include interior rfeconfiguration of the building for the
proposed use, and minor exterior work including repainting, window replacement, and facade
enthancements. The project sponsor is seeking Conditional Use authorization, and an amendment.to the
_ Planning Code to create the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District
' (SUD). The SUD wotld allow a higher density of group housing units (25) than currently permitted .
under NC-3 zoning (16), with no off-street parking, open space, or rear yard requirements. s

FINDING: ‘
- This proje& could not havea significant effect on-the entvironment. This finding is based upon thé criteria

of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, Sections 15064 (Determining Significant, Effect),
15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance), and 15070 (Dedision to prepare a Negative Dedaration), and-

the following reasons as documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, ‘which is
attached. - ’ - o _

Mitigation measm:és are induded in this project to avoid potentially significant effects. See page 103..

www;sfplanning.org |
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. CiyHal .
. Dr..Carlton B. Goodlett Place; Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4639
* Tel No.554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163 -
TDD/TTY No. 5545227

" BOARD of SUPERVISORS

| - NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING
LAND USE & ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMITTEE
SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

NOTICE IS ‘HEREBY _iGlVEN\to the general pubilic, property anérs and interested parties thaf -

the Land Use & Economic Development Commitiee will a held public hearing to consider the
fo_llowih_g'proposed.legis[ation that amends the Planning Code and Zoning Map: '

Date: | Mon.day, September 12, 2011 |
- Time: . 1:00 p.m.

Location: = Committee Room 263 located at City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
. . Place, San Francisco, CA e

Subjei:t: File.No. 110589. Ordinance amending the Sah Francisco Pianﬁing,Codé .

by adding Section 249.55 and amending Section Map 2SU to: 1) create
the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housirg Special Use .'
District for the real  property encompassing 3151-3155 Scott Street
(Assessor's Block No. 0937, Lot No..001), at the southwest corner of
Scott and Lombard Streets, in order to facilitate the development of an

affordable group housing project; and 2) making environmental findings,

- Planning Code Section 302 findings, and ﬁndings_ of consistency with the .

General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.‘_[.

A copy. of this measure and supporting data are available in the above-mentioned file in the
Office of the Clerk of the Board. " For more information regarding the above matter, call “415)
554-5184 or write to: Office of the Clerk of the Board, Room 244, City Hall, San Francisco, CA
94102, : o . R '
Persons who are unable to attend the hearing may submit written comments regarding this
matter prior fo the beginning of the hearing. These comments ‘will become part of the official

public record. ' o o : _

Angelv Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

POSTED and MAILED: September 2,2011"
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_City Hall -
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102—4689
Tel No. 554-5184 .
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/XTY No. 5445227

PROOF OF MAILING

Leglslatlve File No : -j 110589
'._Descnptlon of Items |

' September 12 2011 @ 1:00 p.m. Land Use and Econornic Development Committee

Plannlng Code Zonlng Map Establlshlng the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable
Group Housmg SpeCIal Use District - 3151 -3155 Scott Street

| AlisaMiller o I ,an employee of the Office. of the
Clerk of the Board Superwsors mailed the above descnbed document(s) by depositing
the sealed items with the Unlted States Postal Serwce (USPS) with the postage fully

prepaid.as follows

Date:’ _September2,2011

Time: L 320 pm |
USPSlLocation: _FoxPlaza

.Mallbox/l\-/lailslotPlck—Up Times (if applicable): _Left ot Front desk.

Signature: Q&/W‘Mw

Instructions: Upon-oom'pletlon, original must be ﬁled in the above referenced file. ,

Clerk's Otﬁce/Forms/ProofofMaillng' : o - . IR -' - 5/5/11 N
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) SAN FRANCISCO | |
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

-Conditional Use Authorization Appeal
| 3151 — 3155 Scott Street

DATE: . September 2, 2011

- TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: . John Rahaim, Planning Director - Planning Départment (415) 558-6411

Sara Vellve, Case Planner - Planning Department (415) 558-6263

" RE: " File No. 110935 Planning Case No. 2010.0420C~ =

. Appeal of apprbval of Conditional Use authorization for 3151 - 3155 Scott Street
HEARING DATE:  September 13, 2011 | ' |

ATTACHMENTS: : : '
’ A. Commission Packet for Conditional Use Authorization (including plans)
B. Adopted Commission Motion' No. 18405 o
C. Final Mitigated Negative Declaration

PROJECT SPONSOR: Community Housing Partnership, 280 Turk Street, San Francisco, CA 94102

APPELLANT: Adam Po_lakoff, Hammond Law, 1829 Market Street, San vFrancisc_o, CA 94103

" 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”) July 14, 2011 approval
of the application for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Section 303 (Conditional Use
Authorization) to convert a vacant tourist hotel (d.b.a. Edward II Inn) to a group housing use containing
up to 25 units (24 units for transitional age youth between 18 and 24 years of age, and one manager’s

1650 Mission St -
Snite 400

San Franicisca,
€A 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378
415.558.6409

- Planing

information:
415.558.6377

unit) within the NC-3 (Moderate Scale, Neighborhood Commercial) district, the Lombard and Scott Street »
- Affordable Group Housing Special Use District and a 40-X Height and Bulk District. ‘

This feéponse addrééses the appeal (’prpeél Letter”) to the Board filed on August 15, 2011 by Adam
Polakoff, Hammond Law, 1829 Market Street. The Appeal Letter referenced the proposed project in Case

- No. 2010.0420C. -

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold or ové_rt'um the Commission’s approval of
Conditional Use Authorization to allow conversion of a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of affordable
group housing for transitional age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 and one manager’s unit.

Memo
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization : File No. 110935
Hearing Date: September 13, 2011 ‘ Planning Case No. 2010.0420C
: ' : ‘ ' 3151 — 3155 Scott Street

" SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE:

The subject property is Lot 001 in Assessor's Block 0937, located on the southwest corner of Lombard and
Scott Streets. The Scott Street frontage is approximately 69 feet, w1th 50 feet of frontage on Lombard
Street. The lot area is approxnnately 3,450 square feet.

The project site is located in the Marina District and is developed with an approxunately 8,100 square
foot three-story building with a basement formerly used as a tourist hotel (d.b.a. Edward I Inn) with a
pub at the ground floor fronting Lombard Street. The bulldlng occupies most of the lot except for an
approximately 7-foot setback from the south property line. The property does not currently provide any
- off-street parking or open space for users/occupants. The bu11d1ng was constructed in 1914 and has been
altered. ‘

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD:

The site is located in an NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X
Height and Bulk District. Lots fronting Lombard Street to the east and west are zoned NIC-3, while lots
fronting Scott Street to the south of the site are zoned RH-2 and RM-2. The site is located one block south
of the Chestnut Street shopping district and three blocks northwest of the Union Street shoppmg district.
Properties in the vicinity fronting Lombard Street contain a mix of uses including restaurants, hotels,
personal services, retail stores, and automotive repair shops. Building heights range from one to four
stories with residential uses generally above the ground-floor commercial uses. Properties fronting Scott
Street south of Lombard Street generally contain residential uses with building heights ranging from two'
to four stories. The height designation for the entire neighborhood is 40-X.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Community Housing Partnership, the project sponsor, proposes to convert the vacant tourist hotel
(formerly d.b.a. Edward II Inn) to 24 affordable group housing units for transitional-age youth between
the ages of 18 and 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, and one unit for a resident
manager, for an overall unit count of 25. The units will generally accommodate one person for each

. bedroom. Interior building modifications would reduce the number of on-site bedrooms from 29 to 25
(including the manager’s unit) on the second and third floors, create bathrooms for each unit, construct a
kitchen, offices and rooms for programmatic needs on the ground floor, and create a laundry room,
entertainment room and parking for a minimum’ of nine blcycles in the basement. Exterior modifications
would include window replacement, painting, new signage and facade enhancements. The proposal does
not involve alterations to the building’s size or helght although mechanical equipment will be located on
the building’s roof in the future.

The project as proposed requires Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments to create the Lombard
and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District (SUD) as an overlay in thlS NC-3 District.
The SUD would

1. Permit one unit for every 143 square feet of lot area for a total of 24 group housing units and one
_manager’s unit!, where one unit for every 210 square feet of lot area for a total of 16 group housing
units and one manager s unit is permitted as-of- rlght by Planmng Code Sections 208 and 712.92;

1.Planning Code Section 204.4 exempts managers units from the density calculation for grdup,‘housing.

ni‘?rﬁﬁ"ﬁﬂlﬁ(}ﬁ o S ‘ ' 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . . . .
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization | , . File No. 110935
Hearing Date: September 13,.2011 ‘ : o Planning Case No. 2010.0420C
; - : : 3151 — 3155 Scott Street

- 2. Eliminate the rear yard requirement where a minimum rear yard of approximately 15 feet is reqﬁired
by Planning Code Section 134; ' '

3. Elimina:te the open space requirement where a minimum of approximately 675 square feet of private
‘open space and approximately 875 square feet of common open space would be required by
Planning Code Section 135; ' ‘

4. Modify the exposure requirement for approximately 13 group housing units that do not face a stréet,
alley or Code-compliant rear yard or courtyard as required by Planning Code Section 140.

On June 14, 2011, Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Kim, Mar and Mirkarimi introduced an Ordinance
‘proposing to create the' SUD at 3151 - 3155 Scott Street. On July 14, 2011 the Commission adopted
Resolution 18404 recommending that the Board of Supervisors approve a Planning Code Text
Amendment to create the SUD by adding Planning Code Section 249.55 pursuant to Pla_nm'ng Code
Sectjons 302 and 306 and approve a Zoning Map Amendment pursuant to Planning Code Sections 302
and 306 that would establish the SUD at Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0937 on Zoning Map Sheet SU02.

BACKGROUND:

2011 - Conditional Use Authorization A;ﬁplication filed
On March 11, 2011, Hershey Hirschkop for Community Housing Partnership (hereinafter “CHP”) filed a
Conditional Use application with the Planning Department. ' .

On June 14, 2011, the Appellant filed an appeal the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration to the
Planning Commission. Note: the CEQA document was not appealed to the Board of Supervisors.

On Iu1y'14, 2011, the Commission upheld the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration and approved
the issuance of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration as prepared by the Planning Department in
compliance with CEQA, the State CEQA G_uideli.nes‘ and Chapter 31_. '

On July 14, 2011, the Commission adopted Resolution No. 18404, Case No. 2010.042Q0TZ, recommending
that the Board of Supervisors adopt the text change and map amendments to create the Lombard and
Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District. ' '

- 2011 - Conditional Use Authorization hearing
On July 14, 2011, the Commission adopted Motion No. 18405, approving Conditional Usé Authorization
o convert a vacant tourist hotel to 24 ‘units of affordable group housing for transitional age youth
between the ages of 18 and 24 and one manager’s unit pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 at a duly
noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2010.0420C.

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORIZATION REQUIREMENTS:

The Corﬁmiésion must refer to the criteria outlined in Section 303 (Conditional Use) of the Planniﬁg .
Code. Section 303 states that the following must be met in order for the Commission to grant approval of
an application: o ‘ ' '
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1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated and at the proposed location, -
will provide a developmeﬁt that is necessary or desirable for, and compatible with, the neighborhood
or the community[emphasis added]; 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 vicinity, or injurious to property,

improvements or potential development in the vicinity, with respect to aspects including but not

limited to the following: ' o - .

a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape
and arrangement of structures; - S ‘ '

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 safeguardé 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 provisions of this Code
and will not adversely affect the Master Plan. - ' '

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The concerns raised in the Appeal Letter are dted in a summary below and are followed by the
Department’s respornse: ) ‘ E .

_ISSUE #1: Proper action on the Conditional Use and Final Negative Declaration. The Appellant contends

that the Commission made a decision on the Conditional Use Authorization on July 14, 2011 and a .

decision on the Mitigated Negative Declaration on July 15, 2011, a sequence that is not consistent with the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).

RESPONSE #1: The Commission properly acted upon the Conditional Use and Final Negative Declaration.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15074, Consideration and Adoption of a Negative Declaration or Mitigated
Negative Declaration, states that the dedision making body of a lead agency (i.e., Commission) shall
consider the proposed mitigated negative declaration (MND) together with any comments received
-during the public review process. As shown in Commission Motion 18403, which was adopted July 14,
2011, the Commission had available for its review and consideration, all information related to the
project in the Planning Department’s case file (2010.0420E). At the July 14, 2011 hearing, the Commission
considered the findings of the MND ‘and found that the project could not have any significant effect on
the environment and affirmed the Department’s decision to issue 2 MND. The MND then became final.

In approving the Conditional Use authorization in Motion 18405, the Commission adopted the MIND and
the project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. Thus the actual date of adoption of the
MND was July 14, 2011, and occurred when the Commission voted to uphold the MND and approve the
Conditional Use in Motion No. 18405. ' , . B

Motion 18405, which was voted on by the Commission on July 14, 2011 but clerically finalized by the
Department on July 15, 2011, refers to July 15, 2011 as the Department’s adoption date of the Final MND
(FMND). This is based on the Environmental Review Officer’s signature on the FMND cover page,

SA FRARCIBOG . o 4

288



Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization ' File No. 110935'
Hearing Date: September 13, 2011 - Planning Case No. 2010.0420C
. . , : 3151 — 3155 Scott Street

- which occurred after the Planning Commission adopted the MND. This is not the relevant document or
approving body. The relevant approving body is the Commission who adopted the MND after finding
on the basis of the whole record before it that there was no substantial evidence that the project would
have a significant effect on the environment and that the MND reflected the lead agency’s independent
judgment and analysis. Therefore, the Commission considered the findings of the MND as required in
Section 15074 and did not violate CEQA. '

ISSUE #2: Proper action on the Conditional Use before the Board of Supervisors (BOS) action ugdn the
P

roposed Special Use District. The Appellant contends’ that the Commission could not approve the
Conditional Use Authorization because the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Housing Special Use

District (SUD) had not taken legal effect as the Board of Supervisors had not voted to approve the SUD to
* implement the zoning controls related to the proposal. I

RESPONSE #2: The Commission properly acted upon the Conditional Use before the Board of Supervisors
(BOS) acted upon the Proposed Special Use District. The Conditional Use Authorization is dependent
upon BOS approval of the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Housing Special Use District (SUD). '
Without approval of the SUD, the Conditional Use Authorization is mot valid. In order to vet the

environmental considerations and project details, it is standard prbcedu.re for the Commission to act
upon Conditional Use authorization prior to BOS review and approval of associated legislation. The BOS'
could add additional language to the proposed SUD at the appeal hearing should they wish which
-would be binding on the project. : ' S 3

ISSUE #3: Sufficient time for public review of plans and documents prior to the Commission’s action was
provided. The Appellant contends that plans submitted for review by the project sponsor on March 11,
2011 were incomplete and missing information necessary to make a determination on the project and

 contained material gaps such as information relating to Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) access. - '

Furthermore, the ‘Appellant contends that the public did not have sufficient time to comment on the
revised plans that were submitted for review on July 7 and July 14. - :

RESPONSE #3: The public was provided with sufficient time for public review of lans and documents prior
to the Planning Commission’s action. The public may request to review documents submitted to the
Planning Department at any time during the review period. All hearing notices (newspaper ad, on-site _
posters, mailed notice) complied with the 20-day noticing period on, or before, June 24, 2011. Planning
Code Section 306.3 does not require that mailed hearing notices include plan drawings. It is not
uncommon for applicants to update their application materials, particularly plans, throughout the review
process as a project becomes more defined, even up to, and at, a hearing. Compliance with ADA is
outside of both the Planning Department’s, and Commission's, purview. This concern is also addressed .
in Issue 7K. ' :

ISSUE #4:- Consideration of public_correspondence and public. comment from those in_opposition to

granting Conditional Use Authorization by the Commission. The Appellant contends that the Commission’s

* Motion does not address arguments of those opposed to the proposal. The Appellant also contends that
while the Commission may disagree with public comments, it must provide evidence to support its
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conclusions, rather than assert its own contradictory conclusions with no explanation as it did in its
decision. Finally, the Appellant contends that the Commission, “without further comment, analysis or
evidentiary support”, concluded that the project met the requirements of Planning Code Section 101.1
without considering the comments in opposition to the project. ’

RESPONSE #4: The Commission considered public correspondence and public comment from those in
opposition to_granting the Conditional Use authorization. The Commission held a duly noticed public
hearing on July 14, 2011. The public hearing took a number of hours and included public comment in
support of and ini opposition to the proposal. The public was not denied the opportunity to comment on
the proposal, or to provide the Commission with additional information to review and consider. In fact,
the Commission received over 40 letters and emails, and one petition, about this project, The
Commission reached an independent judgment, based on evidence in the record that differed from those

in opposition to the project. Finding No. 5 of Motion 18405 presents a summary of concerns raised by the
opposition. ' ' ' ' :

At the hearing the Commission found that the project meets the intent of Planning Code Sections 1011,
303, and the General Plan; as is evident through Findings 7 and 9 of Motion 18405. The Motion records
compliance with the policies of the General Plan and sites five specific Elements (2009 & 2004 Housing
Elements, Neighborhood Commerce, Transportation, Air Quality, and Urban Design), 21 objectives and
38 policies that apply to the project. ' : ' ~ -

ISSUE #5: Receipt of conditions proposed by the Cow Hollow Association (CHA) by the Commission: The
Appellant contends that the Commission did not consider restrictions (attached to the Appeal as Exhibit
B) proposed by the Appellant “that would strengthen the project and ensure that it-operates to the
greatest benefit of future residents, the neighboring community and City”. The Appellant contends that
their proposed restrictions might make the project consistent with Planning Code Sections 101.1(b) and
303(d). ' - ‘ '
RESPONSE #5: The Commission received conditions proposed by the Cow Hollow Association (CHA). The
Commission receives information submitted to it for review prior to and during the hearing. Should any
‘Commissioner wish to iriitiate a motion to implement conditions as a result of public comment, they may
do so at the hearing. At the subject hearing, such a motion was not made and therefore the conditions
proposed by CHA were not acted upon. Motion 18405 includes the Commission’s findings related to
Planning Code Sections 101.1(b) and 303(d) and compliance with the City’s Housing Element.

ISSUE #6 - Commission awareness of the number of proposed- transitional age youth residents. The
Appellant contends that the ‘Commission did not accurately analyze the project’s consistency with'
Planning Code Sections 101.1(b), 303(d), 303(C)(1), 303(C)(1)(A)(ii) (applicable only to non-residential
uses), 303(c)(2)(A), 101.1(b)(4), 303(c)(2)(B) and Housing Element Policy 4.4 because Motion 18405 claims
that there will generally be 24 residents occupying the site. The Appellant contends that in order to meet’
 the above Planning Code and General Plan requirements, the exact number of occupants needs to be
defined in the Motion and considered by the Commission. \

RESPONSE #6: The Commission was informed of the number of proposed_transitional age youth residents.
The word “generally” was included in the overall number of occupants to allow guests to be permitted to:
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stay with occupants. The Planning Department did not want to create a situation where ‘guests would not
be permitted because they exceeded the stated number of occupants. The Department and Commission
understand that there will be 24 single-occupancy rooms, and that occupants will be permitted to have
guests stay with them, under certain limitations. :

The Commission accurately analyzed the project’s consistency with the Planning Code Sections. Below is
_asummary of their review with regard to some specific Sections raised by the appellant: '

101.1(b)(4) Muni Transit Service: After review of the project documents, including the PMND document,
the Commission found that the project would not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets.
or neighborhood parking as outlined in Finding 9(4) as project occupants are not expected to own private .
vehicles due to their income levels. In addition, it is unknown whether or not the occupants will be
commuters.

303(d) Application of Specific Conditions: Under this Section, the Planning Commission may impose
additional conditions in order to secure the objectives of the Planning Code. The Commission prescribed
those conditions that it found to be necessary to secure the objectives of the Flanning Code in the
Conditions of Approval contained in Motion 18405, and did not choose to impose additional conditions
as suggested by the Appellant. ' s '

303(c)(1) Necessary or Desirable and Compatible with the Neighborhood or Community: Upon review of
the case documents and lengthy public testimony both in support of and opposition to the project, the
Commission found that the proposed development was necessary or desirable, and compatible with, the
neighborhood or community as articulated in Findings 8, 9 and 10 of Motion 18405.

303(c)(1)(A)(ii) The non-residential use will serve the neighborhood and requires a larger size to function:
This Planning Code Section is applicable only to non-residential uses. Per Planning Code Section 712.92 ‘
group housing is considered a residential use within the NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate
Scale) District, thus this section does not apply to the project. ‘ :

303(c)(2)(A) The proposed use will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, improvements or
potential development in the vicinity, with respect to its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape
and arrangement of structures: The number of building residents will not change the physical nature of
the existing building, and the project does not propose an enlargement, or rearrangement, of the building
that would conflict with this Planning Code Section. ' '

303(c)(2)(B) and 101.1(b)(4) The proposed use’s effect on parking and traffic: Planning Code Section 151
‘does not require off-street parking for group housing use. In fact, if the proposal were to provide parking
it would be considered an accessory use and the Planning Code would establish a maximum limit of no
more than 9 parldng spaces and no parking would be required. Earning no more than 50% of the Area -
-Median Income, project occupants are not expected fo be of an income level to enable ownership and
operation of private vehicles. The sponsor has included an alternative to off-street parking by providing
secure bicycle storage. Under CEQA review, the numtber of trips associated Wlth the subject project (17)
.did not warrant further study or specific mitigations. -

2009 Housing Element Policy 4.4: This policy promotes “sufficient. and suitable rental housing
opportunities, emphasizing permanently affordable rental units wherever possible.” The Commission’s
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- decision regarding the proposal suppor‘tsvth\is policy in Finding 8 of Motion 18405 without regard to the
~ number of project residents. ’

2004 Housing Element Policy 4.4: This policy promotes ”gran‘a'ngr density bonuses and parking
requirement exemptions for the construction of affordable or senior housing.” The Commission’s
decision regarding the proposal supports this policy in Finding 8 of Motion 18405 without regard to the
number of project residents. ' '

ISSUE #7: Consistency with Planning Code Sections 101.1(b) and 303 and the City’s Housing Element. The
Appellant contends that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization is not consistent with Planning - '
' Code Sections 101.1(b), 303 and the General Plan because the Commission did not consider CHA's
concerns regarding the project as presented during pﬁblic comment at the hearing. The Appellant
contends that the Commission abused its discretion by using only those City policies that support the
project. :

RESPONSE #7: The Commission’s Conditional Use Authorization is consistent with Planning Code Sections

101.1(b) and 303 and the City's Housing Element. Motion 18405, Findings 7, 8, and 9 describe that the

project is, on balance, consistent with the Conditional Use Findings, Section 101.1 Findings and the

Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. The Planning Comumission adopted findings that the project
is, on balance, consistent with the applicable Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. Findings of

consistency with the General Plan requires a balancing of General Plan policies and a determination of
overall consistency, not.a microscopic look at each individual phrase of the General Plan. In preparing

- proposed findings for the Planning Commission's consideration, the Planning Department identified

those Objectives and Policies of the General Plan that were most applicable to the Project, as is'its -
practice, rather than proposing findings on all General Plan Objectives' and Policies that have any

conceivable relevancy to the Project. : ‘

The first item listed under Findihg No. 8 demonstrates the project’s compliance with the 2009 Housing
Element. In authorizing Conditional Use, the Commission is required to make findings which are
. applicable to the project. The language contained in Findings Nos. 6, 7, and 9 of Motion 18405 substantiate
compliance with all Planning Code Sections, including Sections 101.1 and 303. Although not all of the
concerns called out by Appellant were among those judged most pertinent by Planning Department staff,
in this response, the Department addresses the concerns called out by Appellant, and explains how the
Project is consistent with these Objectives and Policies of the General Plan identified by the appellant.-
Should the Board uphold the approval of the Planning Commission, the Board may choose to incorporate
" this additional information into Board findings in support of the consistency of the Project. '

ISSUE #7A: Appropriateness of the size and density of the project, suitability-of the site for transiiional age
youth residents, and the neighboring community and satisfaction of the City's affordable housing needs.

ISSUE #7A1: Appropriateness of unit size for transitional age youth residents: The Appellant contends that
the project violates Planning Code Sections 303(c)(1) and 303(c)(2)(A) as the project is undesirable for
residents and neighbors because of the proposed size and intensity in the proposed location, the size (143
squaré feet) of each proposed group housing unit. They contend that current zoning would allow only 6
dwelling units where the current proposal is to house at least 24 residents, guests and supervisors.
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Finally, the Appellant contends that the project packs too many residents into the building only to meet
the project’s fundirig needs. - ‘ : : - _

RESPONSE #7A1: The unit size is appropriate for_transitional age youth residents The property is located
in an NC-3 District, which permits up to six dwelling units or 16 group housing units with one manager's
unit. Density limitations for group housing units are set forth under Planning Code Section 208, which
allows one bedroom ("unit") for each 210 square feet of lot area and assumes two beds per group housing
unit. The subject property is 3,436 square feet and may contain up to 16 group housing units, each with
. two beds, and one on-site'manager unit; therefore, up to 32 full-time occupants are permitted as-of-right
under the Code. While the subject project proposes 24 group housing units (8 more than currently
allowed under the Code) and one on-site manager unit, each unit would only contain one bed, not two
beds as assumed under the Planning Code. As a result, up to 24 full-time occupants (8 less occupants than
currently allowed under the Code) and one on-site resident manager would be permitted to occupy the
* property under the currentv-proposal. Therefore, the findings of Motion 18405 are appropriate as is the
* project’s density. - S : :

Furthermore, under the State Density Bonus Law the sponsor could have applied for a densi_fy’ increase of
- up to 35% over the permitted number of group housing units for affordable housing projects through a
Special Use District. Under this density bonus, the Commission could have considered approving up to
44 full-time occupants Tiving in up to 22 bedrooms each of which could contain two occupants. However,
the project sponsor chose to pursue and the Commission chose to approve a project of 24 occupants—
- nearly % of the size that could have been permitted under law.

ISSUE #7A2 -Adequacy of the Kitchen Facilities: The Appellant contends that the pioject is undesirable
because the units lack individual kitchens and the project only provides one 73 square foot communal
kitchen, and that this situation will lead to poor nutritional habits because residents will not have an
appropriate facility in which to prepare meals contrary to program objectives. The Appellant contends
that the Commission failed to sufficiently address the kitchen facilities through analysis or evidence.
Finally, the Appellant questions compliance with Planning Code Section 890.88(b) because the program
will provide neither meals nor individual cooking facilities. o '

RESPONSE #7A2: The project provides sufficient kitchen facilities. Exhibit B of Motion 18405 indicates that -
the kitchen will be approximately 300 square feet and will provide two four-burner stoves, two
refrigerators, two side-by-side double sinks, approximately 11 linear feet of counter space and food
lockers. A dining area of approximately 150 square feet is located immediately adjacent to the kitchen
and will augment the kitchen area. The Code is silent on the size of kitchens required for group housing
uses.’ : .

The project is located in an NC-3 district and therefore the use is controlled by Article 7: Neighborhood

Commercial Districts rather than Article 8: Mixed Use Districts. As such, Section 790.88(b) applies to the
project. Planning Code Section 790.88(b) characterizes group housing as “A residential use which

’ provides [either] lodging or both meals and lodging without individual cooking facilities. . . in a space not

defined as a dwelling unit.” Since the project provides lodging without meals and individual cooking -

facilities (such as a kitchen in each unit) it is consistent with Article 7’s definition of group housing.
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ISSUE #7A3: Space for supportive services programming, The Appellant contends that the project does not
meet Housing Element Objective 1 and Policy 4.4 because the building contains only one room of
approximately 427 square feet to provide supportive programming, which is insufficient to accommodate
the various services that will be offered to help the transitional age youth residents become independent.

RESPONSE #7A3: The project provides sufficient space for supportive services programming. Exhibit B of
Motion 18405 indicates that approximately 700 square feet of the ground floor will be used for supportive
programming for program' participants. This area will be divided into a program room including
computer stations and TV screen, office, counseling office and tenant services area. These rooms are
located immediately adjacent to the entry area and building lobby and will be visible and accessible to
program participants. Such spaces will serve the various prdgrams to be provided at the site. Both the
Planning Code and General Plan do not prescribe the area required for programmatic needs of group - '
housing uses.. o '

ISSUE #7B: Appropriateness of the site for the project and investigation of more appropriate sites in the
neighborhood. The Appellant contends that the sponsor could have purchased a building within District
2 that did not require a rezoning. The Appellant contends that the sponsor- has refused to consider a
different site that would be more appropriate for the use. ‘

RESPONSE #7B: The Commission is not responsible for properties purchased by individuals for a specific
use. The project sponsor is free to purse entitlements through legislated avenues. ‘The project sponsor
filed an appropriate application and followed the legislated steps for such entitlements. The Commission
duly noticed the required public hearing and acted upon the application for Conditional Use
Authorization. Neither the Commission nor the Department are involved in the site acquisition process
of outside parties. Community Housing Partnership, its partners and funders are qualified to understand
the physical, programmatic and financial needs of the proposed use and related programs necessary for
transitional age youth occupants. On July 14, 2011 the Commission approved with conditions the
application associated with Case No. 2010.0420C with Motion Number 18405.

ISSUE #7C: Questions about the supportive services programming that will be provided to transitional age
youth residents. The appellant contends that the Conditional Use authorization does not ensure nor
require the provision of supportive services, and specific, conditions should have been imposed to

address the Appellant’s concerns.

RESPONSE #7C: The Commission is confident that supportive services programming that will be provided to

‘transitional age youth residents. The Commission approved a Conditional Use Authorization to convert
a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of affordable group housing and one manager’s unit pursuant to
Planning Code Section 303 at a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on
Conditional Use Application No. 2010.0420C. The Conditional Use Authorization does not regulate the
provision of supportive services. If the Commission had concerns, the Commission had the option of
expanding their conditions for the project; however, the Commission chose not to and acted upon the
Conditional Use request per Motion 18405. '
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That said, the authorization for the Edward Il included a 305 sq. ft. tenant services suite cdnsisting of an
outer room with a counselor workstation, a supervisor’s office, and a private counseling room. The
project sponsor has advised that the adjacent program room of 350 sq. ft. will be used by the Tenant
Services for group meetings, ciasses and related aétivities. Together, these spaces consist of
approximately 650 sq. ft. dedicated to supporting the residénts. In addition, there are two separate
lounge areas, a dining room, community kitchen, and Iauiidry room for the residents.

Further, the project sponsor has indicated that funding sources require that there be on-site tenant
services. The California Department of Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing
-Program for Homeless Youth requires a detailed plan, budget, and staffing ratios in order to be awarded
funding. In addition, the SF Mayor's Office of Housing not only requires onsite support, but is also
instrumental in leveraging funds from other City sources to ensure services are provided. ‘

As reported by the spbnso'r, Coinmunity Housing Partnership, they have been developing, managing,
and providing tenant services at supportive housing sites for over 20 years, and under their own mission
statement they not only to house the homeless; but also ensure their lives improve once they are housed.
Like all of the sponsor’s properties, the Edward II will have onsite tenant services, and the sponsor has
" teamed with Larkin Street Youth Services, who will provide an array of on- and off-site services
including two full time services staff at the subject property.

Per the sponsor, every youth at the Edward II site will work with the on-site case manager to develop a
case plan/life plan. These plans will include between 20 and 40 hours a week of the youth participating in
any/all of the following: college dasses, GED preparation, including subject-specific tutoring,
participation in job readiness classes such as compiter literacy, internships with local business and full-
or part- time employment. Youth will also work with the on-site peer counselor, who will arrange
resident outings and assist tenants with life skills and study skills. As an apartment building rather than
a treatment program, residents cannot be required by their lease to participate in services, but the
sponsor’s and service provider’s experience is that tenants are eager to engage in services in order to
obtain the resources that permit them to maintain their housing and progress in their life goals.” -

“The Commission was presénted information about the Appellant’s concern and moved to'approve the
Draft Motion as presented by staff without changes proposed by the appellant.

ISSUE #7D: Questions about adequate supervision and security. The Appellant contends that the ievel of

supervision for 24 full-time residents and their guests is inadequate and that the project does not comply
- with Planning Code Section 303(c)(2) requiring the “use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to
 the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.” As an

example, the Appellant uses an existing transitional age youth project managed by Larkin Street Youth

Services (LSYS) at 864 Ellis Street where instances of crime, noise and police calls have increased in the

neighborhood. The Appellant contends that the Commission is not limited to the four factors identified in
. Planning Code Section 303(c)(A)-(D) as Planning Code Section 303(c)(2) states that the

health/safetY/convenience/general welfare analysis “not be limited” to .the,fdux_' factors the Commission

relied on. Finally, the Appellant contends that restrictions proposed by CHA were presented to the
. Commission and were not acted upon. ‘ :
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RESPONSE #7D: The project provides adequate supervision and security.

Under Planning Code Section 303(c)(2), the Commission considered if the proposed use would be
detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the
vicinity, .or injurious to property, improvements or potential development in the vicinity. The
Commission found that the project would not be determination with respéct to several factors. Further, if
the Commission had concerns, the Commission had the option of expanding their conditions for the
project; however, the Commission chose not to and acted upon the Conditional Use request per Motion

18405.

In response to the Appeal, the project sponsor has committed in writing to maintaining a safe building
and positive community relationships. They have committed to a building design that includes an
extensive security system with camera coverage of all sidewalks around the building and all community
~ spaces within the building, which can be monitored both by site staff arid remotely via the internet. The
sponsbr’s management plan for the building inchides both a resident rnénager and twenty-four hour
front desk staffing. This staffing pattern was established at the request of neighbors and is richer than the
_coverage the sponsor employs at any of its other buildings, all of which are larger and in more troubled
neighborhoods than the subject site. Per the sponsor, the appellants” proposal of two round-the-clock
staff in addition to the resident manager, corresponds to approximately 12 full-time equivalent staff
persons, or one staff person for every two tenants. This staffing level far exceeds that at any comparable
building, and would raise operating costs for the building to unsustainable levels. :

The sponsor has reported to the Department that residents and their guests will be required to comply
with lease and house rules and actively work together to create a‘positive community inside and outside
the building. These house rules include limitations on the number of guests and the duration of their
stay, consistent with City ordinances around renters’ rights. Tenants will be responsible for their guests’
behavior, and property management staff can prohibit guests from returning to the building. ‘

‘Based on the sponsor’s appeal response to the Department, the subject property differs from the Ellis
Street Apartments not only in its more robust staffing but also in having a greater number and variety of
community spaces that provide recreational area for tenants within the building envelope. Most
importantly, the subject site is in a location that, though on a busy thoroughfare, has far lower crime rates
than the Tenderloin neighborhood surrounding the Ellis Street Apartments. The sponsor notes that
according to the San Francisco Police Department crime maps, crime rates in the radius immediately -
around the Ellis Street building are lower, not higher, than on the blocks immediately to its north or
south, suggesting a neighborhood with an already high incidence of crime. Police logs have shown that
calls originating from the Ellis Street Apartments are reporting on crimes outside of the building, not
within.” : ' ‘ :

ISSUE #7E: The relationship of the public entitlement process and the Housing Element's Objectives and
Policies; The Appellant contends that the entitlement process for the subject project did not comply with
Housing Element Objective 10, Policies 10.1-and 10.2 relating to the public process and the flow of
information between neighborhoods and project sponsors. As an example, the Appellant sites a number -
of issues relating to site planning processes managed by the Maybr’s Office of Housing (MOH).

RESPONSE #7E: The public entitlement process is consistent with the Housing Element's Objectives and
Policies. Motion‘ 18405, Finding No. 8 describes that the project is, on balance, consistent with the
applicable Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. The first item under Finding No. 8 demonstrates
the project’s compliance with the Housing Element. In authorizing the Conditional Use, the Commission
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is required to make findings regarding thé Objectives and Policies which are applicable to the project.
Speciﬁ_célly, nine Objectives and 21 corresponding Policies of the 2009 Housing Element are contained in
the Motion, and they discuss how the project complies with each of the applicable Policies (Motion No. .
18405, pages 7-11). In preparing proposed findings for the Planning Commission's consideration, the
Planning Department identified those Objectives and Policies -of the General Plan that were most
applicable to the Project, as is its practice, rather than proposing findings on all General Plan Objectives
and Policies that have any conceivable relevahcy to the Project. Although the Objectives and Policies
called out by Appellant were not among those judged most pertinent by Planning Department staff, the -

Planning Department addresses each of the Objectives and Policies called out by Appellant, and explains

how the Project is consistent with these Objéctives and Policies. Should the Board uphold the approval of
the Planning Commission, the Board may choose to inicorporate this additional information into Board
findings in support of the consistency of the Project with the General Plan.

With regard to Housing Element objective and policies called out by the appellant,

* . Objective 10: ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET THOROUGH, AND TRANSPARENT DECISION- |
MAKING PROCESS. : - :
In general, this Objective is focused on eliminating c_onsfraints’ to development.

* Policy 10.1: Create certainty in the development entitlement process, by providing clear community
parameters for development and consistent application of these reeulations.

The processes implemented by the Planning Department and Mayor's Office of Housing
complied with noticing requirements and documents are available for public review upon request. -
The process implemented by the Mayor’s Office of Housing is detailed below. Planning Department .
staff responded to inquiries by the community on a timely basis and it was understood by staff that
the sponsor was engaging in public discourse to address the neighborhood’s concerns, more fully
explain the project and provide information. The sponsor has provided a detailed list of community
outreach efforts. The project does not include an area plan that would have entailed a larger
community-based planning process. o

*  Policy 10.2: Implement planning process improvements to both reduce undue project delays and provide
clear information to support community review. ’

In February of 2011, the Planning Department initiated the Preliminary Project Assessment process for
projects creating 6 or more dwelling units and/or constructing a new non-residential building or addition
of 10,000 square feet or more. Projects that had not submitted an entitlement request prior to February 1,
2011 are subject fo the policy. Since the sponsor submitted an environmental application on June 3, 2010,

the project was not subject to this review. The Planning Department issues a Preliminary Project
Assessment letter to the sponsor and posts them on-line at www.sf-planning.org. S

The Pre-Application Process is primarily to reduce the number of requests. for Discretionary Review and
is tied to the Planning Code Section 311 and 312 processes. Those projects subject to this process include
new construction, vertical additions that add 7’ or more to the existing building depth at any level,
horizontal additions that add 10’ or more to the existing building depth at any level, decks that require
Section 311 or 312 Notification and all Formula Retail uses subject to Conditional Use authorization., The
subject project does not involve any of the scopes of work that would trigger the Pre-Application Process.

SAH FRANCISON ' o . i3
PLAMNING DEPARTMENT - : ) .

297



Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization | " File No. 110935
Hearing Date: September 13, 2011 Planning Case No. 2010.0420C
: ' \ : 3151 — 3155 Scott Street

With regard to the process led by the Mayor’s Office of Housing, in 2006, the Mayor convened the
Transitiorial Youth Task Force to address the needs of Transition Age Youth in San Francisco. The Task
Force published findings in July 2006 and charged City departments with developing detailed work
plans for several relevant areas, induding housing. The Mayor’s Office of Housing (MOH) facilitated a
six-month process focused on transitional age youth housing, which included representatives of City
agencies and nonprofit organizations, and culminated in a 2007-2012 Work Plan. The plan calls for MOH
and SFRA to fund 400 units of housing — using a number of housing models — for various subpopulatidns
of transitional age youth. ' ' . '
On August 24, 2009, MOH issued a Notice of Funding Availability (NOFA) for $2 million - its only
NOFA in 2009 — to support transitional age youth projects. As is customary with MOH policy and
practice, the NOFA was published on MOH's website, and emails were sent to all of San Francisco’s
nonprofit affordable housing developers alerting them of the NOFA's issuance. ’

Only one application was submitted by the deadline of October 30, 2009. After the deadline was
extended to December 30, 2009, six proposals were submitted. Scoring criteria included experience in
development, property management and services for transitional age youth or similar populations (30
points out of 100 points), neighborhood safety (15 points), proximity to transitional age youth -
appropriate amenities (10 points), leveraging (10 points, with an additional 15 bonus points possible for
capital grants), and cost effectiveness based on MOH’s share of capital sources (20 points).

Of the five proposals that met the NOFA's threshold requirements, MOH selected the top three scorers
for funding. In the aggregate the top three applicants requested more than $3.1M. These three applicants
. represent a variety of San Francisco neighborhoods and transitional age youth models: :

Project Type ' TAY | TAY | sub- | Neighborhood Sponéor
units Population ‘
Edward I | TAY only 25 mixed . - | Marina CHP
Aarti Hotel | TAY only 40 TAY w/ | Tenderloin TNDC
: ‘ment. illness

Booker T. | mixed 15 Former Western Booker T.
Washingto | populations foster youth | Addition Washington
n . ' ' : C

Cominu:nity Housing Partnership’s épplication received the highest score, with 100 points.

In addition to the three projects above, MOH is funding transitional age youth housing units at the
Phelan Loop mixed-use project in the Oceanview neighborhood. ' '

ISSUE #7F: Questions about the population to be served when considering the application. The Appellant
contends that the sponsor was inconsistent in describing the population to be served by the project and
that the inconsistency could not create a project that is appropriate for eventual residents as the needs of

_ various populations can differ. The Appellant contends that without knowing the exact population of

transitional age youth between the ages of 18 — 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, the
Commission could not determine if the project is appropriate for the population to be served, -which is
inconsistent with Housing Element Policy 5.4. Finally, the sponsor voluntarily suggested restricting

So% ERANCISCE . . _ 14
PLANNING BEPARTMENT > .

298



Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization ' : , File No. 110935
Hearing Date: September 13, 2011 Planning Case No. 2010.0420C
- 3151 - 3155 Scott Street

occupants to youth transitioning out of foster care or to bar felons and probationers but the Commission

did not act upon this suggestion.

RESPONSE #7F: The Commission was aware of the population to be served when considering the
ap\plication. ‘Policy 54 of the 2009 Housing Element discusses a number of housing types that are
- beneficial and should be provided to residents as their housing needs change either up the “housing .
ladder” or down the “housing ladder”. The policy is designed to allow ﬂexibi]ity in the populations that
could be in need of housing, and support the development of a broad range of housing types to fit their
needs. The sponsor submitted an application to establish a group housing use as defined in Planning
Code Section 790.88, which does not specify a particular population to be served. The Planning
Commission and Deparfment understand that the group housing project will serve transitional age youth
between the ages of 18 — 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income. ‘

ISSUE #7G: Analysis of traffic considerations, The Appellant contends that the Commission improperly
analyzed the proposal under Planning Code “Sections 101.1(b)(4) and 303(c)(2)(B) because the
Commission believed that the population residing in the project would likely not own cars due to their .
level of income. The Appellant contends that the Commission did not consider the traffic generated and
parking required from employees and service providers travelling to and from the site. Finally, the
Appellant contends that the traffic problems caused by the project will exacerbate traffic issues associated
with the Drive replacement project and the America’s Cup. ' ,

RESPONSE #7G: The Commission adequately analyzed traffic considerations, Planning Code Section 151
does not require parking for group housing and as such the project does not provide any off-street
parking for residents, employees or service providers. The site does not currently provide any off-street
parking spaces and creation of such an amenity would result in either a reduction in thé overall space
available in the building envelope for housing and programmatic needs, the necessity to raise the
building to accommodate a new garage, and installation of a garage door and curb cut on either Lombard
Street or Scott Street, or both. : ' '

With regard to Planning Code Sections 101.1(b)(4), the finding stipulates that commuter traffic isnotto
impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood parking. In addition to the
reéponse that project residents are not expected to privately own cars, it is questiona_ble whether or not .

the project residents can be defined as commuters as it is unknown where they will need to travel in their
day-to-day routines. The project will support a decrease the dependency on private autos by providing
bicycle storage spaces and the more-than-adequate access to existing public transportation in the
neighborhood. ' . o

The Appellant appealed the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration to the Planning Commission
and Concern #3 of that appeal was traffic associated with the proposal. In Exhibit A of Motion 18404 of
the Planning Department’s Response to Appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (page
7) it is stated that: R ' ‘ :
“The CEQA document for the 34th America’s Cup has not been finalized; however, it is possible that
the project could have adverse transportation effects. The project at 3155 Scott Street would generate
approximately 17 net new trips, which would . not be considered a substantial contribution to
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cumulative impacts. While the 34% America’s Cup may have adverse transportation effects, those
effects would occur regardless of whether the project at 3155 Scott Street is implemented.”

~ Under CEQA review, the number of trips associated with the subject project (17) did not warrant further
- study or specific mitigations. .

Traffic concerns were adequately addressed by the Commission through the CEQA review and Plannmg
Code Section 101.1 and 303 Findings. This transportation analysis cited in the CEQA document accounts
for service-providing staff and visitors as well as cumulative impacts accounting for the Doyle Drive
replacement project. -

ISSUE #7H: The proposed use and local retail business. The Appellant contends that the project does not
comply with Planning Code Section 101.1(b) because the project’s occupants are niot part of the target
consumer group of neighborhood business. The Appellant contends that conversion of the building from
a tourist hotel to a group housing use will eliminate a steady stream of tourist consumers. .

RESPONSE #7H: The Commission found that the proposed use will not negatively impact local retail
business. The project will not result in the loss of an existing neighborhood-serving retail use on the site
as the former use of the building was a tourist hotel and not a neighborhood-serving retail use. The
project itself will not eliminate a steady stream of tourist consumers as the tourist hotel was sold by the
former property owner and is currently vacant. The site was purchased in order to create affordable
housing for a population with a specific housing need. The current owner is not obligated to continue the
tourist hotel use. The project before the: Commission for consideration by the current property owner is a
group housmg use and not a tourist hotel use. The Commission is not involved in the site’s transfer of

ownership.

The commercial areas around the project site (Union Street Neighborhood Commercial District, the
Lombard Street corridor and the Chestnut Street commercial area) represent a diverse range in
neighborhood-serving retail opportunities. While Union Street shopping is geared toward higher-income
consumers, it is punctuated with corner stores and some retail cutlets that would be economlcally
appropriate for project residents. The Lombard Street corridor provides a greater number of retail outlets
that are economically appropriate for project residents. Retail opportunities on Chestnut Street are a mix
of those types found on Lombard Street and Union Street. The proposed group housing use will Iocate
new residents to the nelghborhood who will likely patronize existing neighborhood-serving retail uses.

ISSUE #71: The building’s historical character The Appellant contends that the pr0]ect does not meet the
requirements of Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(7) and Housing Element Policy 11.7 and that the subject
bu11dmg is a historic resource. -

RESPONSE #71: The Commission appropriately analyzed the building’s historical character Note that appeal
of the CEQA documerit is not before the Board of Supervisors. Pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), alterations to the building were considered in a Historic Resources Evaluation
Report (HRER) dated May 19, 2010 and prepared by a third party as is standard procedure. The historic -
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resource status was assessed objectively during the CEQA process and the building was not found to be a
historic resource. S

The analysis of the building at 3155 Scott Street in the FMND considered all applicable criteria as
required to determine the eligibility for listing in the California Register and determined the building to
be ineligible under all four criteria. ‘ ' T

Page 38 of the FMND describes the process of determining whether a building may be a historical _
resource by evaluating the property per the California Register of Histori¢ Pla(ces‘ (CRHP) criteria, which
include events (Criterion 1), persons (Criterion 2), architecture (Criterion 3), and information potential
(Criterion 4). The property is evaluated for-individual historical significance and to determine if it
contributes to a historic district or context. To be a historical resource under CEQA, a property must be
~ shown to be not only significant under CRHP criteria, but it also must retain sufficient integrity from the
period of significance that qualifies the property for listing on the CRHP. A resource that is designated or
recognized as significant on a local register of historical resources or one that is significant under the
Public Resources can, Section 5024.1(g), is also presumed to be significant under CEQA "unless the
preponderance of evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or culturally significant.”
Per these criteria, the FMND concluded the building was not eligible for listing in the CRHP.

The -Appellant states that it is beyond dispute that Charles J. Rousseau was a historic architect and that
the building retains the character and appearance of his originai design. In fact, the FMND does not
dispute the architect’s historical significance, but finds that the building is not a strong representation of
his work due to the extensive alterations that have taken place over the years. The Department concurred
with the Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by the Architectural Resources Group (ARC) that
the subject b_uilding retains integrity of location, association, workmanship and feeling. However the
Department did not find the building to retain sufficient integrity of design, setting or materials to
convey historical significance under Criterion 3 primarily due to the demolition of approximately one-
fifth of the building’s original volume, the alteration of the building’s storefronts, and the widening of
Lombard Street. The Appellant states that the building is one of the few remaining buildings from the
Pan American Expo, presumably referring to the Panama-Pacific International Exposition of 1915 held
nearby the project site. In fact, the building was not part of the exposition. The FMND explains that the
building was constructed for lodging purposes around the time of the exposition; this provides an
indirect connection with the exposition, but the building was not constructed to be part of the exposition, -
and never had a relationship linkage with this event. The Appellant has provided no information to
support the contention that the property is an historic resource.

- ISSUE #1J: Seismic analysis. The Appellant contends that the Commission did not adequately assess the
project pursuant to Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(6) for seismic considerations. The Appellant provides
* an example through a project at'2395 Lombard Street located directly north of the project site.

s .
RESPONSE #7J: The Commission’s seismic analysis is sufficient. Note that appeal of the CEQA document
' is not before the Board of Supervisors. Through adoption of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration,
Case No. 2010.0420E as noted in Motion 18405, page 2, the Commission inherently adequately assessed
the seismic considerations of Planning Code Section 101.1(b). Issue Number 1 of this Appeal Response
addresses the timing of Commission actions as they relate to CEQA. ‘
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The geology analysis in the FMND is appropriate for the renovation of a building that does not include
and would not require extensive sub-surface grading or excavation. In addition, the renovation would
include extensive upgrades to the building, in accordance with all applicable state and City seismic codes
and regulations. - :

The Appellant states that a geotechnical report, similar to that conducted for a project at 2395 Lombard
Street, should have been conducted. The City required an extensive geotechnical investigation for the
project at 2395 Lombard Street because it involved the construction of a 12 unit condominium building -
involving new foundation, drilled piers, subsurface footings, and other structural details. The proposed
project consists of renovation of an existing building at 3155 Scott Street. ‘

The FMND included an analysis of existing' geologic conditions and referenced property structural
reports. According to the United States Geological Survey, the site is not within a liquefaction zone. The
geotechnical report referenced by the Appellants notes the potential for site liquefaction. That
information is noted, but is more relevant for construction and structural foundation recommendations
for a new building. The building at the project site is a three story plus basement structure. The
foundation is reinforced concrete, with continuous perimeter footings and interior footings. The
‘proposed project includes minor structural stabilization in the basement. A recent survey'of the building
revealed that the subject property suffered no- significant structural damage from the Loma Prieta
earthquake on October 17, 1989. In addition, the proposed project would be required to incorporate all
_seismic improvements identified by the Department of Building Inspection during plan review as
referenced in Finding 9(6) of Motion 18405.

The Appellant further states that “gvailable evidence prepared by geotechnical engineers indicates the
potential for a significant seismic hazard to project occupants”, referencing the project at 2395 Lombard
Street. While there can be no doubt that the residents of the proposed project at 3155 Scott Street would
also be subject to. potentially significant seismic hazards, so would all the occupants of the Marina
neighborhodd and other areas subject to seismic hazards. Given the current positive physical condition of
the building at 3155 Scott Street, the required structural reinforcements with the renovation of the
building, and the adherence to all required: state and City seismic codes during project construction,
potential geology impacts have been adequately addressed.

" ISSUE #7K: Compliance with the American's with Disabilities Act (ADA) The Appellant contends that the
Commission improperly authorized Conditional Use as wheelchair residents will not have access to the
third floor, and access to the third floor is necessary due to the lack of open space provided on the site.

RESPONSE 7K: The Commission compliance with ADA is not under the Commission'’s jurisdiction.
Compliance with ADA is under the jurisdiction of the Department of Building Inspection and the
Mayor’s Office of Housing, and should the project move through the permit process, those departments
will conduct the plan check. ADA compliance is not within the Planning Department’s or Commission’s
purview. As noted by the Appellant, the plans submitted for review by the Commission (Exhibit B of
Motion 18405) do not indicate that the Limited Use Limited Access elevator will access the building’s
third floor. The Appellant contends that access to the building’s third floor is necessary to gain access to
common space for those who require the lift. The plans indicate that commen space for the project is

, located on the first and basement levels, and that bedrooms, bathrooms and hallways constitute the third
floor. '
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ISSUE #8: Housing for the transitional age youth population. The Appellant contends that the Commission

improperly addressed a conflict they perceive between permanent housing that is targeted to youth ages
18 — 24 and permanent housing with eviction control as occupants turn 25 yéars of age. The Appellant
argues that “there is a serious risk that once the Project is fully occupied, current residents will not cycle
out to make room for additional transitional age youth residents. After several years, the project could be
_at full capacity with only residents over the age of 24.” Finally, the Appellant is concerned that their
proposed restrictions on the term of tenancy and evictions were not implemented. ' '

RESPONSE #8: The Commission appropriately approved aroup housin and is confident that the project
sponsor will properly house transitional age youth. The Commission approved a‘Conditional Use
Authorization to convert a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of affordable group housing and one
manager’s unit pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 at a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
* scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2010.0420C. The Conditional Use Authorization
.does not regulate tenancy nor does the Commission have the authorithy to review or alter rent control

. laws. If the Commission had concerns, the Commission had the option of expanding their conditions for

the project; however, the Commission chose not to and acted upon the Conditional Use request per
Motion 18405. : | -

The project sponsor has indicated that as lease-holding tenants, building residents may not be evicted
simply for reaching their 25th birthdays. However, all of the programming from the moment each youth
moves into the program will be focused on achieving independence and moving out of the Edward II
housing before age 25. Each youth's service plan, developed at initial move-in, focuses on identifying the
life skills and resources the individual requires to achieve housing self-sufficiency. In addition, group
housing of the type provided at the Edward II is developmentally appropriate for young adults, who
 then naturally progress to desiring greater independence. ’

The physical design of the‘subject property.is intended to be comfortable but not luxurious. Much of the

resources. of this project have been put into community services spaces and.not into in-unit amenjties, in

order to foster community and support tenants in their goals of independence. For example, units will -
not have kitchenettes, and tenants will instead cook in a shared kitchen. Occupancy restrictions will limit
units to one tenant each, prohibiting residents from cohabiting with a partner or spouse. Restrictions
regarding overnight guests, visitors, a set of house rules and the level of supervision at the building

create an incentive for residents to attain during their tenancy the resources necessary for independent
living and to move to a more conventional housing setting as they mature into adulthood.

CONCLUSION:

In the Commission’s authorization of the Conditional Use, the project was found to be necessary,
desirable and compatible with the community or neighborhood. The project is necessary to address a-
specific housing need for the City and transitional age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 earning no
more than 50% of the Area Median Income: Under the Sate Density Bonus Law the sponsor could have
applied for a density increase of up to 35% over the permitted number of group housing units for
affordable housing projects through a Special Use District. Under this density bonus, the Commission

!
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could have considered approving up to 44 full-time occupanis living in up to 22 bedrooms each of which
could contain two occupants. However, the project SPohsor chose to pursue and the Commission chose
to approve a project of 24 occupants—nearly 2 of the size what could have been permitted under law.
The 2007-2012 Work Plan calls for MOH and SFRA to fund 400 units of housing for various

subpopulations of transitional age youth. The proposed project works to secure a small amount of this
~ desperately needed housing. In granting the Conditional Use and authorization, the Commission made
Findings that the project promotes the applicable Objectives and Policies of General Plan. The
Department points to four General Plan policies from the Commission’s motion for your concluding
considerations: o "

OBJECTIVE 1: | | -
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING..

OBJECTIVE 4: o o , _
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS
LIFESTYLES.

Policy 4.2: Provide a range of housing options for residents with special needs for housing support
"and services. ‘ ‘

Policy 4.7: Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especiaﬂy
affordable housing.

For .the reasons stated abdve, the Planning Department feéommends that the Board uphold the
Commission’s decision in approving the Conditional Use authorization for 3151 — 3155 Scott Street and
deny the Appellant’s request for appeal. '
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Project Address: 3151 -3155 SCOTT STREET
Current Zoning: ~ NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) _
~ 40-X Height and Bulk District
- Proposed Zoning:  Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Spec1a1 Use Dlstmct

Block/Lot: ~ (937/001
Project Sponsor:  Community Housing Pa_rtnershlp
' 280 Turk Street
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- Sponsor Contact:  Gail Gilman, Executive Director
© Staff Contact: Sara Vellve — (415) 558-6263
' ' sara.vellve@sfgov.org
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. information:

415.558.6377

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE

AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO PLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 249.55 TO CONVERT
A VACANT TOURIST HOTEL (D.B.A. EDWARD II INN) TO A GROUP HOUSING USE
CONTAINING UP TO 25 UNITS (24 UNITS FOR TRANSITIONAL AGE YOUTH BETWEEN 18
AND 24, AND ONE MANAGER’S UNIT) WITHIN THE® NC-3 (MODERATE SCALE,
NEIGHBORHOOD 'COMMERCIA) DISTRICT THE LOMBARD AND -SCOTT STREET
AFFORDABLE GROUP HOUSING SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND A 40-X HEIGHT AND BULK
DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE

On March 11, 2011 Gail Gilman (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed an apphcatlon with the Planning
Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Section °

303 of the Planning Code to allow establishment of up to 24 group housing units to be occupied by
transitional age youth and a manager’s unit (25 units- total), within the NC-3 3 (Moderate Scale,
Neighborhood Commercial) District, the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing . Spec1a1
Use District (SUD) and a 40-X Height and Bulk District.
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On July 14, 2011, the San Francisco Planmng Commission (hereinafter “Commission”), by Mo’aon No.
18403, upheld the Mitigated Negative Declaranon, Case No.-2010. 0420E for the project at 3151 — 3155
Scott Street.

On ]uly 15 2011, the Department adopted the Final Mmgated Negahve Declarahon, Case No.
2010. 0420E for the pro]ect at 3151 — 3155 Scott Street.

On July 14, 2011 the Commission adopted Resolution No. 18404, Case No. 2010.0420TZ recommendmg to
the Board of Supervisors to adopt the text change and map amendment creatmg the Lombard and Scott
- Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District; and,

On July 14, 2011 the Comrmsswn conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled
meeting on Conditional Use Application No. 2010.0420C.

The Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing and has
further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
staff, and other interested parties.

MOVED, that the Commission hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Application No.
2010.0420C, sub]ect 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, thlS Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows

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

2. Site Description and Present Use. The subject pfoperfy is Lot 001 in Assessor's Block 0937,
located on the southwest corner of Lombard and Scott Streets. The Scott Street frontage is
approxnnately 69 feet, with 50 feet of frontage on Lombard Street. The lot area is approx1mately
3,450 square feet.

The project site is located in the Marina District and is developed with an approximately 8,100
square foot three-story building with a basement formerly used as a tourist hotel (d.b.a. Edward
11 Inn) with a pub at the ground floor fronting Lombard Street. The building occupies most of the
lot except for an approximately 7-foot setback from the south property line. The property does
not currently provide any off-street parking or open space for users/occupants The building was
constructed in 1914 and has been altered :

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The site is located in an NC-3' (Neighborhood
Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Lots fronting
Lombard Street to the east and west are zoned NC-3, while lots fronting Scott Street to the south
of the site are zoned RH-2 and RM-2: The site is located one block south of the Chestnut Street
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shopping district and three blocks northwest of the Union Street shoppmg district. Properties in
the vicinity fronting Lombard Street contain a mix of uses including restaurants, hotels, personal
services, retail stores, and automotive repair shops. Buildings heights range from one to four
stories with residential uses generally above the ground-floor commercial uses. Properhes
fronting Scott Street south of Lombard Street generally contain residential uses with building
heights ranging from two to four stories. The helght designation for the entire neighborhood is
40-X. : :

4. Praject Description. Community Housing Partnership proposes to convert the vacant tourist

hotel (formerly d.b.a. Edward II Inn) to 24 affordable group housing units for transitional-age
youth between the ages of 18 and 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, and one
‘unit for a resident manager, for an overall unit count of 25. The use will generally accommodate
one person for each bedroom. Interior building modifications would reduce the number of on-.
site bedrooms from 29 to 25 (including the manager’s unit) on the second and third floors, create

+ bathrooms for each unit, construct a kitchen, offices and rooms for programmatic needs on the
ground floor, and create a laundry room, entertainment room and parking for a minimum of
nine bicycles in the basement. Exterior modifications would include window replacement,

- painting, new signage and fagade enhancements. The proposal does not involve alterations to the
building’s size or height; a]though mechanical equ.lpment will be located on the building’s roof
in the future. ~

The project as proposed requires Planning Code and Zoning Map Amendments to créate the
Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District (SUD) as an overlay in
this NC-3 District. The SUD would:

1. Permit one unit for every 143 square feet of lot area for a total of 24 group housing units and
one manager’s unit (Planning Code Section 204.4 exempts managers unit's from the density
calculation for group housing) where one unit for every 210 square feet of lot area for a total
of 16 group housing units and one manager’s unit is permitted as-of-right by Planning code
Sections 208 and 712.92;

2. Eliminate the rear yard requuement where a minimum rear yard of approximately 15 feet i is
: requ1red by Planning Code Section 134;

3. Eliminate the open space requirement where a minimum of approx1mate1y 675 square feet of |
private open space and approximately 875 square- feet of common open - space. would be
required by Planmng Code Section 135;

4. Modify the exposu.re requirement for approximately 13 group housing units that do not face a
street, alley or Code-comphant Tear yard or courtyard as required by Planning Code Section
140. :

On ]uné 14, 2011, Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Kim, Mar and Mirkarimi introduced an Ordinance
proposing to create the SUD at 3151 - 3155 Scott Street. The Planning Commission will consider a
Planning Code Text Amendment to create the SUD by adding Planning Code Section 249.55
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 302 and 306. The Planmng Commission will also consider a
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. Zoning Map Amendment pursuant to Planning Code Sections 302 and 306 that would establish °
the SUD at Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0937 on Zoning Map Sheet SU02.

5. Public Comment. - The Department has received correspondence in " opposition from-
neighborhood residents and community organizations on a broad range of topics including but
not limited to: a decline in the quality of life for existing neighborhood residents and businesses,

.reduction of property values, increased density, lack of off-street parking and open space, and
the inadequacy‘ subject building for the proposed use and proposed occupant services. '

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. Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District (SUD). Planning

SN FRANCISDS

Code Section 249.55 establishes the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD
which allows a project containing an affordable group housing and manager’s unit, with
Planning ‘Commission approval, an increase in the group housing density, and exemptions
from the open space, rear yard and exposure requirements. Up to 24 of the units would be for
transitional age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 who earn a maximum of 50% Area
Median Income. The 25% unit would be used by a resident manager. '

The project is proposed to contain up to 24 permanently affordable group housing units for.
transitional age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median
Income, and one manager’s unit; thus the Commission may approve the increased density, open space,
rear yard and exposure exemptions for the project. .

Open Space. Plénning Section 135 of the Planning Code requires 'approximately 27 square
feet of private or approximately 35 square feet of common open space per group housing
unit. '

The subject building was constructed as a tourist hotel in approximately 1914 and does not provide
any outside area that qualifies as private or common open space. The only undeveloped area on thelot
is an approximately 7-foot wide corridor along the lot’s south property line. The project is proposed to
contain up to 24. permanently affordable group housing units for youth earning a maximum of 50%
AMI and one manager’s unit; thus the Commission may approve the open space exemption for the
project pursuant to the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD.

Rear Yard. Planning Code Section 134(a)(1)(C) requires a rear yard equaling 25% or 15 feet,
which ever is greater, of the total lot depth at each level containing a dwelling unit.

The subject building was constructed as a tourist hotel in 1914 prior to creation of the rear yard '
requirement. As such, the existing building extends to within seven feet of the south property line and .

- is a noncomplying structure. Conversion of a tourist hotel to a residential use requires implementation

of the rear yard requirement, which equals approximately 15 feet measured from the south property

" line. As the project is proposed to contain up to 24 permanently affordable group housing units for -

youth earning a maximum of 50% AMI and one manager’s unit; the Commission may approve the

4
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rear yard exemption for the pro]ect pursuant to the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group
Housmg SUD.

Parkmg Plarming Code Section 151 does not require off-street parking for group housing

- uses of any kind unless such a use is located within an RH-2. (Residential, House, Two-
- Family) District.

_ The subject lot z's’ located within an NC-3 (Modémte Scale, Neighborhood Commercial) District and

the group housing use is not required to 'provide off-street parking for residents or managers.

Exposute. Plarm.mg Code Section 140 reqmres that each dwelling it shall face directly on

to a public street or alley, a side yard of at least 25 feet in width, a Code comphant rear yard,
ora courtyard that is no less than 25 feet in every horlzontal direction.

The sub]ect building was constructed as a tourist hotel in approximately 1914 with frontages on
Lombard and Scott Streets. As orzgzmzlly constructed, the building does not provide a Code compliant
side or rear yard, or contain a courtyard that is 25 feet in every horizontal direction. As originally
constructed, the building contains approximately 12 occupiable guest rooms with windows that front
on Lombard and Scott Streets. After modifications to the building to accommodate the proposed group
housing -use, approximately 12 of 25 occupiable rooms will meet the exposure requirement as they
front on Lombard and Scott Streets. The remammgl3 rooms will face a a. lzghtwell area in the middle
of the building and/or the 7-foot- wzde rear building setback. As the project is proposed to contain up to
24 permanently affordable group housmg units at 50% AMI; ‘and one manager’s unit, . the
Commission may approve the exposure modification for the project pursuant tothe Lombard and Scott

. Street Affordable Group Housing Sup.

Bicycle Parking. Plannmg Code Sectlon 155.5 requires one Class 1 b1cyc1e parkmg space for
every three-group housmg units regardless of zorung district. :

A mim’mu.m of nine restricted access Class 1 bicycle parking/storage spaces will be located in the
basement of the subject building. '

Signage. Currently, there is not a proposed sign program on file with the Plan.nmg
Department. The proposed business does not have a name as of this writing. Any proposed
signage will be subject to the review and app’roval of the Planning Department. .

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Cornniission to consider when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval On balance, the project does comply w1th
said criteria in that: '

A. The proposed new uses and buﬂdmg, at the size and: intensity contemplated and at the

SAK FRANCISCD

- proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
‘with, the neighborhood or the community.
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The proposed new residential group housing use is permitted as-of-right in the NC-3 (Neighborhood
Commercial, Moderate Scale) District pursuant to Planning Code Section 712.92. The site is located
in a block that contains lots zoned RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) and RM-2 (Mixed,
Moderate Denszty) and the residential nature of the proposal is consistent with the zoning of the block.
Although the density of group housing units exceeds the maximum permitted by the Planning Code,
the overall number of people occupying the group housing use is expected to be less in comparison to
the previous tourist hotel use. The proposed density is consistent with the Lombard and Scott Street
Affordable Group Housing SUD. The proposed use will not affect traffic as residents are not expected

- to own private vehicles. A minimum of nine bicycle storage spaces will be available for residents. The

project will occur within an existing byilding and expansion of the building is not proposed.

The proposed pro]ect Wl]l not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general
welfare of persons residing or workmg in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
that could be detrimental to the health safety or convenience of those residing or workmg

the area, in that:

i

iv.

Nature of proposed site, including its 51ze and shape, and the proposed size, shape and

arrangement of structures;

Modifications to the eiisting building that would change its height and bulk are not proposed.
‘The existing building was constructed on the site in approxlmately 1914 and will remain an
integral part of the nezghborhood character.

The accessibility and traffic i:atterns for persons and vehicles, the type and volume of
such ’craffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and loading;

The Planning Code does not require parkmg or loading for group housing. It is not expected that
residents of the site will own private automobiles due to their level of income. A minimum of nine
on-site bicycle storage spaces will be made available to residents. The subject neighborhood is well
served by public transportation and it is expected that residents will use this service for much of

their transportation needs.

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

Nozxious or offensive emissions are not associated with residential uses. All interior and exterior
lighting will direct illumination downward. ' '

Treatment given, as appropriate, to such aspects as landscaping, screening, open spaces,
parking and loading areas, serv'ice areas, lighting and signs;

The proposed residential use does not propose any such features referenced above that would
require additional review und/or conditions to ensure that they are approprzate for the site and

neighborhood.
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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 Plan. : )

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. 7

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose
of the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District. ‘

The proposed project is consistent with the stited purpose of the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable

Group Housing Special Use District. The project will create up to 24 permanently affordablé group

housing units for transitional age youth between the ages of 18 -24 with an.income level not to exceed
" 50% of the Area Median Income. One unit will be used for the manager for a total unit count of 25.

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

On June 21, 2011 the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2009 Housing Element, which was signed by the .
Mayor on June 29, 2011 to become effective on July 29, 2011, and the Project'complies with ﬂ1e update
“based on the following Policies and Objectives.

2009 HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1: _ : , | ’ o
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY’S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Policy 1.10. Support new housing projects, especially affordable housing, where households can
easily rely on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

The project will be located in the Marina/Cow Hollow/Union Street neighborhoods that provide a mix of =
housing densities, necessary amenities and access to public- transportation. There are ample public

. transportation opportunities nearby, including: Muni lines $22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, all of which stop
within three blocks of the project site; and Golden Gate bus service to the North Bay, which stops near the
project site.” In addition, the project site is located near the Chestnut and Union Street Neighborhood
Commercial corridors making it convenient for residents without private transportation to access a wide
variety of commercial goods and services. The project site is located close to four banks and ATMs, several
smaller neighborhood markets and coffee shops, manyvres'taurants of varying affordability, and two movie
theaters. The project site is also located near many cultural and educational opportunities including a
branch of the SF Public Library, City College’s Fort Mason Campus, the Exploratorium, the Palace of Fine
Arts, and GGNRA interpretive programs in the Presidio. In addition, the project site is within five blocks
of the Presidio YMCA, the Moscone Recreation Center and the Lyon Street entrance of the Presidio, and is
also near Crissy Field and the Marina Green. ' ’

~ OBJECTIVE2.
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RETAIN EXISTING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MAINTEANCE STANDARDS,
WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. ' '

Policy 2.5: Encourage and support the seismic fetrofitﬁng of the existing housing stock. -

Although the project site is not currently used as housing, the proposed rehabilitation will include seismic and
structural upgrades as deemed necessary by a qualified structural engineer and consistent with the Department
of Building Inspection’s requirements. '

OBJECTIVE 3: ‘ »
PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK’ESPECIALLY RENTAL

* UNITS. ,
Policy 3.1: Preserve rental units, especially rent controlled units, to meet the City’s affordable housing
needs. :

Policy 3.5: Retain permanently affordable residential hotels and single room occupancy (SRO)
units.

The Special Use District will facilitate up to 24 new affordable group housing units, and will help to decrease
the high demand for affordable group housing units. The creation of new group housing units will help to
: prevent displacement of tenants currently residing in affordable group housing units elsewhere in the City.

OBJECTIVE 4 ' : '

FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS
LIFESTYLES. : o ‘ :
Policy 4.2: Provide a range of housing options for residents with special needs for housing
support and services. : o -

Policy 4.4: Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities, emphésizing
_ permanently affordable rental units wherever possible. ' ‘

Policy 4.5: Ensure that the new permanéntly affordable housing is located in all of the City’s
neighborhoods, and encourage integrated neighborhoods, with a diversity of unit types provided
at a range of income levels. ‘ ' '

Policy 4.7: Consider environmental justice issues when planning for new housing, especially
affordable housing. ' '

The proposed project will enable transitional age youth who are aging out of foster care and trying to
prevent, or. exit, homelessness, to permanently reside and receive supportive services in a financially and
" socially stable neighborhood. The Mayor’s Office of Housing has played an active role in site acquisition
and project facilitation to create 4 permanent housing situation in an existing structure. The project
represents a . collaboration between governmental (Mayor’s Office of Housing) and “non-profit
organizations (Community Housing Partnership) to create this opportunity for permanent affordable
housing. While some properties within close proximity to the site may have undesirable uses on them, in
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general, the neighborhood is considered a very desirable area that provides its residents with amenities and
‘services that promote a high quality of life. The project will provide housing for ecoromically
disadvantaged youth in the generally affluent neighborhood of Cow Hollow/Marina, promoting economic
integration of permanently affordable housing and market rate housing. : '

Objective 5 ' :
ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVAILABLE UNITS.

- Policy 5.2: Increase access to hoﬁsmg, particularly for }.iouse_holdsvwho might not be aware of
their housing choices. '

Policy 5.4: Provide a range of unit types for all segments of need, and work to move residents
between unit types as their needs change.- '

The project will facilitate a project that will, when combined with the project sponsor’s placement efforts,
provide increased housing access to individuals who otherwise, due to their young age and low income,
would be unlikely to be informed about available housing choices. The Project will be a permanent source of
supportive housing for low-income at-risk youth, as opposed to temporary housing provided only on a
weekly or monthly basis. Most youth in’permanent supportive housing are eager to transition to fully-
independent living situations, and the project will be able to provide developmentally-appropriate services

targeted to residents to assist them in this time of growth and transition.

Objective 6: ‘ ' -
REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS.

Policy 6.1: Prioritize permanent housing solutions while pursuing both short- and long-term
strategies to eliminate homelessness. s

Policy 6.2: . Prioritize the highest incidences of home_lessr{ess, as well as those most in need,
including families and immigrants. ‘ :

The project will facilitate permanent housing and social support services. for transitioﬁ—age youth and
reduce the need for temporary homeless shelters when youth leave the Joster care system. This housing
opportunity will enable youth to develop the necessary skills to transition to fully independent living
situations. : ’ -

At this time, demand for affordable units to serve the target population far exceeds the City's supply. The
Project will greatly increase the stock of housing for low-income youth who are too old Sor foster care or
who have left the foster care system and, as a result, have a high incidence of homelessness. Such youth are
particularly underserved in the City. ' ' ‘

OBJECTIVE 7: _ o ,

SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS ' THAT "ARE NOT 'SOLELY RELIANT ON
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL. : -

~ Policy .7.5: Encourage the production of affordable 'housing through process and zoning
accommodations, and prioritize affordable housing in the review and approval processes.
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The proposed -Special Use District which modifies group housing density, open space, rear yard and

exposure requirements of the Planning Code will allow the project to provide a greater number of group ‘
housing units than is otherwise permitted within the existing building envelope. As such, the Special Use
District will facilitate permanent affordable housing without adversely affecting the scale or character of
the surrounding neighborhood. Overall, the number of occupied rooms in the building will be reduced from -
29 to 24 with one manager’s unit, for 25 units total.

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

FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHOODS.
Policy 11.1: Promote the construction and rehabilitation of well-designed housing that

emphasizes beauty, flexibility, and innovative design, and respects existing neighborhood
character. ' ' '

Policy 11.3: Ensure growth is accommodated without substantially and adversely impacting
existing residential neighborhood character. ' :

Policy 11.7: Respect San Francisco’s histoﬁc fabric, by preserving landmark buildihgs.a.nd ensuring
consistency with historic districts. ‘

The proposed project will enable a residential use to be established in a building that was constructed on
the subject property in approximately 1914 without modifying the building’s envelope or height As the
building will not be newly constructed, or substantially altered, it will continue to compliment, and be
compatible with, the Marina/Cow Hollow/Union Street commercial and residential neighborhoods as they -
have developed over time.

. The proposed project will allow the replacement of the prior tourist hotel use with a residential use that will
have less effect on the surrounding neighborhood by reducing the total potential occupancy from as many
as sixty hotel guests (at maximum occupancy) plus hotel employees to twenty-four residents (generally),
one live-in manager, and seven employees. By converting the existing building from a tourist hotel to a
residential building without substantial structural modification, the project will create new housing while
maintaining the same neighborhood scale and character as currently exists. e

The proposed project will not affect a historic resource. Pursuant to an Historic Resources Evaluation Report,
dated May 19, 2010, prepared by Architectural Resources Group, a copy of which is on file with the Planning
Department, it was determined that the property is not an historical resource. In addition, the building on the
project site is not listed in any standard lists of significant or historic structures. Furthermore, the appearance
of the building will remain substantially unmodified. '

OBJECTIVE 12: _
" BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE

CITY’S GROWING POPULATION. ‘
Policy 12.1: Encourage new housing that relies on transit use and environmentally sustainable
patterns of movement. ' o :
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Policy 12.2: Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care,
and neighborhood services, when developing new housing units. - :

The proposed project will allow group housing units to be located on a site that is well-served by existing
public transit lines, including: Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, all of which stop within three blocks of
the project site; and Golden Gate bus service to the North Bay, which stops near the project site. Due to the
required income level of residents, they are unlikely to own cars. The project will provide a minimum of
nine (9) Class 1 bicycle storage spaces for use by residents. As a result, the project will provide housing
that relies on public transit use and environmentally sustainable patterns of movement such as walking
and bike riding. - B

* An abundance of neighborhood services, cultural dmenities and significant open spaces are located within
close proximity to the project. For example, the project site is located within approximately ¥: mile of four
banks arid ATMs, one major grocery store, several smaller neighborhood markets and retail outlets for
shopping and possible resident employment. The project site is also located near the Exploratorium, the
Palace of Fine Arts, Fort Mason and the Presidio. Within five blocks of the site are the Moscone Recreation
Center, Crissy Field, and the Marina Green.

OBJECTIVE 13: . - : ’
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT IN PLANNING FOR AND CONSTRUCTING
NEW HOUSING. | ' -

Policy 13.1: Support “smart” régional growth that locates new housing close to jobs and transit.

Policy 13.3: Promote sustainable land use patterns that integrate housing with transportation in
order to increase transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mode share.

Policy 13.4: Promote the highest feasible level of “green” development in both private and
municipally-supported housing.

The proposed project would allow the location of group housing in an area with an abundance of public
transportation and employment opportunities. It is unlikely that residents will own private cars due to
affordability restrictions. A minimum of nine (9) Class 1 bicycle storage spaces will be available to the
residents to promote an alternative mode of transportation. : g

As currenfly proposed, the Project would.meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
Silver certification criteria and would include recycled materials where feasible, low-water use showerheads
and faucets and EnergyStar rated appliances. If feasible, the project may also include solar panels and
other green energy devices. »

2004 HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies -

OBJECTIVE 1: , : o
TO PROVIDE NEW. HOUSING, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING, IN
APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS AND- TAKES
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SAH

INTO , ACCOUNT THE DEMAND FOR AFFORDABLE HOUSING CREATED BY
EMPLOYMENT DEMAND. ‘

Policy 1.4: Locate in-fill housing on appropriate sites in established resideritial neighborhoods.

The project would facilitate a residential project in an area surrounded /by buildings of similar. scale and
character, including residential and mixed-use retail-residential buildings. By converting the existing

’ building from a tourist hotel to a residential building without substantial structural modifications, the

project will crate new housing and increased residential density while maintaining the same neighborhood
scale and character. In addition, the project will have a minimal effect on parking and traffic because: (1)
the project is well-served by existing public transit lines; (2) most residents of the project are unlikely to

have their own cars, and bicycle storage will be provided; (3) the project converts an existing tourist hotel

use which generated parking demand and traffic; and (4) the existence of kitchen and other common area
facilities and on —site support programs will help to reduce the demand on street infrastructure.

The project site is a former tourist hotel in an established residentiallcommercial neighborhood. The

. proposed permanently affordable group housing use is appropriate to the location and promotes this policy.

The need for affordable housing for transitional age youth has been established through a 2007 study and
report conducted by the Mayor's Transitional Youth Task Force titled Disconnected Youth in San

- Francisco: A Roadmap to Improve the Life Chances of San Francisco’s Most Vulnerable Young Adults.

OBJECTIVE 4: | ,
SUPPORT AFFORDABLE HOSING PRODUCTION BY INCREASING SITE AVAILABILITY

AND CAPACITY.

 Policy 4.1: Actively identify and pursue opportunity sites for permanently affordable housing;

The tourist hotel building, located in a residential/commercial area, is currently unoccupied and can
accommodate a residential component with permanently affordable housing units, which is consistent with

- this policy.

Policy 4.3: Encourage the construction of affordable units for single households in residential
hotels and “efficiency” units.

Except f'or one manager unit, the Project proposes 24 units of group housing units for transitional-age
occupants. Overall, the projet proposes 25 units. ‘

Pblicy 44: Consider granting density bonuses and parking requirement exemptions for the
construction of affordable housing or senior housing. ' h

The project will create the Lombard and Scott Street Aﬂbrdakle Group Housing SUD, which allows a
density bonus for the creation of affordable housing for transition-age youth earning a maximum of 50%
Area Median Income. In addition, the legislation would exempt the proposal from the Planning Code’s
rear yard and open space requirements, as well as modify the exposure requirement.

OBJECTIVE 5: '
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. INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY OF THE CITY’S  AFFORDABLE
HOUSING PRODUCTION SYSTEM.

Policy 5.2: Support efforts of for-profit and non-profit organizations and other community based
groups and expand their capacity to produce and manage permanently affordable housing,

The project is sponsored by Communiiy Housing Partnership (CHP), n non-profit organization that has -

served San Francisco’s formerly homeless individuals and families since 1990. CHP has partnered with

the Mayor’s Office of Housing to secure funding for the proposal and with Larkin Street Youth Services for

client programming and services. These partnerships will enable CHP to expand their capacity to produce
. and manage the proposal as well as provzdmg necessary client services and programming.

OBJECTIVE 8:
ENSURE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES.

Pohcy'S 1: Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housmg opportunities and empha51ze
permanently affordable rental units wherever possible.

The group housing units in the proposal will be rental units that are permanently affordable to transition
. age youth and will promote this objective and policy. .

Policy 8.6: Increase the availability of units suitable for users with supportive housing needs.

The 24 group housing units will be permanent housmg designated for emanczpated foster youth and
homeless youth, who will be able.to access on-site supportive services to transition to independent living
and to successfully mtegrate into society. One unit will be used by a resident manager.

OBJECTIVE 10:

REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS IN COORDINATION WITH
RELEVAN T AGENCIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS.

Policy 10.1: Focus efforts on the provisions of permanent affordable and service-enriched"
housing to reduce the need for temporary homeless shelters.

Policy 10.2: Aggresswely purse other _strategies to prevent homelessness and the risk of
-homelessness by addressing its contnbutory factors. :

Policy 10.4: Facilitate childcare and educational opportunities for homeless families and
children. ' : v o

The housing and services provided by CHP and its partners will be designed to provide the tenants a stable
residential environment with supportwe services to help them become contributing members of soczety

NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCE
Objectives and Policies

S ERANCISUD : ' 13
PLAKNING DEPSRTHENT . .

317



Motion No. 18405 1 | CASE NO. 2010.0420ETZC
Hearing Date July 14, 2011 _ ~ 3151-3155 SCOTT STREET

OBJECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBOHROOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY

ACCESIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

Pohcy 6.3
Preserve and promote the mixed commercial-residential character in nelghborhood commercial

districts. Strike a balance between the preservatlon of ex1t1ng affordable housing and needed
expansion of commermal activity. : :

The proposed project | ‘will create new affordable housing in an established NC-3 (Moderate Scale,
Neighborhood Commercial) district. The proposed density will permit a higher number of people to reside
_at the project site than would be otherwise permitie’d which will permanently increase the number of
people on the street at different times of the day, increasing safety and business vitality on evenings and
weekends. The proposed project will not ]eopardzze existing affordable housing as the subject building was
previously used as a tourist hotel. .

TRANSPORTATION

Objectives and Policies-

_ OBJECTIVE I:
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND VISITORS FOR SAFE, CONVENIENT AND
" INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WTIHIN SAND FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND
OTHER PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MAINTAING THE HIGH QUALITY LIVING
ENVIRONEMENT OF THE BAY AREA.

Pohcy 1.3
Give priority to pubhc transit and other alternatives to the prlvate automobile as the means of

mee’rmg San Francisco’s transportation needs, particularly those of commuters.

Policy 1.7
Assure expanded mobility for the disadvantaged.

As a result of the proposed project, the Project would locate permanent residents within very close
proximity to significant public transportation opportunities in the neighborhood. As off-street parking
would not be provided, the Project would promote walking and bicycling amongst the residents. Due to
income limitations of residents, it is not expected that many will own private automobiles. Promoting the
use of public transportation, bicycling and walking is consistent with the city’s Transit First policy.

“The proposed project will facilitate the location of permanent housing for economically disadvantaged and
underemployed workers close Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45. This affordable transportation choice
can be used as a tool for improving the economic and social situation of Project residents to provide access
to employment, educational institutions, medical services and recreation facilities.

OBJECTIVE 16: , ,
DEVELOP AND IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS THAT WILL EFFICIENTLY MANAGE THE
SUFPLY OF PARKING AT EMPLOYMENT CENTERS THROUGHOUT THE CITY SO AS TO

AR FRARCISDD o : : , 14
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DISCOURAGE SINGLE-OCCUPANT RIDERSHIP AND ENCOURAGE RIDESHARING,
TRANSIT AND OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO THE SINGLE-OCCUPANT AUTOMOBILE.

Policy 16.6: Encourage alternatives to the private automobile by locating public transit access
and ride-sharing vehicle and bicycle parking at more close-in and convenient locations on site,
and by location parking facilities for single-occupancy vehicles more remotely.

The project will include a minimum of eight (9) Class 1 bicycle parking spaces for resident and employee
use. ' ' : ‘

OBJECTIVE 28;
PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES.

Policy 28.1: Provide Secure and bicycle parking in new govemmental commeraal ‘and
residential developments. :

A minimum of nine (9) Class 1 bz'éycle parking spaces are proposed in the basement level.

AIR QUALITY
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 3

DECREASE THE AIR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY COORDINATION OF

LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION DECISOINS. L
Policy 3.1: ‘

_ ¢ Take advantage of the high density development in San Francisco to improve ‘the transit
infrastructure’ and also encourage high density and compact development where an extensive
transportatlon infrastructure exists.

The proposed project would increase the group housing density from a ratio of 1 unit for every 210 square
feet of lot-area to a ratio of 1 unit for every 143 square feet of lot area resulting in more group housing
“units on the property than allowed by the Planning Code for the NC-3 (Moderate Scale, Neighborhood
Commercial) district. As the site is within close proximity to Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, the

Project would result in a high density development where an extensive tTansportatzon infrastructure
exists.’

URBAN DESIGN

~ Objectives and Policies
OBJECTIVE 4

S4H mgmsca . B : 15
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IMPROVEMET OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL -
SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.

Policy 9
Maximize the use of recreation areas for recreational purposes

The site is located within close proximity to the Moscone Recreation Center, Crissy Field, and the Marina
Green, and use of these recreational spaces by occupants is consistent with this policy.

Policy 15

Protect the livability and character of residential properties from the intrusion of incompatible
new bulldmgs

The proposed project does not facilitate the construction of a new building that would be incompatible with
the existing livability and character of residential buildings. The proposed group housing units would be
accommodated within a building that was constructed on the site in 1914.

9. Planning Code Section 101.1(b) establishes eight priority-planning policies and requires review
- of permits for consistency with said policies. On balance, the project does comply with said

policies in that:

1. That existing neighborhood-serving retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
' opportunities for resident emplo'ymentinandlowners}ﬂp of such businesses enha_nced;

The previous tourist hotel use was discontinued in September 2010, and the use accommodated
tourists rather than residents. The pr0]ect will enhance the neighborhood-serving retail uses in that
the project will increase the neighborhood's permanent resident population resulting in a broader
consumer base for neighborhood retail businesses in the Maring, Union Street and Cow Hollow
ezghborhoods It is possible that residents of the proposed project could be employed by such businesses as
well. .

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

The project will not alter the housing, nezghborhood character, cultural or economic dwerszty of the

- neighborhood. The existing building does not currently contain any residential housing and the
project does not include a building expansion or exterior alterations that would alter its character. The
Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD allows for a higher density with no rear
 yard or open space requirements, and certain exposure exceptions. Overall, the Project is consistent
with the neighborhood’s existing mix of uses. Increased density will add to the neighborhood character
in that it will bring residents and consumers to this transit-oriented, mixed-use neighborhood. The
Project could promote economic diversity by housing low-income at-risk youth in the generally affluent

area of Cow Hollow. '

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

mmmfcﬂ : . S 16
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10.

11.

SAN FRANGISCS -

The project will facilitate the creation of up to 24 group housing units for at-risk low-income youth, plus
one manager’s unit for an overall unit count of 25. The project will not result in the removal any existing
legal residential uriits as. the building has been used as a tourist hotel since its construction in-

approximately 1914.

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

neighborhood parking;

Although the Project would result in additional density, the site is located on Lombard Street, which is
a major transit corridor. . Due to the required income levels of residents, it is- unlikely- that they will
own private vehicles for commuting. Storage for a minimum of nine bicycles will be provided on the
site. The Planning Code does not feqyire off-street parking for group housing.

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

The project involves the creation of group housing units.

That the City achieve the gfeatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss of
life in an earthquake; . ' ‘

Development pursuant to the projeét must meet current Building Code requirements. The proposed
amendments will not alter any such requirements. -

That the landmarks and historic buildings be p'reserved;

The project would not affect any historic buildings. Through CEQA review of the proposal,. it was
determined that the building does not qualify as a historic resource.

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

- The project would not alter the existing bu‘ilding height, or height district of the property. The subject

building does not currently exceed a height of 40 and the proposal does not include the expansion of
the building that would exceed a height of 40 feet. The Project will have no negative effect on existing
parks and open spaces '

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..

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

s

PLANNING DEPASTIIENT , 17
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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. 2010.0420C. subject to the following conditions attached hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
general conformance with plans on file, dated July 14, 2011, 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 after the date of this Motion No.
18405. 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.

I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Motion on July 14, 2011. -

Linda D. Avery
Commission Secretary

~ AYES: Commissioners Olague, Miguel, Moore, Sugaya and Fong
NAYS: Commissioner Aﬁtoru'm'
ABSENT: Commissioner Borden

- ADOPTED: | July 14, 2011

‘SAN PRARCISRD » . ' N 18
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AUTHORIZATION
1.

3.

EXHIBITA

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow a group housing use containing up to 24 group
housing units and one manager’s unit (25 units total), with exemptions from the open space, rear
yard and exposure requirements located at 3151 — 3155 Scott Street, Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0937
pursuant to Planning Code Section(s) 303 within the NC-3 (Moderate-Scale Neighborhood
Commercial) District, Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD and a 40-X
Height and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated July 7, 2011, and stamped
“EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2010.0420ETZC and subject to conditions of
approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on July 14, 2011 under Motion No. 18405. This
authorization and the conditions contained herein run with the property and not with a particular
Project Sponsor, business, or operator. ‘ ‘

The “Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program” attached herein as Exhibit C and which
identifies Mitigation Measures and Improvement Measures to be included as part of the project as
outlined in the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No.,2010.0420E, shall be Conditions of
Approval and are accepted by the project applicant and any successor-in-interest. If any measures of
the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program are less restrictive than the following'éonditions ‘
of approval, the more restrictive and more pro{ecﬁve condition of approval shall apply. '

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org ‘ '

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Prior to the issuance of the building permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning
Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the

‘Recorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state

that the project is subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved
by the Planning Commission on July 14, 2011 under Motion No. 18405.

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

4.

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A' of this Planning Commission Motion No. 18405
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

5.

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

SHH TRANCISCD - : ' . 19
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CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS

6.

Changes to the approved plans may be approved admi.tﬁstrativ‘ely‘ by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission approval of a
new Conditional Use authorization. ' -

PERFORMANCE

7.

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 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 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.org.

-DESIGN

8.

Garbage, composting and recycling storage. Space for the ‘collection and storage of garbage,
composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
labeled and illustrated on the 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 at 415-558-6378, www.sf-
planning.org . '

PARKING AND TRAFFIC

9.

Bicycle Parking. The‘project shall provide no fewer than 9 Class 1 bicycle parking spaces required by .
Planning Code Section 155.5. ,
For information  about compliance, contact. Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863,

www.sf-planning.org .

MONITORING

10. 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 enforcemént"action under their jurisdiction.

 SAN FBANCISCO L ’ .
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11.

For znformatlon about compllance contact Code Enforcement Plannzng Department at. 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org '

Extension. This authorization may be extended at the discretion of the Zoning Administrator only

- where failure to issue a permit by the Department of Building Inspection to perform said tenant

12.

© 13,

_improvements is caused by a delay by a local, State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the

issuance of such permit(s).

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Plannzng Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

Community Liaison. Prior to issuance of a building permit application to construct the project and
implement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a. commuiu'ty liaison officer to deal
with the issues of concern to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall
provide  the Zonmg Administrator written notice of the name, business address, and telephone
number of the community liaison. Should the contact information change, the Zoning Administrator
shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning Administrator
what issues, if any, are of concern to the community what issues have not been resolved by the
Project Sponsor.

- For information about complzance contact Code Enforcement Planning Department at 415 575-6863,

www.sf- plannlng org

Lighting. All Project hghhng shall be directed onto the Project site and 1mmed1ately surrounding
sidewalk area only, and designated and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents. '
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed
s0 as to constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property.

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement Plannzng Department at 415-575-6863,
www.sf-planning.org

OPERATION

14.

Sidewalk Maintenance. The Pro]ect Sponsor shall maintain the main entrance to the buﬂdmg and all
sidewalks abuthng the subject property in a clean and sanitary condition in compliance with the
Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. For information about
compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Department of Public Works, 415-695-

2017, hitp:l/sfdpw.orgl

SAN FRASCISCO
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APPEAL OF FINAL MITIGATED NEGATIVE
DECLARATION AND CONDITIONAL USE

AUTHORIZATION
3151-3155 Scott Street
~ DATE: October 4,2011
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supetvisors
FROM: John Rahaim, Planning Director — (415) 558-6411
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575- 9048
Andrea Contreras, Case Planner - (415) 575-9044
Sara Vellve, Case Planner — (415) 558-6263
RE: File Nos. 110935 and 110977, Planning Case Nos. 2010.0420EC
Department’s Response to Appellant’s Submittal of September 26, 2011
HEARING DATE: October 4, 2011 _ |
- ATTACHMENTS: A - Supplemental Appeal Letter, dated September 26, 2011 o
' ‘ B - Bay Area Air Quality Management District’s Adopted Air Quality
CEQA Thresholds of Significance Table - June 2, 2010
PROJECT SPONSOR: Hershey Hirschkop, Community Housing Partnership '
APPELLANT:. Adam Polakoff, on behalf of Cow Hollow Association, Marina -
Community Association, Marina Merchants Association, Marina Cow
Hollow Neighbors a.nd Merchants, and Union. Street Merchants -
Assodiation :
INTRODUCTION:

This memorandum and the attached document is a response (“Supplemental Appeal Response”)
to a supplemental appeal letter (“Supplemental Appeal Letter”) submitted on September 26, 2011
by the Appellant to the Board of Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Department’s

(the “Department”) issuance of a Final Mitigated Negative Declaration (“FMND”) under the ~

California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Determination”) for a project at 3151-3155 Scott

‘Memo

327

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

Sdn Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

" Reception;

415.558.6378
415.508.6400
Planning

Information;
415.558.6377



‘ Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration File Nos. 110935 and 110977
‘and Conditional Use Authorization ‘ Planning Case Nos. 2010.0420EC
. Hearing Date: October 4, 2011 » S ~ 3151-3155 Scott Street

Street (the “Project”). The Supplerrfental Appeal Letter and Response also address the appeal of
the Conditional Use (“CU”) Authorization and issues raised regarding the Lombard and Scott
Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District (“SUD”) ordinance.

Department staff submitted. a FMND appeal response memorandum on September 26, 2011
(“Original Appeal Response”), addressing concerns raised in the September 8, 2011, Letter of
Appeal (“Original Appeal Letter”). Staff also submitted a CU appeal response memorandum on
September 2, 2011 in response to the CU Authorization appeal to the Board filed on August 15,
2011 by the Appellant. - ' ' ‘ L

The decision before the Board is three-fold: whether to-uphold the Department’s decision to issue
a FMND and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s decision to issue a FMND and
return the project to the Department staff for preparation of an Environmental Impact Report
(“EIR”); whether to uphold the Planning Commission’s approval of CU Authorization to allow
conversion of a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of affordable group housing for transitional age
youth between the ages of 18 and 24 and one manager’s unit; and whether to approve the SUD
ordmance for 3151-3155 Scott Street.

_SITEYDESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE: '

- Please refer to the Depart-ment’s Ongmal Appeal Response for a description of the Project site
and present use. :

PROJECT DESCRIPTION
\ Please refer to the Department’s Original Appeal Response for a descnphon of the Pro]ect

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES;

The new concerns raised in the Supplemental Appeal Letter are cited in the issue summary
below, followed by the Department’s response. The Appellant's submittal contains numerous
attachments, including the original FMIND and CU appeal letters and the PMND appeal letter.
This Supplemental Appeal Response focuses on the new information, specifically Exhibit 1
(Letter dated September 26, 2011) and Exhibit 4 (Letter dated September 26, 2011). Exhibit 1 1s
addressed in Response 1 while Exhibit 4 is addre_ssed in Response 2.

Enviromnental Review Process

Issue 1: The Appellant claims that the City did not complete CEQA prior to the first pro]ect
approval :

Response 1: The Department Believes That the Loan Approval Was Not A Project Approval
Under CEQA and Prepared An Initial Study in Response to Continuing Neighborhood
Concern. Citing Save Tara v. City of West Hollywood, (2008) 45 Cal. 4% 116, the Appellant claims

SAM SRAWCISCO : ’ -2
PLANNING DEPARTVMENT ~

328



* Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration . - File Nos. 110935 and. 110977 -

and Conditional Use Authorization - . : Planning Case Nos. 2010.0420EC
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that when the Mayor's Office of Housing (“MOH”) approved a loan on July 20, 2010 to
Community Housing Partnership (“CHP”) to acquire the property, the City violated CEQA by
committing to the project before it completed its CEQA analysis. This is incorrect. The loan did
not commit the City to the project. On the contrary, it expressly stated that if the City determines
"at its sole discretion” that the project is unlikely to be developed within a reasonable time "for
any reason,” including the project's inability to secure required approvals from the Planning

Commission or the Board of Supervisots, the City may require that CHP sell the property, and .

use the proceeds to pay back its loan. (See Appellant's September 26, 2011 document submission,
Exhibit E, Loan Agreement, p. 11.) Moreover, the loan is secured by a Deed of Trust, and the City
has a first lien position on the Deed of Trust, helping ensure that in the event of a default by CHP,
the City would be able to recover its monies. (Sge'Appellant’s September 26, 2011 document

R submission, Exhibit D, Deed of Trust.) Because the loan did not commit the City to a definitive

course of action on the. project, or result in an irretrievable commitment of resources, the loan is
not an "approval" under CEQA. (See 14 Cal. Code of Regs. ("CEQA Guidelines") §15352(a)

[defining "approval” as "the decision by a public agency which commits the agency to a definite -

course of action in regard to a project"].)

"The situation is different froﬁt that in Save Tara, where the City. of West HollyWood loaned a

developer half a million dollars to be repaid after project completion, over a period of 55 years. -

(45 Cal. 4% at 140.) Because of the way that loan was structured, the Supreme Court concluded
- that "if the city did not give final approval to the project, it would not be repaid.” (Id.) Here, the

reverse is true — if the City does not approve the project, the loan must be repaid and if the loan is
- mot repaid, the City has the ability to foreclose on its Deed of Trust and become the owner of the
property, which it may sell to recover its funds. Moreover, the loan has a 5 year term, regardless
of whether the project is developed, meaning that the loan must be repaid within 5 years.in any
event. -In Save Tara, the city had also expressed strong commitment to the project, and had
engaged in other actions that'showed it had decided to move ahead with the project prior to
completion of environmental review. For example, it had started relocating tenants to facilitate
development of the proposed project —a "likely irreversible" step in the development process. (45
Cal. 4% at 142.) Indeed, the loan agreement ekpressly states that the City's loan was provided for
the sole purpose "to allow for the purchase of the Property in order to preserve the possibility of
developing the Property as affordable housing." (See Appellant's September 26, 2011 document
submission, Exhibit E, Loan Agreement, p. 11.) (emphasis added). The loan agreement also
contains acknowledgmeénts making clear that MOH was acting solely in its proprietary capacity
as a lender and that providing the loan did not in any way imply that the required land use

approvals would be granted nor did it limit the City's discretion to review and scrutinize the '

project in its regulatory capacity.

Although the Department believes that the loan approval was not an approval of the project
under CEQA ‘and did not authorize CHP to proceed with any physical changes to the
ehvironment, the Department determined that the project was exempt from CEQA in any event
and issued a Certificate of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review (“Exemption
Determination”) for. the project-on July 20, 2010. (See Appellant's-September-26,-2011-document
submission, Exhibit F, Certificate of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review.)

No Notice of Exemption was filed. Appellants are correct that the Department later decided to
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prepare an Initial Study (“IS”) for the pro]ect approvals. An 1S is- des1gned to help the City
determine whether a Negative Declaration or Environmental Impact Report (“EIR) is
appropriate under CEQA for the proposed project. The Department made this decision out of an

' abundance of caution, partly i in response to concerns brought up by neighbors, and partly to fully
assess the potential impacts of the project under the 2010 Bay Area Air Quality Management
District (“BAAQMD”) CEQA Air Quality Guidelines and thresholds of significance.  (See
Appellant s September 26, 2011 document submlssmn, EXhlblt G, Email from Andrea Cont-reras,
Planning Department staff, to Ariel Ungerleider.) -, '

The 1S iderntified one potential impact to air quality resulting from the project, and proposed
mitigation to bring that potential impact below the threshold of significance. (See Planning
Department Response to the Appeal of Final Mitigated Negative Declaration for 3151-3155 Scott
Street, Exhibit C, Initial Study, pp. 60-61.) This Impact AQ-3 identified that, because of the
~ existing and future traffic conditions in the pro]ect vicinity, "the proposed project would expose -
‘'sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations" particularly concentrations of PM2.5
and toxic air contaminants (“TACs”) emissions based on the BAAQMD new CEQA Guidelines.
(Id.) The IS identified Mitigation Measure M-AQ-1: Building Air Filtration and Ventilation
Requirements to reduce exposure of building occupants to PM2.5 and other TACs below the
BAAQMD threshold of significance.

The BAAQMD s revised threshold of 51gn1f1cance that resulted in the Depar‘qnent determining
that a mitigation measure was appropriate to address TACs was not effective at the time of the
Exemption Determination, or at the time the Department decided to conduct an IS for the project,
and, therefore, was not applicable to-the project. (See BAAQMD's Adopted Air Quality CEQA
Thresholds of Significance Table - June 2, 2010 [stating that the new threshold of significance for
Risk and Hazards Exposure for New Receptors applies to all projects with an Notice “of
Preparation published on or after May 1, 2011], Attachment B herein.) Therefore, the record
shows that the Department acted prudently and cautiously in this matter. When it came to the
Department's attention that the project's Exemption Determination should be re-evaluated under
the revised BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines for thresholds of s1gmf1cance, it did so, and required
that the project incorporate a mitigation measure that was not required by the BAAQMD's earlier
CEQA Guidelines, in effect at the time of the Exemption Determination, and that was strictly not
applicéble to this project. The Department decided to incorporate this mitigation measure out of
an abundance of caution. This is the only mitigation measure identified for the project.

Moreover, to the extent that the Appellant is challenging the July, 2010 Exemption
Determination, this challenge would fail. The CEQA document that is ‘OIl'l appeal before the
Board at this time is the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, issued by the Department on July
15, 2011. (See Appellant's September 26, 2011 document submission, Exhibit K, Planmng- ‘
Commission Motion 18043.)
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Density Bonus for Affordable Housing

Issue 2: The Appellant questions the application of the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable
Group Housing Special Use District (SUD) as a method for complying with the State Density
Bonus Law. ,

Response 2: The Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District
. (SUD) Is an Appropriate Vehicle for Conveying a Density Bonus for Affordable Housing at
. This Property. State Government Code 65915 states, “When an applicant seeks a density bonus
for a housing development within... the jurisdiction of a city, county, or city and county, that local
government shall provide the applicant incentives or concessions for the production of housing
_units...” _In this case, the applicant is providing 24 affordable group housing units for
transmonal-age youth earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income. While other California
jurisdictions have adopted a single ordinance that provides universal rules for density bonuses
for affordable housing, San Francisco has developed tailored ordinances for each applicant that
are specific to the development and to the neighborhood housing the development. State
Government Code states that this bonus must be provided via ordinance, but does not limit the
manner in which the bonus is granted to a single ordinance. ‘The applicant has requested the
density bonus via an SUD Ordinance and the Planning Commission has recommended approval
of said Ordinance. While the Appellant seems to be questioning the "thorough[ness] "and
transparen[cy of this] decision making process,” the fact that the Ordinance is specific to this property
allowed the neighbors to see exactly how the proposed density bonus would be applied in their
neighborhood and provide detailed testimony to the Commission and this Board about the
implications. Therefore the Department submits that this SUD both meets the intent of the State
Housing Density law and provides the: "thorough and transparent decision makmg process
sought by the C1ty 5 General Plan. ' »

CONCLUSION

The Department conducted an in-depth and thorough analysis of the project at 3151-3155 Scott
Street pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines. For the reasons stated in the Original Appeal Response,
- this Supplemental Appeal Response, and the CEQA Determination, the Department finds that
the CEQA Determination complies with the requirements of CEQA. The Department therefore
recommends that the Board uphold the FMND and deny the appeal.

In addition, the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD is an appropriate
vehicle for conveying a density bonus for affordable housing at this property. The,Department
therefore ‘recommends that the Board uphold the. Planning Commission’s approval of
Conditional Use Authorization to allow conversion of a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of
affordable group housing for transitional age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 and one
manager’s unit and to approve the SUD ordinance for 3151-3155 Scott Street.
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