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Russian Hill Community Association
1134 Green St. San Franeisco, CA 94109 415-776-2014 www.rhcasf.com

Angela Calvillo S S
ad

Clerk of the Ward ' o . a; -
Board of Supervisors : ' . : . P =)
'City Hall, Room 244 - ‘ ' : = w2
San Francisco, CA 94102 S Zo_
= L5553
Fuly 13, 2011 — I
’ . x L >em
Subject: CEQA Appeal - Certlﬁcate of Determination Exemptlon from Environmental Review _:g g - ;g
1945 Hyde Street - Case No: 2010.0162E _ N R e
. R ) - ﬁ —
g g
@~

) Dear Ms. Calvillo:

The Russian Hill Community Association (RHCA) is appealing the issuance of a Categorical Exempﬁon, for the
proposed 1945 Hyde St. Project, Case No: 2010.01623, on the basis that the proposed project would have a rarige
of significant adverse environmertal effects that are not identified or adequately assessed in the rationale

supporting the Categoncal Exemptlon determination (attached) _ : _

The RHCA has participated extenswely ina ne1ghborhood review of the proposed project and its potential impacts.

The RHCA has delivered these comments, concerns, and detailed assessments to the Planning Department, beginning
with the RHCA “Response to Notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review,” a 70 page document submitted
7/8/10, a “Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts of Project Requiring an EIR,” a 4 page document submitted”
8/9/10, and an 8 page addendum to the “Response to Notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review,” submitted
1/26/11, (all available in the case file at the Planning Department.) The Categorical Exemption does not acknowledge '
many of these issues, nor the extensive neighborhood interest and involvement that this controversial project has
generated over the past 13 months and in fact, down plays them (see section on Nelghborhood Concems page- 15 of

the determination.)

Compounding matters, the Categorical Exemption only partially represents—and in some cases mistepresents—the
proposed action. These omissions are the source of a range of insufficiently evaluated impacts. Along the same lines,
the Categorical Exemption fails to address seéveral unusual circumstances that Jead to significant envuonmental

mpacts These unusual contextual circumstances are both local and citywide.

As such, the proposed project would notmeet all the conditions that CEQA requires as the basis for exemptions
generally, and for Class 32 exemptions (CEQA Guidelines Section 15032, in-fill projects) in particular. Eithera
Mitigated Negative Declaration or an Environmental Impact Report would appear to be the appropriate vehicles for -
the 1945 Hyde Street proj ect 8 compha.nce W1th CEQA envuonmental review requn'ements o

Please find attached the fo]lowmg
a copy of the minutes of the action taken by the Planning Commission at the 6/16/11 DR hearing

2 copy of the CatEx determination, (signed on 1/27/10, electronically sent to the RHCA on 2/4/11, and ‘

received by the RHCA via USPS on 2/12/11)
+  the Neighborhood Organization Fee waiver request form
+ acheck for $500 made out to SF Planning Departmént

We appreciate your attention to this matter and please let us know if you have any questions,
Smcerely,

%W%

Jamie Cherry
Co-Chair, RHCA 1945 Hyde Street Project Team, ]cheny@rhcasf com
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

NE’[GHBGRHOGD ORGANIZATION FEE WAIVER REQUEST FORM
Appeals to the Board of Supemsors and Pianning Commission

7 His fazm is tp be wsed by neighborhood organizations 1o reguest a jee waiver for CEQA and ccmdztzonal use appeals o |
the Boord of Supervisers and DR and CEQA appeals 1o the Plarming Comm:sszon

Shenld a fee waiver be sought, an appeliant must present this form fo tht P‘lanmng Information Counter {PIC) at the -
ground Tevel of 1660 Mission Street along with refevant supporting materials identilied below. Planning sw“[‘ will Teview
| fhe form and may sign it *ovepdhe-counter’ or may ageept the form for further review.

Shﬂu]d a fee waiver be granted, the Plamniag Departmont would not deposit the cheek, v.hach wag rcqmrcd 10 file the;
appeal with the Planning Dcpartmcnt The Planning Department will return the checlc to the appellant.

v

TYPE OF APPEAL FOR WHICH FEE WAI"’ER 15 SQUGHT’
{theck onfy ooe and attach decision documert to this form]

3 Conditional Use Auﬂioriz?aﬁon Appeals © the Board of Supervisars
7& CEQA Appeals to the Board of Supervigors (incliding EIR s, NegDec’s, CatEx’s, dnd GRE’s.)

stcreﬁonm Review- Request (io the Planning Commission)

O CEQA Appeals 1o the Planning Cammzsswn (MNegative Declaration)

REQUIRED CRITERIK FOR GRANTING OF WAIVER ]
Al eriteria must be satisfied. Please check afl that apply and aftach supporting materials to this form].

San Rancsco.
- CA84142-247¢

Rerapiion

| 415.558.6378

A

ran’

415.558.6408

' 'zns 558, 53:7

0 The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhiood organizafion and Is authorized 1o file the: appeal on behalf of
that organization. Authorization may take the form of a Iem:r signed by the president or other officer of an

otganization,

The appellant is appealm_ on behalf of & neiohborhend organization whxch is I'BC’TSLU'ed with. the Planning

Department and which appears on the Departmént’s cusrent fist of neighborhood arganizations.

O The appellant &5 appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization, which was in existence at leas{ 24 moonths
prior {o the submittal of the for waiver request. Exdstence may be established by evidence fncluding that relating 1o

the otgatization’s ar:ﬁ\emcc at that time such as meeting minutes, resoilruons piblications, and rosters.

0 The appellant is appt»almg on behalf of a neighborhood organization, which is affected by the project, which § is the

sub ject of the appeal.

] {lPPELLANT & PROJECT lNFORMﬁTIQN {fo be aamplei’ed by applicant]

[ Name of Applicant: Damare. CHLVV_B ~or Address of Project: /{45 F{ YA-E <F 410 g

| Neighborhood Organization:f pag, . (ngq Planning Case No: lplo 61 &1L &

Applicant’s Address: [[ 3 4 {,r.g,a-w €4 94|04, | Building Permit No:

Applicant’s Daytime Phone No: (|6 — B4fb - 55724 | Date of Dccxswm. A /fég/ W -~

Applicant’s Emiail Address: 1 &R €vviy@ v Wea el Loy
Y iy | r.

Vife

DCP STAFF USE ONLY

. O Appellant authorization Planserz N .
3 Carrent organization remsl:mon .
21 Minimum organization age .. Dates
Q@ Project impact on orgarifzation

Planner's Sigaaturer

SAN FRANCISCO e )
~ PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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SAN FRANCISCO
'PLANNING COMMISSION

Meeting Minutes

Commission Chambers - Room 400

"City Hau, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
' Thursday, June 16, 2011
- 12:00 PM

Regular Meeting

COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Olague, Antonini, Fong, Moore, Sugayé

COMMISSONERS ABSENT: Miguel and Borden
THE MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER BY PRESIDENT OLAGUE AT: 12:15 PM

STAFF IN ATTENDANCE: John Rahaim — Director of Planning, Scott Sanchez — Zoning Administrator, Corey
Teague, Chelsea Fordham, Rich Sucre, Rick Crawford, Glen Cabreros, Michael E. Smith, Kirsten Dischinger;
Linda D. Avery < Commission Secretary - ) .

A CONSIDERATION OF ITEMS PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE

The Commission will consider a request for continuance to a later date. The Commission may choose to
continue the _item to the date prqpo_sed below, to_‘c.ontjnue the item to another date, or fo hear the item on this
calendar. ) : : . : ’

1. 2009.0651C  ° : . - (B. FU: (415) 558-6613)

2045-2121 EVANS STREET - west side between Cesar Chavez and Napoleon Streets, Lots 001B &
. 002 in Assessor's Block 4343 - Request for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code

‘Sections 157 and 303 fo allow parking in excess of accessory amounts for the proposéd Restaurant
+ Depot building expansion, within the PDR-2 (Core Production, Distribution, and Repair) Zoning District
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10a.

2010.0162DDV | R

CRAWFORD: (415) 558-6358)

© 1945 HYDE STREET - west side at Russell Street; Lot

~ . 002 in - Assessor's Block 0123 Requests - for

Dlscretlonary Review of Building Permit Application No
2010 0517 2557 proposing to convert a 58 stall parking
garage to a mixed use building with 7 dwelling units, 14

- parking spaces and a commercial unit. The project will

add a one- story vertical addition to the top of the building -

'~ that will be setback 12 feet from the front wall and 10 feet

from the rear property line within the NC- 1 (Neighborhood
Commercial Cluster) Zoning Drstrlct and 40-X Height and

- Bulk District.

Staff Analysis: Full‘Discretionary Review
Preliminary Recommendation: Do not take Dlscretlonary
Review and- approve

"(Contlnued from Regular Meeting of May 19, 201 1)

' ‘S_PEAKERS: Tim Colen, David Meckel, Michelle Sudduth,

Kathleen Courtney, . Scott- Edmondson,. Sarah
Taber, Ben DeVeres, Joe Harney, Harvey
‘Hacker Joanne Allen, .Richard Lerner, John
WI”IS Zoe Brillinger, Kevin Webb, Amy Boon,
Steve Vettel Jamie Cherry

ACTION: "~ The Commission took DR and approved as

. AYES:

 10b.

- amended: to unbundle par_kmg, eliminate the

awning; add setback footage

~ Olague, Antonini, Fong, Moore, Sugaya
ABSENT: - Miguel and Borden '
.DRA: - 0216
2010. O162DDV | '. - (R

CRAWFORD: (415) 558- 6358) '
1945 HYDE STREET - west side at Russell Street; Lot

002 in Assessor's Block 0123 - Request for Variance ,
pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 to modify the rear
yard requirement in the NC-1 District. ‘The project
proposes to convert a 58 stall parking garage to a mixed
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use building with 7 dwelling units, 14 parking spaces and
a commercial unit. The project will add a one-story -
vertical addition to the top of the building that will be
setback 10 feet from the rear propérty line where a
setback of 25 feet is required within the NC-1
(Nelghborhood Commercial Cluster) Zoning District and
' 40-X Height and Bulk District. -

(Contlnued from Regular Meeting of May 19 2011)

SPEAKERS: Same as those listed for item 10a' - o
ACTION: -~ The Zoning Admiinistrator closed the public hearing
' - and granted the variance subject to the standard
. conditions of approval '
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SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Certificate of Determination

Exemption from Environmental Review
" CaseNo.: . 2010. 0162E -
Project Title: 1945 Hyde Street ) :
Zoning:. = NC-1{(Neighborhood Commercial Cluster sttnct)
' 40-X Height and Bulk District :
‘Block/Lot: 0123/002
Lot Size: _ 6,686 square feet '

~ Project Sponsor - Steven Vettel, Authorized /Agent for Owner
) John Willis, (415) 954-4902 _
Staff Contact: Chelsea Fordham — (415) 575-9071
Chelsea.-Fordham@sfgov.org'

: PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

/
/

The 6,686 square-foot project site is located’on the west side of Hyde Street on the corner of Hyde and

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

" .San Francisco, -
CA 94103-2473

Reception: .
41 5.558.63_78

SFax )
* 415.558.5409

Plarining
Information:
415.558.6377

Russell Streets, with Umon Street to the north and Green Street to. the south, in the Russian Hill-

- neighborhood of San Francxsco The project site currently contains a 19,739-square-foot, two-story over

basement, parking garage constructed in 1920, containing 58 off-street parkmg spaces providirig both -

: Iong-term and short term parkmg

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

REMARKS:

Please see the next page.

DETERMINATION:

Id ereby certify that the above determmatlon has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

7//% P, TDZ0y
BILL WYCKO o | Bate / 7 '

' Environmental Review Officer _

P

cc:  Steve Vettel, Project Sponsor - i ) Virnaliza Byrd, MDF
Rick Crawford, Neighborhood Plarmji\g, Northeast Team Historic Preservatlon Distribution List
" Moses Corrette, Preservation Planner ’

Supervisor-David Chiu, District-B .
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Exemption from Environmental Review o T _ CASE NO. 2010.0162E -
' ' : 1945 Hyde Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED):

Thie proposed project would convert the building into a three-story over basement, seven- unit residential
building, with 14 parking spaces provided by stackers, and one approximately 860 square-foot '
commercial space along Hyde Street. The existing helght of the buﬂdmg is 32 feet and the proposed third
floor addition would increase the height to 40 feét. Modlﬁcahon to the buﬂdmg would include enclosure ’
of the front arches for vehicular access into retail entrances and conversion of an arch on Russell Street
into the proposed off-street parking garage entrance. Additionally, the proposed project would increase
the gross-square-footage of the building from 19,739 to 25,187 square feet. The project site is located in the
NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District) zoning district and a 40-X height and bulk district.

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, provideé an
exemption from environmiental review for in-fill development pro;ects that meet the following

condibons:

a) ’Ihe project is consistent with applicable general plarz deszgnatzons and policies as well as with applicable
zoning designations. :

Zoning: The. pfoject site is Jocated  within the Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District (NC-1) zoning
district. The proposed residential and retail ises are principally permitted within the NC-1 zoning
district. The proposed third story add1txon would be 40 feet tall, wh1ch is the perrru’cted height for ‘the
' pro;ect site. : . .

king: Per section 151 of the Plarmmg Code, the proposed pro;ect would be requu*ed fo prov1de one
off—street parking space for each dwelling unit and no off-street parking spaces for the commercial space
because the commercial space will not exceed an occupied floor area of 5,000 square feet. The proposed
project includes a total of 14 off-street parking spaces for the residential umits.

Open Space"The open space requirement defined in Planning Code Section 135 requires 100 square feet of

private open space or 133 square feet of common usable open space for each dwelling unit. The proposed

project would satisfy this requirement with 671 square feet of common open space in the form of a roof
deck for five of the dwelling units, and 1, 356 square feet of private open space in the form of terraces for -

two of the dwelhng units.

b) The development occurs within city limits on a site of less than five acres surrounded by urban uses.

The 6,686-square-foot (approximately 0.15 acre) project site is located within a fully developed area of San

Francisco. The. surrounding area is densely developed with residential, co;nmei'cial, and retail uses. The

~ proposed project would involve reuse of an. existing building from a parking garage to a mixed-use

“ building with' residential and commerdal uses; therefore, the proposed ‘project would be properly
charactenzed as in-fill development completely surrounded by urban uses.

SANK FRANCISCO .
PLANNING DE"ARTMENT
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Exemption from Environmental Review . . ., : B CASE NO. 2610.016215 -
. - ' 1945 Hyde Street

\

c)  The project site has nio habitat for endangered, rare or threatened species.

The subject property is a garage building located within a densely developed urban area. The project site
does not currently support any vegetation or habitat for endangered, rare, or threatened species.

d} Approval of the project would not resulf in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or
water quality. ' : : s : -

Traffic: The project site is located on the west side of Hyde Street, on the block bounded by Russell and
Union Streets to the north, Green Street to the south, Larkin Street to the west, and Leavenworth Street to
the east. “Street parking is available on all adjacent streets, including two-hour, and residential permit
parking with-weekly parking restrictions for street clearﬁng. :

Using the Planriing Depai'tment’ s 2002 Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines for Environmental Review
(Octdber 2002), the proposed project is estimated to generate 'appro‘ximatély 199 daily person-trips for the
proposed residential and commercial uses.! Of these, about 24 daily pérson-trips would be during the
p-m. peak-hour. These trips would be distributed among various modes of transportation, including
" single occupancy vehicles, carpools, public transit, walking, and bicycling: Of the 24 p.m. peak-hour
person-frips for the proposed uses, nine would be vehicle &ips, seven would be transit trips, six would be
walking, and two trips would be through some other mode of transportation such as bicycle. Mode split |
and ‘vehicle occupancy data for both retail and residential uses were obtained from the 2000 Census
"Journey to Work" and Citywide Travel Behavior Survey figures. The incremental increase in traffic .
would not be considered a substantial increase relative to the existing capacity of the local street system. -
The change in traffic in the project area as a result of the proposed project would be indiscernible-to most
drivers. The proposed project would add a negligible increment to the cumulative long-term traffic |
increase on the neighborhood's roadway network. Thus, the project would not substantially affect the
neighberhood's existing traffic conditions. - ' ' : :

The project would also include closing two existing curb cuts along .Hyde-Street, which is used to access
the parking garage, and create a new curb cut’ along Russell Street o access the residential off-street
- parking garage. Russell Street is a one-way street that extends from Hyde Street west to a mid-block alley.
- that is accessed from Union and Green Streets. The enclosure of the curb cuts along Hyde Street and
creation of a new curb cut could result in the redistribution of vehicle trips from Hyde Street to Russell
Street, but not in the larger vicinity, and the relatively low volume along Russell Street would mean that
the change in traffic circulation at the site would not be expected to result in any significant conflicts with
other vehicles or pedestrians or bicycles, and no significant effects would ensue. Removal of the Hyde
Street curb cuts would reduce the ‘potential for vehicle conflicts oni Hyde Street, which has constraints
 resulting from the cable car tracks running along this corridor. Therefore, effect on traffic flow would be
considered less-than-significant. - : ' '

! Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, Tfansporfation Calculations. This document is available for public
review as part of Case No. 2010.0162E at IGSQ Mission Stréet, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, 94103.

- SANFRANGISCD . - : : ' '3
PLANNlHq DEPARTMENT . .
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Exemption from Environmental Review . - CASE NO. 2010.0162E _
: . - ‘ 1945 Hyde Street..

Transxt Bicycle and Pedestrian Clrculatxon. The project is expected to generate 51 daily transit person-
trips, seven of which would occur in the p.m. peak hour. The project site is well served by Muni, and is
within one block of the 41-Union and 45-Union/Stockton lines, two blocks of the 19-Polk line, and directly
in front of the Powell-Hyde cable car route. The pro]ect site is within two blocks of Bicycle Route #25-
Polk. Additionally, sidewalks are wide enough to support the anticipated increase in pedestrian use. The
proposed project would not result in impacts to the Powell-Hyde cable car route because the project
would remove the vehicular entrances along Hyde Street, and place commercial uses along Hyde Street,
which would not result i in transit or pedestrian conflicts with the cable car. Thus, the project would not
substantially affect the n.ex.ghborhood ] ex15hng conditions for transit, bicycle, and pedestnan circulatiorn:

Emergency Access. Existing emergency access to the pro]ect site would be prowded from both Hyde and
Russell Streets. The proposed project would not interfere with existing traffic circulation or cause major
traffic hazards, nor have a significant effect on traffic-related hazards or emergency access provisions. The
proposed, project would be required to meet the standards contained in the Building and Fire Codes, and
the San Francisco Building and Fire Departments’ would review the final building plans to ensure
sufficient access and safety. Therefore, the pro]ect would not result in 1mpact ON emergency access

condltxons

- Increased Traffic Hazards. The proposed project does not include any design features that would
substanfially increase traffic hazards {(e.g., cteating a new sharp curve or dangerous mtersechons) and .
would not include any incompatible uses; therefore, there would no impacts associated with traffic
hazards for the proposed project. The proposed project would include closing two ex1$tmg -
approximately 20-foot curb cuts along Hyde Street to convert the front exterior of the project site to create
a commercial Space along Hyde Street. Additionally, the proposed project would then create a new
approximately 10-foot wide curb cut on an existing enclosed arch aiong Russell Street. This curb cut
would be utilized to access the off-street residential parking for the project: The proposed curb cut and
" garage entrance along Russell Street could require cars.entering the garage to complete a three point turn
to enter the residential parking garage; however, due to the low volume of trips on Russell Street
associated with the proposed project, this would not be considered a substantial intreased hazard. A new
curb cut accessing the project’s proposed garage would be the project’s only transportatlon—related design
. feature, and would rot be out of character or present a substantial increased hazard.

-Parking. The proposed project would change the use of the project site from a parking garage building

~witha 58 ofﬁ-sh‘eef parking spaces for both Iong-term and short-term to a mixed-use building with 14 off-
street parking spaces for the residential use. Therefore, the proposed: project would result in the loss of 58
off-street parking- spaces for long term and short term parking for retail and residential uses within the - -
vicinity of the project site. The proposed project would generate the demand for 13 parking spaces, and
would provide 14 spaces f fora surplus of one parking space.

San Francisco does not consider parkiﬁg supply as part of the ?ermane‘nt physical environment and
therefore, does not consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by
CEQA. Parking condifions are not static, as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from

SAN FRANGISCO . . : " 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT n . .
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". Exemption from Environmental Review ' CASE NO. 2010.0162E
‘ ' 1945 Hyde Street

day to night, from month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parkmg spaces (or lack thereof) is not a
permanent physu:al condmon, but changes over time as people change the1r modes and patterns of travel.

Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical environment as '
‘defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a projeEt’s social impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on
.the environment. Environmental documents should, however, address the secondary physical impacts

that could be triggered by a social impact. (CEQA Guidelines § 15131(a).) The social inconvenience of

parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not an environmental impact, but
there may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic congestion at
intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion. In the
experience of San Francisco transportation planners, however, the absence of a ready supply of parking
spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by
foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, induces many drivers to seek and find
altérnative parking facilities, shift-to other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any such -
. resulting shifts to fransit service in particular, would be in keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy.
The City’s Transit First Policy, established in the City’s Charter Section 16. 102 ‘provides that “parking

policies for areas well served by pubhc transit shall be des1gned to encourage travel by public | -~

‘ transportahon and alternative transportation.”

" The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars circling and looking for

a parking space in areas of limited pa:i(ing supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find
- parking at or near the project site and then seek parking farther away if convenient parkmg is

" Unavailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of drivers searchmg for parking is typically offset by a
reduction in vehicle tnps due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area.
Hence, any secondary env1ronmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity
of the proposed project would be minor, and the traffic ass1gnments used in the transportatxon analysis,
as well as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian safety analyses, reasonably addresses'
potential secondary effects ’

Constructxon Impacts. The proposed pro;ect would be constructed over a period anhmpated to last
approxxmately 10-14 months. Construction: activities would include daily vehicle trips generated by the
arrival and departure of construction workers." Approximately 20 workers would commute to the
construction site each day for approximately 10-14 months for renovation and construction of the
proposed project. Trucks would haul excavated materials away from the site and haul assembly materials
to the site. Hyde, Union, and Green Streets would be used to access the site to haul bu1Idmg materials.

. Construction of the proposed pro]ect would not require any lane dosures

Throughout the construction period, there would be a flow of construction-related trucks into and out of
the site. The .project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would meet with the Traffic Engmeenng
Division of the Department of Parking and Traffic (DPT), the Fire Department, Muni’s Street Operations
and Special Events Office, and other City agencies to determine feasible traffic modifications to reduce
traffic congestion and other potential traffic’ distuption and pedestrian ¢irculation effects during
construction of the project. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a ternporary lessening of the
capacities of local streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect

SAN FRANCISCO . : _ . : 5
FLANNING DEPARTMENT - : » _
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" Exemptiont from Environmental Review — : CASE NO. 2010.0162E
' o . ' o 1945 Hyde Street

both traffic .and transit operations. Construction workers who drive to the site could cause a temporary
* parking demand, and. the project applicant would make accommodations for construction worker
parking. Therefore, it is anficdipated that constructon workers would be accommodated: without
substantially affecting area wide parking conditions.. The impacts of construction on parking and traffic
" would be linited in scope and tempora.ry in duration, and would not be si gmflcant

Noise: The San Francisco General Plan noise guidelines indicate that any new residential development in
areas  with noise levels above 60 dBA” should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of noise
‘reduction requirements is made and needed noise 1nsulat10n features are included i in the design. In areas
where noise levels exceed 65 dBA, a detailed analySIS of noise reduction requirements must be done and
‘needed noise msulatlon features included in the design. '

Title 24 of the Cahfomla Code of Regulations estabhshes uniform noise msulahon standards for mulh—
unit residential projects. This state regulation requires meeting an interior standard of 45 dBA in ‘any
habitable room. DBI would review the final building plans to ensure that the building wall and
floor/ceiling  assemblies- for the residential development meet State standards régarding sound

transmrssron for residents.

An environmental noise study was prepared for the proposed project to determine tzvhether_th_e project '
can meet the applicable standards of Title 24 and the San Francisco General Plan. 3 Additionally, the noise
study provides a quantification of the nojse environment within the vicinity of the project site. The noise
study reported that the dominant noise sources within the vicinity of the project site are vehicular traffic
along Hyde Street, noise from the cable car system (i.e. cable whine), and cable car passbys. Three 48-hour
noise measurements recorded a day-night noise average of betweeni 65— 75 dBA (Ldn). This is within the
range £ forecast by noise modeling undertaken by the Department of Pubhc Health, which predxcts a traffic

noise level above 70 dBA (Ldn)

Given the noise environment at the project site, the noise study concluded that it would appear. that

~ conventional residential construct]on, which would include sound-rated windows (which typically offer -
25 to 30 dBA noise reduction),’ and a ventilation system would be necessary to ensure an interior noise

environment in habitable rooms of 45 dBA (Ldn) as required by the San Francisco Building Code.*

Therefore, the nojse study demonstrates that acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in the.

Title 24 standards can be attained by the proposed pr0]ect and no, further acoustical analysis or
engineering is tequired to comply with this requirement. :

\

% The dBA, or A weighted decibel, refers to a scale of noise measurement that approxﬁ'mata the range of sensitivity of
the human ear to sounds of different frequencies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from v
about 0 dBA to about 140 dBA. A 10-dBA i increase in the Jevel of a continuous nmse represents a perceived doublmg i
- of loudness.
' 3 Charles M. Salter Associates Inc., March 30, 2010. Environmental Noise Study 1945 Hyde Street prepared for
Luke Ogrydziak, Ogrydziak/Prillinger Architects. This document is on file and is available for review as part of Case
File No.2010.0162E at the San Francisco Planning Department 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Franasco, CA.
4 Charles M. Salter Associates Inc., March 30, 2010. Ibid . ;
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Noises ge-nerated: by residential and commercial uses are common and generally accepted in urban areas.
An approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an increase in
ambient noise levels noticeable fo most people. The proposed project would not cause a doubling in
- traffic: volumes and therefore would not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the
project vicinity. ) '

Project construction would temporarify and intermittently increase noise and possibly vibration levels
around the project site and may be considered .an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties. Noise,
and vibration levels over the estirhated 10-14 month - construction period would fluctuate depending on

the construction phase, equi_pmenf type and duration of use, distance between noise source and listener, .

and presence or absence of barriers. Construction noises associated with the proposed project would
include excavation, truck traffic, and finishing. Of these, excavation, and site work would likely generate
the most construction-related noise. ‘ ' _
Throughout the constriction period there would be truck traffic to and from the site, hauling:aWay
excavated materials and debris, or delivering building materials. It is anticipated that the construction
hours would be working hours_ﬁom 7AM to 5PM during the week, with possible limited work during
weekends. ' ‘ : ‘ -

The San Francisco Noise Ordinarice (Article 29 of the Police Code) regulates construction-related noise.
Although not listed as a mitigation measure, it is required by law and would serve to mifigate significant
negative impacts of the proposed project on sensitive receptors. The ordinance requires that noise levels

from individual pieces. of constriiction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBAS at'a . .
distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools, such as jackhammiers, must have both the intake and -

. exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Dire'_ctor of the Department of Public Works or the Director of
Building -Inspection. Section 2908 of the Ordinance prohibits construction work between 8:00 p-m. and
7:00-a.m., if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by five dBA at the project property line, unless a

special permit' is authorized by the Director of Public Works or the Director of Building Inspection. The ;

project must comply with regulations set forth in the Noise Ordinance.

Sensitive receptors are people requiring quiet, for sleep or concentration, such as residences, schools, or
hospitals, and people themselves who may be relatively more susceptible to adverse health impacts from

their environment, such as immune-compromised  individuals, populations with elevated levels of *-
chronic illness, children, and the aged. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site would be nearby

residents, including residents of the buildings immediately west of the project sité: along Russell Street,
" and north and south along Hyde Street. Construction activities other than pile driving typically generate
* noise levels no greater than 90 dBA (for instance, for excavation) at 50 feet from the activity, while other
activities, such as concrete work, are much less noisy. Closed windows ty'pically cal‘i reduce daytime
interior noise levels to an acceptable level. Therefore, for nearby sensitive receptors, although
construction noise could be annoying at times, it would not be expected to exceed noise levels com‘mo,n]y

5 dBA is the symbol for decibels using tfle'A-weighted scale. A decibel is a unit of measurement for sound

loudness (amplitude). The A- weighted scale is a logarithmic scale that approximates the sensitivity of the

human ear.
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g experienced in an urban environment, and would not be considered significant. The proposed building -
would not use pile driving. The proposed project would not create unusual levels of ground borne
" vibration that would disturb nearby residents or businesses, and vibration impacts would be less than
significant. Given the above-mentioned Cify noise regulations and the temporary nature of consh'uctlon
work, constructlon noise would have a Iess-than—sxgmﬁcant effect on the environment. - :

Air Quality: The Ca]ifomia Air Reéources Board (ARB) eSfablished its statewide compreliensive air toxics
program in the early 1980s. The ARB created California’s program in response to the Toxic Air -
Contaminant Identification and Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner 1983) to reduce exposure to-air toxics. The

- ARB identifies 244 substances as toxic aix’ contaminants (TACs) that are known or suspected to be emitted -
in California and have potential adverse health effects. Public health research consistently demonstrates
that pollutant levels are significantly higher near freeways and busy. roadways. Hurman health studies
demonstrate that children living within 100 to 200 meters of freeways or busy roadways have poor lung
function and more respiratory disease; both chronic and acute health effects may result from exposure to-
TACs. In 2005, The ARB issued guidance on preventing roadway related air quality conflicts, suggesting -

- localities * ‘avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet of a freeway [or other] urban roads with

" volumes of more than 160,000 vehxcles/day "¢ However, there are no existing federal or state regulations

to protect sensitive land uses from roadway air pollutants.

The San Franasco Department of. Public Health (DPH) has issued guidance: for the identification and
assessment of potential air quality hazards and methods for assessing the associated health risks.”
Consistent with ARB guidance, DPH has identified that a potential public health hazard for sensitive land
uses exists when such uses are located within a 150-meter (approximately 500-foot) radius of any
boundary of a project site that experiences 100,000 vehicles per day. To this end, San Francisco added
Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code, approved November 25, 2008, which requires that, for new
residential projects of 10 or more units located in proximity to high-traffic roadways, as mapped by DPH,
an Air Quality Assessment be prepared to determine whether ;esidéﬁ-ts would be exposed to.potentially
unhealthful levels of PMas. Through air quality modeling, an assessment is conducted to determine if the -
annual average concentration of PMzs from the roadway. sources would exceed a concentration of 0.2 "
micrograms per cubic meter (annual av_erage).'8 If this standard is exceeded, the project sponsor must

6 California Air Resources Board, 2005 Air Quality and Land Use Handbook: A Community Health Perépective,
http://www.arb.ca.gov/ch/landuse. htm, accessed September 8, 2008. -

" . 7 San Francisco Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutzznt Health E[fects ﬁom Intm—urban
Roadways: Guzdance for Land Use Planning aind Environmental Review, May 6, 2008,
http://dphrwww., sfdph. org/phes/pubhcahons/Mmgannz Roadway AQLTJ Conflicts. Ddf accessed September 8,
2009.

8 According to DPH, this threshold, -or action level, of 0.2 micrograms per cubic meter represent; about 8 - 10
percent of the range of ambient PM2.5 concentrations in San Francisco based on monitoring data, and is based on
epidemiological research that indicates that such a concentration can result in an approximately 0.28 percent increase *

- in non-injury. mortality, or an increased mortality at a rate of approximately 20 “excess deaths” per year per one
‘million population in San Francisco. “Excess deaths” (also referred to as premature mortality) refer to deaths that
occur sooner than otherwise expected, absent the specific condition under evaluation; in this case, expcysure to PM2.5.

_ (San Francisco Department of Public Health, Occupational and Environmental Health Section, Program on Health, . '

Equity, and Sustainability, “Assessment and Mitigation of. Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-urban Roadways:
Guidance for Land Use Planning and Environmental Review, May 6, 2008. Twenty excess deaths per nulhon based
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install a filtered air supply system, with high-efficiency frlters, de51gned to remove at least 80 percent of
ambient PMzs from habltable areas of residential units.

The pro;ect site, at 1945 Hyde Street is not located w1th1n the Potenhal Roadway Exposure Zone, as
mapped by DPH. Thus, the proposed project is not expected to result in a 51gmf1cant 1mpact from
exposure of sensrhve receptors to high concentratxons of roadway-related pollutants. '

Air Quality Impacts Related to Constructron Dust. The San Francisco Bulldmg and Health Codes contain

measures that reduce the quanfity of dust generated durmg site preparation, demolition, and
construction work to protect the health of the general public and of onsite workers, minimize public
nuisance complaints, and to avoid orders to stop work by the Department of Buﬂdmg Inspection (DBI).
These measures, generally referred as.the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, require that all site
preparation work, dernohtxon or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential
. to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with
specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from DBI The proposed
project would primarily occur on top of the existing pavement, except for the proposed car-stackers
" which would require limited excavation, and thus would be unlikely to result in dust-related air quality
unpacts

Water Quality: The proposed project would not generate wastewater or result in drscharges that would
have the potential to degrade water quahty or contaminate a public water supply Pro]ect~related' '
_wastewater and storm water would flow to'the City's combined sewer system and would be" ‘treated to -
standards contained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for

" the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge. Therefore, the proposed project would
-not result in sxgmﬁca.nt water quality 1rnpacts '

e The site can be adequately served by al_l freq'u'z'red utilities and public services. : .

The project site is located in a dense urban area where all pubhc services and facilities are avarlable, no
expansron of pubhc services or utilities would be required.

Historic Architectural Resources :
In evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from -environmental review under the -
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planning Department must first determine whether
the building located at 1945 Hyde Street is a historical resource as defined by CEQA. As described in the
Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) memorandum dated July 8, 2010, 1945 Hyde Street
appears to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources as an individual
resource under Criteria 3 (Archltecture) and as a contnbutor to potential historic district.?

on San Frandisco’s non—mjury non-homicide, non-suicide mortality rate of approxn:nately 714 per 100,000. Although
San Frandisco’s population is less than one million, the presentahon of excess deaths is cornmonly given as a rate per
- million population.) ~ : -

? Memorandum from Moses Corrette Preservation Technical Specialist, to Chelsea Fordham, Environmental PIanner
Major Enviranmental Analysis, July 8, 2010. This document is on file and is available for review as part of Case File
"No. 2010. 0162E at the San Francisco Planning Departrnent 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA:
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The building at 1945 Hyde Street is a 19,739 square-foot, two-story over basement parking garage

containinig 58 off-street parking spaces, which was constructed in 1920. The primary character defining
features of the bmldmg at 1945 Hyde Street include its visible massing from Hyde Street, parapets,
decorative brick detailing, and arched openings, large industrial sash windows, and overall spaﬁal
. relahonshxp to adjacent buildings and the surrounding nelghborhood

The building at 1945 Hyde StIeet embodies the drstmctlve characteristics of a type, a 1920 ramped
. parking garage with an architecturally embellished exterior. It was designed in the Mission Revival and:
- Secessionist styles. Although not a classical design like the surrounding Classical Revival apartmént
burldmgs, the building still exhibits an order and symrnel:ry intended to blend well with the existing
buildings. After the 1920s, parking garage design moved away from the visually contextual design
influence to'a more functional and practical design that did not necessarily blend with its surroundings.
Because it embodies the distinctive characteristics of its type, the building is eligible for listing in the -
- California Register under Criterion 3 (Architecture). Additionally, the subject building retains a high
i degree of integrity with respect to location, association, design, workmans}up, settmg, materials, and
. feeling.l% Therefore, the subject property is considered a historic resource under CEQA. Addrttonally, the
building at 1945 Hyde Street may also contribute to a potential historic district of nelghborhood—servmg
automobile parking garages built from the first half of the 20* century, if such a district was proposed.
' The garages would store private automobiles, and pr0v1de basic maintenance services. In the case of 1945
yde Street, the surround_mg blocks of Russian Hill were served

The: buﬂdmg at 1945 Hyde Street also has an indirect association with Carolyn and Neal Cassady, their
home across Russell Street, at number 29 is also associated with the Beat poet Jack Kerouac-who lived
with the couple in 1952. The project site at 1945 Hyde Street provided the backdrop of a well known
photograph of the two men c. 1952 depicting the pair against the concrete wall, with the steel window in
the basement as the sole identifying element of the building in the photo, which was later used as the -
“cover photo for the bock On the Road by Jack Kerouac. However, this indirect association does.no_,t-.
quahfy 1945 Hyde Street for listing on the Cahforma Regxster per Criterion 2 (Persons). - ’

The Planning Department preservanon staff assessed whether the proposed project, whxch would mdude '
convession of the property from a _parking garage fo a mixed-use residential and commercial building
with a thlrd story’ addmon, would result in a substantial adverse change to the historical resource. The
proposed project at 1945 was assessed for its consistency with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standards) analysis.!* Based upon this analysis, Planning Department staff finds that the
project would not cause a substantial adverse. change in the resource such that the 51gmﬁcance of the
building would be matenally 1mpa1red for the foHOng Teasons.

e The proposed project would retainthe physical structure, but not use, of the hlstonc
automobile garage at the sxte {Secretary Standards 2, 5)

10 Memorandum from Moses Corrette, July 8,2010, Ibid.
1 Kelley & VerPlanck Historic Resources Consulting, Historical Resource Evaluatlon 1945 Hyde Street San Francrsco

California, February 2010, p18
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»  The new use will requlre minimal changes to the buﬂdmg’ 5 dlstmctlve matenals, features,
spaces, and spatial reIatxonshxps (Secretary Standard 1). -

. s The proposed new penthouse would be designed in a contemporary-style that uses a simple
vocabulary in order to create compatible design that is distinguishable as a new feature
within the site. The penthouse would rise approximately seven feet above the parapet height
on the Russell Street elevation; a: roof terrace with 42" clear glass railing would be set back
approximately 15 feet from the bulldlng wall, which would niot be visible from Russell Street.
( Secretary Standards 3,9)

. The new floor could be reriioved entirely in the future without harrmng the hlstonc mtegnty
of the building. ( Secretary Standard 10).

e The steel window at the basement level of the Russell Street elevation which can be seen in
the c. 1952 photograph of Jack Kerouac and Neal Cassady will be retained and rehabilitated.
(Standards 4, 5, 6) : :

» The remaining existing Steel sash industrial windows will be replaced due to extensive

deterioration and distortion of the steel sash. A condition survey of all existirig windows has

- been conducted. It reveals overall heavy corrosion, deterioration, and distortion, as well as

_separation of the frames from the concrete openings. The project proposes to replace them -

‘with new windows that replicate the existing sash proﬁle and glazing pattem (Secretary .
Standard 6). :

Ther'etore, based upon the project’s consistency with the Secretary of the Interior Standards, and the fact -
that the pro]ect would not would result in a substantial adverse change to the historical resource, the

, impact was determined to be less—than-51gruf1cant

The proposed project would also not result in an impact to off-site historic resources. Russell Street to the
south and west of the subject property is a potential historic district of small scale residential buildings

- built between 1906 and 1908, with two buildings from the 1910s that together could be eligible for listing

on the California Register. Several buildings are listed on the 1976 Architectural Survey, and the Here
Today survey, and are presumed to be historic resources. The proposed project is adjacent to the

"potential district within a building that is of a vastly different type, penod and method of construction,

and could not be part of that architectural context.. The building is of a larger scale than the adjacent

‘Russell Street buildings, however, 1945 Hyde has been part of the fabric of the neighborhood for 90'years,
‘as it has served as a community parking garage for several decades. The proposed alterdtions to the

building would be minimally visible and, while an incremental change to the setting of Russell Street, the
cor}veréion and additiori. would not have a significant adverse effect on the integrity of the adjacent

resources.

v Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The City has adopted an ordinance (Ordinance 253-86, signed by the Mayor on June 27, 1986), which
requires analyzing soil for hazardous wastes within specified areas, known as the Maher area, when over
50 cubic yards of soil are to be disturbed and on sites specifically’ designated by the Director of Public
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“Works.22 The project site falls outsxde the bounda_ry of the Maher Ordinance and, therefore would not be
subject to this ordmance - '

" A Phase I En'vironmental Site Assessment (ESA) and soil sampling and analysis were prepared for the
project site.1% 14 The Phase I ESA reviews and summarizes previous environmental documents prepared
~ for' othér sites in close proximity to the project site, lists current and past operatxons reviews
environmental agency databases and records, reports site reconnaissance observations, and discusses.
potential contamination issues. The Phase 1 identified one recognized environmental conditions
associated with the project site. Review of fire dePaﬂment records indicate a permit was issued on May 7,
1941 for the installation of one' 550-gallon underground storage tank (UST) which was reportedly
installed to replace one of two 285 —gallon UST’s. A Notice of Application for a permit dated November’
11,1963 indicated that two UST’s were to be removed from the subject property and replaced with two,
2,000 gallon gasolme UST's. Review of permits from the Department of Public Health (DPH) indicates
that the two, 2,000-gallon gasoline UST’s were removed from the project site on ]anua.ry 26, 1996. These

" previously removed UST’s represent a historical recogruzed environmental condition. Therefore, soil
samplipg and analysis was conducted to determine if the UST’s resulted in contamination of the soils on -
the project site. Analytical results of the samphng and analysis program indicate the soil to be excavated
did not contain any petroleum hydrocarbon constituents at or above the method reporting limits and the
metal concentrations were within background levels. Based on theé analytical results of the soil samples
analyzed the soil is an unrestrictive waste and no special soil handling will be needed.’

" The results of the soil sampling and analysis determined that that no f'urther action is required for the site
and any potential impacts assoaated mth hazardous materials from the previous UST’s would be less-
an—srgmﬁcant 1 ' ‘ :
" Building Asbestos. Due to the age of the existing structures, asbestos-containing materials may be found
within the existing on-site structure proposed to be altered. Section 19827.5 of the California Health and
Safety Code, adopted janﬁary 1, 1991, requires that local agencies not issue demolition or alteration
~ permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance with notification requirements under applicable
" Federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. - The BAAQMD . is vested by
the California legislature with authority to regulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both

' The Maher Ordinance applies to that portion of the City bayward of the original high tide line, where past
' industrial uses and fill associated with the 1906 earthquake and bay reclamation often left hazardous waste
residue in soils and groundwater. The ordinance requires that soils must be analyzed for hazardous wastes if
more than 50 cubic yards of soil are to be disturbed.
B Property Solutions Inc. Phase I Environmental Site Assessment for Parkmg Garage 1945 Hyde Street and 22
Russell Street, San Francisco, Ca.hforma,, March 5, 2009. .
" Treadwell & Rollo, Soil Sampling and Analysis, 1945 Hyde Srreet San Francisco, Cahforma November 4, 2010.
' Treadwell & Rollo, November 4, 2010, Ibid
'® City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Health, Division of Occupatlonal and Enwronmental
Health, letter to John Parker Willis, Green Garage LLC, November 12, 2010. This document is on file and avallable
for public review by appointment at the Pl annmg Department, 1650 Mission Street, Sulte 400, San Francxsco, as

part of the project file 2010.0162E.
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inspection and law enforcement, and is to be notified ten days in advance of any proposed demolition or
abatement work. ‘ ' ’ '

" Notification includes the names and addresses of opgfations and p‘ersonskrésponsible; de'scription and

location of the structure to be demolished/altered including size, age and prior use, and the approximate .
amount of friable asbestos; stheduled starting and completion dates of demolition or abatement; nature of
planned work and‘methods_to be employed; procedures to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements;
and the name and location of the waste disposal site to be used. The District randdmly inspects asbestos
removal operations. In addition, the BAAQMD will inspect any removal operation conceming which a
complaint has been received. ' ' o

The local office of the State Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) must be notified of
asbestos abatement to be carried out. Asbestos abatement contractors must follow stafe regulatior_ls_ ’

. contained in 8CCR}529 and 8CCR341.6 through 341.14 where there is' asbestos-related work' involving

100 square feet or more of asbestos containing material. Asbestos removal contractors must be certified
as such by the Contractors Licensing Board of the State of California. The owner of the property where
abatement is to occur must have a Hazardous Waste Generator Number assigned By and fegistered with
the Office of the California Department of Health Services in Sacramento. The contractor and hauler of
the material is required to file a Hazardous Waste Manifest which details the hauling of the material from
the site and the disposal of it. Pursuant fo California law, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
would not issue the required permit until the applicant has complied with the notice requirements

. described above.

" These regulations and procedures, already -éstablished as a part of the permit review process, would
" ensure that any potential impacts due to asbestos would be reduced to a Iess—tﬁan—sig;ﬁﬁcant level.

Lead-Buased Paint. Because of the age of the existing building it may contain lead-based interior or exterior
paint. Demolition or alterations must comply with Chapter 34, Section 3407 of the San Francisco Building
Code, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Bui’ldings and Steél Structures. Where there is
any work that may disturb or remove lead paint on any building built on or before December 31, 1978, or

.any steel structures to which lead-based paint disturbance or removal would occur, and exterior work

would disturb more than 100 'square feet or 100 linear feet of lead-based paint, Chapter 34 requires
specific notification and work standards, and identifies prohibited work methods and penalties.

Chaptér 34 contains performance standards, including establishment of containment barriers, at least as
effective at protecting human health and the environment as those in the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD) Guidelines (the most recent Guidelines for Evalua\lﬁen and Control of Lead-
Based Paint Hazards) and identifies prohibited practices that may not be used in disturbance or removal

-of lead-based paint: Any person performing work subject to the ordinance shall make all reasonable
~ -efforts to prevent migration of work debris beyond containment barriers during the course of the work,

and any person performing regulated work shall make all reasonable efforts fo remove all visible lead
Ppaint contaminants from all regulated areas of the property prior to completion of the work.
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The ordinance also includes notification requirements, contents of notice, and requirements for sxgns
Notification includes notifying bidders for the work of any paint inspection reports verifying the
presence or absence of lead-based paint in the regulated area of the proposed - project. Prior to
commencement of work, the responsible party ‘must provide written notice to the Director of the
Department of Building Inispection of the location of the proposed project; the nature and approximate
square footage of the painted surface being disturbed and/or removed; ‘anticipated job start and
completion dates for the work; whether the responsible party has reason to know or presume that lead-
- based paint is present; whether the building is residential or nonresidential, owner-occupied or rental -
property, approximate number of dwelling units, if any; the dates by which the responsible p-arty has or -
will fulﬁll any tenant or adjacent property notification requirements; and the name, address, telephone
‘number, and pager number of the party who will perform the work. (Further notice requirements
include Sign. When Containment is Required, Notice by Landlord, - Reqﬁired Notice to :Tenants,
Availability of Pamphlet related to protection from lead in the home, Notice by Contractor, Early'
Commencement of Work [by Owner, Requested by Tenant], and Notice of Lead-Contaminated Dust or
Soil, if applicable.) The ordinance contains provisions regarding inspection and sampling for compliance
by DBI, and enforcement, and descrlbes penalties for non-comphance with the requirements of the

: ordmance

These regulations and procedures established by the San Francis';co‘BﬁiIding Code would ensure that
potential impacts associated with lead-based paint dlsturbance durmg construction achvmes wouId be
reduced toa level of insignificance. . - :

Aesthetxcs and Community Character

Design. and aesthetics are by definition subjective, and open to interpretation by decision-makers and -
members of the public. Under CEQA, a proposed project would be considered to have a significanit
adverse effect on visual quality only if it would cause a substantial and demonstrable negative change.
The' ‘proposed- project’s specific buﬂdmg design and aesthetlc would be considered during the City’s
Planning approval and d651gn Teview process.

The proposed project would co_nvert:an existing parking garage into a mixed-use building with seven
‘residential units and a-ground-floor commerdial space. Additionally, the project would construct a third
floor addition that would increase the heighf from 32 to 40 feet; however, this increase in height and
change of use would not substantially alter the existing character of the surrounding néighborhood, which
is' primarily two-to three-story multi-family residential buildings and mixed-use buildings with small-
. scale ground-floor- commercial uses and residential above. While intensifyihg the use on the project site,
the proposed project would nof add a new or visually inconsistent presence to the area. The proposed
buxldmg erivelope meets plannmg code reqmrements for NC-1 zoning and 40-X height-bulk district..

The ‘proposed project, would be visible from within the neighborhood ‘of'th_e project site vicinity, -
particularly from the adjoining properties to the project site. The change in views would not exceed that
commonly expected in an urban set:tmg and would not be considered an environmental 1mpact of the

proposed pro]ect
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Addmonally, the pro]ect would comply with Planning Commission Resolution 9212, which prohlbxts the .

~ use of mirrored or reflective glass at the pedestrian level. Mirrored glass would not be used in the
building. The project’s lighting is consistent with exterior lighting typical of other buildings in the project

+ vicinity. For these reasons, the proposed project would not generate obtrusive light or glare that would .
substantially impact other properties. Light and glare would not be considered a significant 1mpact of the

© project. For these reasons, the project would not have a significant impact on visual quality under CEQA.. .

Neighborhood Concerns - :

A "Notification of Pro]ect Recennng Environmental Review" was mailed on Iune 14, 2010 to owners and
occupants of properties within 300 feet of the project site. The Department received several phone calls,
emails, and letters.in response to this notice. Respondents requested to receive further environmental
review documents and/or expressed concems regarding the proposed project. Concerns re_ga:dmg the
proposed project included: (1) the loss of short-term and long-term parking for residents and businesses
within the vicinity of the pr’bject site; (2) hazardous materials impacts; (3)>impac'ts to historic resources,
including the project site and adjacent historic districts; (4) noise and air quality impacts from. the loss of -
parking and increased cars circling and looking for parking; (5) noise impacts from construchon ®) -
compatibility with applicable plans and zoning; (7) land use impact; (8) aesl‘hehcs impacts; and (9) '
- pedestrian 1mpacts These issues were addressed in the discussion presented above.

There were numMerous non-CEQA re]ated comments, some of whmh are addressed in other stages of
. project review such as consideration of project approvals or building permit review. They include the
following: economnic issues, such as the loss of affordable housing from the loss of a neighborhood
parking facility, impacts to the economy from the Ioss of parking for’ surroundmg comimercial uses, and
community controversy and opposition. :

Conclusion , ‘ : - v

" CEQA State Guidelines Secﬁdn'15332, or Class 32, allows for an exemption of an in-fill deiveloprnent
meeting various conditions. As described above, the proposed project is an in-fill development that
would have no significant adverse environmental effects and would meet all the various conditions .
prescribed by Class 32. Accordmgly, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from CEQA under
Sechon 15332.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a -categorical exemption shall not be used for an
‘activity where there is a reasonable p‘ossibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no iinusual circumstances suirounding the current -
proposal that would suggest a reasonable poss1b1hty of a significant effect. The proposed project would
have no significant environmental effects and therefore, is appropnately exempt under'Class' 32 of the
CEQA Guidelires. ‘

SAN FRANCISCO - \ o 15
FPLANNING DEPARTMENT . . ’ . - ) .

941



1550 Mission St

' x Sute 400,
APPEAL OF CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION o Snmme
1945 Hyde Street =~ R —
_ , | - . 4155586378
| l‘)ATE‘.‘ July 26, 2911 » o = ma 4;5 55_@,54&§ :
TO: - Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors g - -
FROM: . Bill Wycko, Envifonmental Review Officer — (415) 575-0048 .

" Chielsea Férdham, Case Planmer — (415) 575-9071

RE: File No. 110759, Planning Case No. 2010.0162E
' Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 1945 Hyde Street

' HEARING DATE: August2, 2011 |

ATTACHMENTS: A — Letter of Appeal (July 13, 2011) _ .
' B — Certificate of Exemption from Environmental Review

' G- Russian. Hill Community Assodation (RCHA) Subrmttal to Planning
*Department “Response fo Notice of Project Receiving Envn.ronmental '
Review,” July 8, 2010 ' :

D — Russian Hill Commumty Assoc1at10n (RCHA) Submittal to Planning - °
Department “Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts of Pro]ect
Requiring an EIR,” August 9, 2010 .

. B~ Russian Hill Community Association (RCHA) Submittal to Plamung
Department “Addendum to Response to Notice of Project Receiving
_ Environmental Review,” January 26, 2011 »

'PROJECT SPONSOR: Steve Veﬁ:el Farella Braun + Martel LLP, on behalf of pro]ect sponsor Green
Garage LLC, Iohn Parker Willis : . .

APPELLANT: - Iamle Cherry, on behalf of the Russian Hill Community Assomaﬁon

[INTRODUCTION: |
This memorandum and the attached documents are a fesPohse to the letter of appeai to the Board of
Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Plamning Department’s - (the “Department”) issuance of a

Memd
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Categoncal Exemptlon Certificate under the California Envuonmental Quahty Act (”CEQA
Determmahon”) for a project at 1945 Hyde Street (the ”Pro]ect’ ).

The Department pursuant to Title 14.of the. CEQA Guidelines, issued a Categoncal Exemption Certlﬁcate -
(exemptlon) for 1945 Hyde Street on January 27, 2011, and reissued the exernption May 16, 2011 to
address project changes ﬁnd_mg that the proposed Pro]ect Would not have a significant effect on the
envu'onment 1 : -

The dec1510n before the Board is Whether to uphold the Department’s decision to issue a Categorical
Exemption and deny the appeal or to overtum the Department’s decision to issue a Categorlcal‘. -
Exemption and return the Project to the Deparhnent staff for additional envu:onmental rev1ew

SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE:

The 6,686 square foot (sf) project site (Assessor 5 Block 0123, Lot 002) is located on the west side of Hyde
. Street on the corner of Hyde and Russell Streets, with Union Street to the north and Green Street to the
- south, in the Russian Hill nelghborhood of San Frandcisco. The project site currently contains a 19,739-
square-foot, 32-foot high, two-story over. basement parking garage, containing 58 off-street parking
- spaces that provide both long- and short-term parking. The project site is located in a mixed-use area
developed with a combination of residential. over commercial buildings and multi-family residential |
buildings. The- project site is located in the NC-1 (Neighborhood Commeraal Cluster District) zoning
district and a 40-X height and bulk district. City records indicate that the existing garage building was
constructed in 1920. Properties along Russell Street, a small’ alleyway extEndlng west from the project
site, are w1t1'un the RH-2 (Re51dentta1 House, Two F armly) zomng district..

- P.ROJECT DES_CRIPTION:

The proposed Project described includes the conversion of the existing building into a three—story over
basement, seven-unit residential building, with 17 parklng spaces provided by stackers, and one
- approximately 860 square-foot commercial space along Hyde Street. The proposed third floor additioni

“would i increase the height of the building from 32 feet to 40 feet at the project site’s Hyde Street frontage.
Modifications to the building would include conversion of the front vehicular access arches into retail _
entrances and conversion of an arch on Russell Street into the proposed off-street parking garage
entrance. The proposed 17 space parking garage would be unbundled from the residential units and
would function as a combination of the following: residential parking, community monthly parking, or
hourly parking, with one dedicated car-share space. Addmonally, the proposed pro]ect would increase
the gross—square—footage of the building from 19,739 to 25, 187 square feet.

! California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15332: Class 32'Exempﬁons.
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i

' PROJECT DESCRIPTION CHANGES AND BACKGROUND

Project Background

An application for a proposed project at 1945 Hyde Street was filed with the Planning Department on
March 10, 2010, involving a proposal to convert the existing building from parking garage use to seven
residential units, one 860 square foot commercial unit and 14 off-street parking spaces for the associated .
residential units. The proposal described constructing a one-story penthouse addition to the existing two-

_story over basement building to increase the height from-32 feet to 40 feet. The appellant filed for -
Discretionary Review at the Planning Commission. To respond to community concerns raised, prior to
the Discretionary Review heanng the project sponsor made several changes to the proposed project
including: : :

. Revrsmg the plans to provide for 17 off-street parkmg spaces, an addlhon of 3 spaces from
the 14 in the original plans.” All the spaces would be unbundled from the dwelling units and "
- could be used for hourly or monthly parking and one space is proposed for car share.

. Modifying the project by sculptmg the rear of the new third floor so that the mass of the
building does not encroach into any significant- view plane from both of the rear apartments
on the top floor of a Russell Street building.

. * Adding bollards along Russell Street to prevent illegal parkmg on the narrow srdewalk
» Adding street trees along Russe]l Street for landscaping and to prevent illegal parkmg on the
. sidewalk. .
_ * Adding street trees along Hyde Street for landscapmg :

» The existing window and door at the lowest level of the Russell Street elevatlon were

retained due to the historical association with Jack Kerouac. :

Pro]ectApproved at]zme 16, 2011 Planmng Commission Hearing

- The Comnussmn s achon at the Discretionary Review hearing changed the project further to unbundle

the proposed 17 off- street parking- spaces from the dwelling units and function as a combination of
" residential parkmg, valet parking for local businesses, or monthly parking for surrounding residents. The
Corn_rmsswn also modified the project to provide additional off-street parking through use of a ‘parking

valet provided that any additional parking is offered as hourly parking to local businesses. As the project .’

was approved, a minimum of ten (10) off-street Pparking spaces.are to be made available on an hourly or
monthly basis and may be owned by the project sponsor, homeowners association or by another enhty ,
and offered for use in the follo'wmg order of priority:

*  Short-term parking for customers of restaurants and other retail uses in the N C—1 district
along the 1900 block of Hyde Street. ' :

j- * Monthly parking for residents of the neighborheod.

Additionally, the Comimission requrred that the fourth floor be set back a minimum of 10 feet from the
Tear property line, and that the northerly 32 feet of the proposed fourth floor be set back a minimum of 19

. BhN ERARDISCR
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feet 4 and % inches’ from the rear property line. The roof is not permitted-to extend beyond the rear wall
of the proposed fourth ﬂoor : :

ENVlRONMENTAL REVlEW PROCESS FOR THE FROJECT

Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code? requires that the CEQA Gmdehnes 1dent1fy a list
of classes of projects that have been determined not to have a 51gnlﬁcant effect on the environment and
~are exempt ‘from further environmental review.

In response to that mandate the State Secretary of Resources found that certain classes of projects, which
vare listed iri CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333, do not have a significant impact on the
environment, and therefore are categoncally exempt from the requirement for the preparation of further

' envrronmental Teview. :

CEQA State Gurdehnes Section 15332,-or Class 32, provides an exemption from enVlrorunental review for ‘
. In-fill development pro]ects meeting the followmg cond1t10ns ‘

* The project is cons.isten_t with the applicable general plan designation and aﬂ,app]fcable
-general plan policies as well as with applicable zoning designation and regulations,

» The proposed development occurs within city ]J_mrts ona pro]ect 51te of no more than five’
* acres substantially swrtounded by urban uses.

. The project site has no value as habitat for enda_ngered' rare Or threatened species. '

. Approval of the pro]ect would not resultin any srgruﬁcant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
quality, or water quality. C

- The site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. '

. The proposed Pro]ect would result in the conversion of an existing 58 off-street parklng garage to a seven |
unit residential building with an 860 square foot commercial space and 17 off-street parking spaces. The
~ “proposed project is an in-fill development that would meet these conditions presr;nbed by Class 32.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 does not allow a Categorical Exemption to be used: for a project where
_there is a reasonable possibility that the activity would have a significant effect on the erivironment due
to ‘'unusual circumstances. The Planning Department evaltated the range of environmental- issues
. associated with the Project and evaluated whether there were any unusual circumstances. The

' Department found that the project would not result in any significant environmental issues that would
require further envrronmental review and staff identified no unusual- crcumstances surrounding the

o

2 21084 Guidelines shall list classes of - pro]ects exempt from this Act. .
¥ Cahforma Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3.
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Al

current proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. Under the above-cited
classifications, the proposed Project is appropriately exempt from environmental review under Class 32.

s

© APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The appellant filed a2 CEQA appeal of the determination of exemption from environmental review for’
1945 Hyde Street on July 13, 2011. The appellant stated that the project would have a range of significant
adverse effects that were not identified in the exemptiorl or were not adequately assessed in the
exemption, but did not specify aspects of the exemption that were considered inadequate. The appellant
also stated that the exemption did not acknowledge the issues identified in the following submittals to-
the Planning Department: “Resporise to Notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review” submitted on
. July 8, 2010; “Sumimary of Potential Environmental Impacts. of Project Requiring an EIR” submitted on
August 9, 2010; and “Addendum to RHCA Response to Notice of Project Receiving Ertvironmental
_ Review” submitted on January 26, 2011 (these submittals are prov1ded as Attachments C, D, and E). The
-appellant states that the exemption fails to address unustial circumstances. Additionally, the appeal letter.
" states that the exemption only partially represents, or misrepresents, the proposed project actions. ‘

The appellant did not specify how the exemption did not address theé issues prox.fidedt in thie submittals to,
the Planning Department or what unusual circumstances were present that would require further

environmental review. Additionally, the appellant did not provide any specrﬁcs how the exemption

rmsrepresented or partially represented the project.actions. Therefore, this appeal response address the
‘major topics raised in the earlier submittals from the appellant included as Attachments C, D, and E. This
* appeal response identifies the appellants envrronmental issues in summary form, followed by the

Planning Department’s responses.

In sﬁm, the P.lannmg Department responses to ttie Appellant’s concérn are that: _

1. The Plarmmg Deparhnent reviewed all submittals prov1ded by members of the pubhc on the

" proposed project and adequately analyzed all physical environmental issues raised in the

subrm’ctals Note, neighborhood controversy. and opposition are not considered envuonmental
impacts that require preparation of an EIR ’

2. Al hansportahon—related issues were addressed appropnately in the exemption, and the project
would not have the potential to Tesult i in significant transportation impacts.

3. The Categorical Exemption adequately addresses the project’s con51stency w1th the apphcable
.Zoning controls and General Plan polices. . . .

4 The Department evaluated the pro;ect site and appropnately 1den’ctf1ed on- and off-site historic
- . resources and apphcable historical significance criteria. . ’

5. The proposed project would comply with the Secretary of the Intenor s Standards for
‘ Rehablhtahon and therefore would not result i in a significant impact on historical resources.

6. The proposed project would result in a less-than- 51gmf1cant impact to historic Tesources; and’
would therefore not contribute to a cumulative 1mpact to historic resotirces.’ :

SAl FRENGIBES .
PLARMING DEF‘ARTNERT )

946



Appeal of Categorical Ex’empﬁon . * File No. 11075,9, Planning Case No. 2010.0162E
Hearing Date: August 2, 2011 7 . - 1945 Hyde Street

7. The proposed project would result in temporary and intermittent noise increases and possibly
“ vibration levels around the project site from.construction; however, compliance with the San
Francisco Noise Ordinance and the temporary nature of construction work would lessen the
~impact, and construction noise would result- in a less-than-significant effect on the environment. ‘

- 8. The-proposed project would result in a visual and aesthetic change to the surfounding
" neighborhood; however, it would not exceed that commonly expected in an urban se’chng and
would not be considered an environmental unpact of the proposed project.

: Issue #1:  Acknowledgement of issues prowded in submittals to the Plann_mg Department and

potential unusual cucumstances

| The appellant states that the Categorical Exemption (exemp‘aon) does not acknowledge: 1) many of the
issues provided in submittals to the Planning Department; 2) extensive neighborhood interest and
involvement in the project; and 3) unusual circumstances that could lead to significant environmental

impacts, both Jocal and citywide,

~ Response #1: The Planning Depértment reviewed all submittals provided by memibers of ‘the pﬁblic
on the proposed project and adequately analyzed all CEQA environmental issues raised in the
submittals. Neighborhood controversy and opposition are not con51dered environmental impacts that

requite prepa_rahon of an EIR.

The Responses to Issues #2-8; below, describe the Department’s treatmment of the substantive
environmental issues contairied’ in appellant’s submittals to the Planning Department. These issues -
include land use impacts, h1stor1c Tesources, parkmg and traﬁﬁc, construc‘aon noise, and aesthetic

1mpacts

Regarding neighborhood interest and controversy, as Section 15064(f).(4) of the CE_QA Guidelines
specifies: “The existence of public controversy over thé environmental effects of a project will not require
preparation of an EIR if there is no substantial evidence before the agencjf that the project may have a -
significant effect on the environment.” The Guidelines define substantial evidence as “...facts, reasonable
" assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts” (Section 15064(f)(5)). - '
Some of the issties raised i in the submittals were’ not related to the project’s environmental xmpacts and
the subrmittals partially acknowledged that these points addressed other issues related to the merits of the
pro]ect or considerations regardmg project approval. These i issues mclude

. _Econonuc viability of the existing garage use;

* . Benefits to the commuruty of the existing parking garage; .

» Effects of the proposed project on housing affordability in Russian Hill; and :
0 Building massing and design (except as they have the potential to result in impacts, under.

CEQA).

ThY FRARDISCD
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The exernptlon identifies whrch topics are enVu‘onmental issues addressed in the exemption and Whrch
are not associated with physical environmental effects (Attachment B, p.- 15) The exemptron fully
addressed all relevant issties rarsed in the subnuttals .

‘As stated above, the appeal letter did not elaborate on specific concerns regarding the exemption -
certificate or how the project was misrepresented. Therefore it is not possible to respond further to issues
raised in the appeal. The following responses address the topics related to environmental réview that
. ‘were raised in the submittals (Attachments C, D, and E) provided to the Department prror to issuance of

the exemptron
Issue #2: Transportation, Circulation, and Parldng Impacts

* The comment letters, state that the pro]ect would result in trar\sportatron issues associated wrth loss of
parklng, hazards from mgress/egress on Russell Street and congeshon dunng construction,

Response #2: All l:ransportahon—related issues were addressed appropnately in the exemphon, and the )
: prO] ect would not have the potenhal to result in slgruflcant transportation Impacts

In order for a pro]ect to be exempt from' environmental review under Class 32 a lead agency must
determine that it would not result in significant effects related to traffic. The exemption prepared for the
proposed project adequately analyzed transportation andcirculation issues for the’project, including:
transportation impacts; transif; bicycle, and pedesman circulation; emergency access; traffic hazards;
construction traffic; and parking, and found all these impacts would be less than significant. Specrﬁcally, :
with regard to traffic hazards, the exemption stated that the proposed project does not include any design '
features that would substantially increase traffic hazards (e.g., creatmg a new sharp curve or da_ngerous
intersections), and would not include any incompatible ‘ uses; therefore, there: Would ‘no, impacts -
assocrated with traffic hazards for the proposed pro]ect

'The proposed pro]ect would mclude closing two exrstmg approxrrnately 20-foot curb cuts along Hyde
Street to convert the front exterior of the project site to create a commerdal space ‘along Hyde Street.
Additionally, the proposed project would then create a new approximately 10-foot wide curb cut on an

existing enclosed arch along Russell Street. This curb cut would be utilized to access the off-street parking

- for the project. The proposed curb cut and garage entrance-along Russell Street could require cars -
entering the garage to complete a three—pomt turm to enter the residential parking garage; however, due .
to the low volume of trips on Russell Street associated with the proposed project, .this would not be

. considered a substantial increased hazard. A new curb cut accessing the project’s proposed garage would
be the project’s only transportation-related design feature, and would not be out of character or present a .

substa.nhal increased hazard.

¢

It should be noted that the proposed project would replace a parkmg garage w1th a resrdentlal building,
potentially reducing the number of trips to and from the project site. It would also move vehicular
ingress and egress from Hyde Street, whichis a through street that serves as a fixed cable car route in the
viciraty of the project site, to Russell Street. It is conceivable that traffic disruption in the vrcr.ruty of the -
project site could reduce as a result of the proposed project; however, the conclusions in the exemption

By "lesca : :
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-~ “were not based on any assumptlon regarding reduction i in the number of Vehlcles accessing the pro]ect

- site: oo S . ) : N

The exemption analyzed the potential 1mpacts that would result from constructlon traffic and de’rerrmned
the impact would be less than-significant. As reported in the exemption, project construction would be
anticipated to last approximately 10-14 months. Construction activities would include daily vehicle trips
genereted by the arrival and departure of approximately 20 construction workers. The project sponsor
has indicated that construction worker parking will be available inside the building for the workers on
one of the three levels for a portion of project construction, and trucks would be able to load and unload

| using the existing 60- foot red curb space along Hyde Street-in-front of the project site. Hyde, Union, and
Green Streets would be used to aceess the site to haul bmldmg materials. Construchon of the proposed_

'pro]ect is not expected to require any lane closures

R

. Throughout the conétruction period, there would be a flow of construction 'r'elated.trucks into and out of

the site. The project sponsor and construction contractor(s) would meet with the Traffic Engineering .
Division of the Department of Parking and Traffic (DPT), the Fire Department, Muni’s Street Operations -

“and Special Events Office, and other City agencies to determine feasible traffic modifications to reduce
traffic congestion and other potential traffic disruption and peédestrian circulation effects’ during

constriiction of the pro]ect The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary Iessemng of the

capacities of local streets due to the slower movément and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect
both traffic and transit operahons Construction workers who drive to the site could cause a temporary
'parking demand, and the project applicant would make accommodations for construction worker
parking. Therefore, it is anticipated that construction workers would be accommodated without

- substantially affecting area wide parking conditions. The impacts of construction on parking and traffic -

would be limited in scope and temporary in duration, and would not be significant. There are no unusual
circumnstances at the project site that would result in significant impacts from construction activities.

Therefore the exemption adequately discusses the trafﬁc unpacts resuh:ng from the proposed pro]ect '

and deterrmned that no 51gruﬁcar1t impact Would occur.

' Pdrking

As noted in the project descnp’aon above, the pro]ect would convert a 58 -space parking garage to a seven
unit resideritial building with 17 parking spaces that would be made avajlable to both project res1dents
-and others seekmg long— and/or short term parkmg :

The Appellant’s concerns about the reduchon in off-street parking are noted. The exemption discusses the

parking- changes that would occur from the proposed project as an informational discussion on pp. 45
" however, loss of parlcmg ismot cons1dered an environment effect under CEQA. -

San Francisco does not consider parkrng supply as part of the permanent physmal environment and -

therefore, does not consider changes in parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by
- CEQA. Parkmg conditions are not static, as parking supply r,ar1d demand. varies from day to day, from

'
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day to nlght from month to month, etc. Hence, the ava11ab111ty of parklng spaces (or lack thereof) isnota
. permanent physical cond1txon but changes over time as people change- theu‘ modes and patterns of

fravel.

: -Parklng deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts on the physical enwronment as
defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on
the environmient. Env1ronmental documents should, however, address the secondary physical impacts
that could be triggered by a social impact (CEQA Guidelines § 15131(a).). The social inconvenience of
parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is not an environmental impact, but
there may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic congestion at
intersections, air quality unpacts safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by congestion. In the
experience of San Francisco fransportation planners, however, the absence of a ready supply of parking
spaces, cornbmed with available alternatives to auto travel (e g., transit service, taxis, blcycles or travel by
foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development, indiices many drivers to seek and find
alternative parking facilities, shift to other modes of travel, or change their overall fravel habits. Any such

- resulting shifts to transit service in parhcular would be ini keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy. '
The City’s Transit First Policy, established in the City’s Charter Section 16.102 provides that “parking

: pohc1es for areas well served by public transit shall be des1gned to. encourage travel by public

1Iansportat10n and alternahve transportatton ' ; -

The transportatlon analysis accounts for potenhal secondary effects, such as cars circling and lookmg for
a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find
parking at or near the.project site and then seek parking farther away. if convenient parking is
- unavailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is 'typically offset by a
‘ reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in a given area.
Hence, any secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the vicinity
. of the proposed project would be minor, and the traffic ass1gnrnents used in the transportation analysis,
 as well as in the assodated air quahty, noise and pedestnan safety analyses, reasonably addresses

potential secondary effects.

The appeal letter. does not raise any addltlonal enwronmental issues in regards to transportahon that
were not adequately analyzed in the Categoncal Exemphon '

Issue #3: Compatibﬂity with applicable General Plan Policies and Zoning Controls

The comment letter asserts that the project would conﬂlct with General Plan and other pIanrung policies.
It characterizes Planning Code requirements as the “first cut, broad envelope of permitted development”
and notes that projects undergo further review and refinement to make them feflect the full range of
goals for the city. The comment letter contends that the discussion of Compliance with Zoning and Plans
that is part of an Initial Study under CEQA would provide the information necessary to refine the
proposed project (Attachment C p. 14). Specific issues raised by the appellant include consistency of the
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.

pro]ect with the 40-foot height limit, the Urban Design Element, the General Plan Transportatton Element .
and Residential De51gn Guldelmes . : :

Response #3: The Categoncal Exemption adequately addresses the prO]ect’s consistency with the
apphcable zomng controls and General Plan polices.

The project complies with 'z_oning requirements a;ld, on balance, with the policies of the General Plan.
Under the CEQA Guidelines, a project that meets applicable zoning controls and General Plan
designations qualifies for a Class 32 Categorical Exemption. The proposed project is consistent with
applicable requirements, and modifications to the projeét during the development review and approval
» process are not neces’sé{i;y for zoning compliance for the purposes of CEQA.

- Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines states that the Class 32 exemption for In-Fill Development Projects

,- may be used for projects that are consistent with General Plan and zoning regulations. As stated in the .
exemption, the proposed pro]ect would comply with the requirements of the NC-1 (Neighborhood
Commerdial Cluster) usée district and 40-X height district. Building height was measured consistent with _
the requirements of Planning Code Section 260, which allows for measurement of height at the selected
lot frontage for comerlots, and the building is within the maximum allowable height of 40 feet when
measured from Hyde Street. Because discretionary actions stch as Discretionary Review, variances, and
Conditional Use approvals are provided for in the Planning Code, a project that requlres such approvals
- is considered cons1stent with the Planning Code. ‘ ,

. Properties along Russell Street adjacent to and extending west from the project site are within the RH-2
use. district (Re51dentlal House, 2-family). While the 1945 Hyde Street building is of greater mass than
buildings along Russe]l Street, a mix of bulldmg scales is common in San' Francisco, particularly in
locations where there is a change in zoning between adjacent lots. This mixture of bulldmg scales does
not constitute an unusual circumstance that could result in a significant effect on the environment under
* the CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2. : e .

The comment letter suggests that the consistency with ZE)nihg and Plans portioh of an Initial Study
‘would " provide mecessary information for analysis of the proposed project’s consistency with all
applicable City goals and policies and for a project decision (Comment Letter p. 14). Section 15125(d) of
the CEQA Guidelines states that the Environmental Setting for a proposed project must indlude a
discussion of any inconsistencies between a proposed project and applicable plans. This is not part of the
assessment of physical environmental impacts of a proposed project: This deSt:ripiipn does not provide . .
the review of applicable policies that is part of the permit review process. Any desire for a discussion of
any inconsistencies with applicable plans would not in'and of itself disqualify a pro]ect from receiving a

categorical exemption.

v

It is common for projects to undergo modifications through the project review and approval processes.
Such modifications are not necessary to avoid demonstrable significant impacts, but might be desirable
“for a variety of reasons. The proposed project was modified through the addition of limited community

parking use and the creation of setbacks along the niorthem property line for the. fourth story addition,
ranging from 10 to over 19 feet. These modifications were applied by the Planning Commission in
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" response to :commnnity concerns about the pfoject but were not required to avoid sigiﬁﬁcant impacts or
to achieve compliance with zoning, such that the project would have been ineligible for a Class 32
exemption without these modlﬁcanons ‘ '

Issue #4: Historic associations.of project site

The Appellant states that the Department failed to identify all of the criteria by which the building at 1945 N
Hyde Street is eligible under as a historic resource. The'appellan't states that the building contributes to
_ not one, biit two historic districts (Russell Street Reconstruction ‘Historic District and a nonconhguous
district of 1920s-era automobile garage structures). The appellant claims that 1945 Hyde Street is also

. individually s;gmﬁcant for 1t§ association with Jack Kerouac, Neal Ca551dy, Earl Swenson and Marcel ef.

Henri.

Response #4: The Department evaluated the project site and appropnately identified on- and off-site
historic resources and apphcable historical s1gmf1cance cntena . . -

The Department HRER identifies the sub]ect buﬂdmg at 1945 Hyde Street as a hlstonc resource ehgible
. for listing on the California Regxster for two reasons: : :

1. 1945 Hyde Street is an excellent and well-preserved example of a 1920s automoblle garage with
- Mission Revival and Secessionist styles meeting’ the California- Reg15ter of Historic Resource
(CRHR) Criteria No. 3 (architecture/design). . ’
2. 1945 Hyde- Street may contribute to a 51g‘ruf1cant context of nelghborhood—servmg automoblle :
ga.rages structures from the first half of the 20t century. :

Risssell Street, with, sever_al buildings listed on the 1976 Archjt_ectural Survey and on the Here Today -
_'survey could be eligible for listing on the California Register. However, the Russell Street Reconstruction
- Historic District, with buildings’ primarily built between 1906 and 1908 (with two buildings from the
1910s) would not include the subject property at 1945 Hyde Street for several reasons. First, the Russell
Street Historic District is significant for its reconstruction-eta ardﬁteetu.refrom the period between 1906
and 1915; 1945 Hyde Street was built in 1920 and falls outside of the period of significance. Second, the
property types of the Russell Street Historic District are small-scale, wood-frame residential buildings.
1945 Hyde Street is a commercial building and is not consistent with the residential property types in this
district. Third, the historic connection between the Russell Street buildings and the 1945 Hyde Street
building is tenuous, and does not meet minimum thresholds for significance- per California Register
standards. While the use of the sub]ect building at 1945 Hyde Street has been continuously used for
parking fo serve the immediate nelghborhood this use does not make the buﬂdmg historically significant

for the purposes of CEQA.

The appellant states that the building is significant for its association with important and significant

persons. Properties: eligible for their ‘associations with significant persons (Criterion 2) are those

associated with a person’s productive life or reflecting the time period ‘when he or she achieved
significance. The individual's association with the property must be documented by accepted methods of
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historical or archeological research, mdudmg written or oral tustory Speculauve associations are not

: acceptable

The building at 1945 Hyde Street provided the backdrop of a photograph of Neal Cassady and Jack
Kerouac c. 1952 deépicting the pair against the concrete wall, with the steel window* in the basement as
the sole identifying element of the building in the photo. The appellarits claim that the existence of the
- photograph makes the sub]ect property significant; however, this indirect association does not qualify the
‘bulld_mg for listing on the California Register per Criterion 2 as stated in the above- paragraph

'By contrast #29 Russell Street‘ has a direct association as the home of Carolyn and Neal Cassady, and is
associated with the Beat poet Jack Kerouac who lived Wlth the couple at the time. 29 Russell Street would
" qualify for its association with Jack Kerouac because that i is where the poet wrote portions of his work

“Visions of Cody” while staying there between December 1951 and _Apnl_1952_5 '

Similarly, the appellant claims of associative significance with Earl Swenson and Marcel et Henri with the
subject property are unsubstantiated. Neither had direct associations with 1945 Hyde Street, as their
respectlve businesses were in nearby’ bmldmgs The appellant has not prowded substantial ev1dence to
suggest an assoc1atron between 1945 Hyde Street and these aforementloned persons.

" Issue #5: Compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

The appellant claims the proposed project does not comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for
Rehabilitation of Historic Properties (Standards). The appellant further claims that the existing 90-year old
community parking use is historic, and therefore cannot be changed: - '

Response #5: The proposed project would comply with the Secretary of the Interior” s Standards for
‘Rehabilitation and therefore would not result in a significant impact on historical resources. '

' Under the CEQA Guidelines, projects that meet the Stand_ards are assumed to have no significant adverse
impact to historic résources. Rehabilitation, as defined by the Secretary of the Interior, is' “the act or
process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair, altetations,w and additions .
while preserving those portions or features which convey its historical, cultural, or architectural values.”
Standard-1 states that a property shall be “...placed in a new use that requires minimal change to the

. defining charactéristics of the building and its site and enwronment” if it is not maintainéd in its historic

use, thereby enabling the change of use in a historic property. In other words, the intent of the Standards

. ismotto freeze the appearance of a building in time, but to protect the character—defmmg features of the -
. buﬂdmg so that its historical 51gmﬁcance will continue to be conveyed

The appellant daims‘ _that the proposed project does not comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s |
' Standards. The appellant further claims that the existing 90-year old community parking land use is itself

4 This steel window Wﬂl'b.e retajned and rehabilitated.
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a hrstonc characteristic, and therefore cannot be changed. The submrttal included an u.ned1ted draft -
undergraduate ‘course report addressing historic garage buﬂdmgs mn San Franc1sco, titled “Educate,
- Preserve, Reuse: The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” (Mark Kessler, Umversrty of
California, Davis Design Program, Decernber 2008), referred to in the appeﬂant’ 5 subrruttal and in this
response as the ”Kessler Report” . .

The exemption found that 1945 'Hyde Street appears to be eligible for listing.in the California Register of
. Historical Resources as an individual resource under Criteria 3 (Ard:utecture) and as a contributor to a
'potentlal nonconti guous historic district of netghborhood—semng automobile parlqng garages built in the
first half of the 20% century, if such a district was proposed. ¢ The Planning Department preservation staff
assessed whether the proposed project, which would include conversion of the property from a parking
garage to a mixed-use residential and commercial building with a third story addition, would resultin a
‘substantial adverse change to the historical resource. The exemption found that, the proposed project
would not cause a substantial adverse change in the résource such that the significance of the building
- “would be materially impaired. The following i is an anaIy31s of how the propOsed project cornphes W1th
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards: o :

Standard 1: A properiy shall be used for its historic pirpose or be placed in a new use that requires minimal change
to the defining characteristics of the buzldmg and its site and environment. The proposed pr0]ect meets this
standard because: :
» The proposed project Would retain the phy51cal character—deﬁmng features of the automobile
_ garage structure at the site. .
e The proposed pro]ect would adaptlvely reuse the bmldmg for re51dent1a1 retail and parking uses.
. The new residential, retail and parking uses would require minimal changes to the defining
characteristics of the bulldmg, including: overall scale and visible massing from Hyde Street, '
stepped parapet, decorative brick detailing, arched openings, large . mdustnal style steel sash
‘windows, and general spatral relattonshlp to ad]acent bmldmgs and the sur:rou_ndmg

nelghborhood

Standard 2: The historic character ofa property shall be retgined and preserved. The remoz;tzl of hzstorlc mterials or

alteration of features and spaces that charucterzzz a properiy shall be avoided. The proposed project meets this

. standard because:

e The proposed project would retain all "of the identified character-defining features of the

. property. The steel sash window at the basement level of the Russell Street elevation which can-
be seen in the c. 1952 photograph of Jack Kerouac and Neal Cassady will 'be retained and
 rehabilitated. ' :

* The basement-level would refain its parking use and mdustrlal character, while the upper two
floors would retairi most of its exterior industrial character :

S Memorandum ﬁrom Moses Corrette, Preservatton Technical Spec:Lahst, to Chelsea Fordham, Environmental Planner
Major Environmental Analysis, July 8, 2010. This document is on file and is available for review as part of Case File
No. 2010.0162E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA.
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~» The proposed project W1Ll avoid altenng the spaces that characterize the property because the
* floors, ceilings and floor-to-ceiling heights on the basement and first levels will be retained, Wh11e )

at the second floor will be lowered by approximately two feet. -
e  The materials, architectural features, arched openings and expresswe Hyde Street omamentahon

- will be retained.

Standard 3: Eacti property shall be,r;zcognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes that t'rezzte a
false sense of historical development, such as adding conjectural features or architectural elements from other
- buildings, shall not be undertaken. The proposed project meets this standard because: -
» The proposed project would not introduce con]ectural features or elements to the building. -
« The propoesed vertical addition would be contemporary and distinguished from the existing 1920
* construction.-
‘e The existing mdustnal character of the bu11d1ng s exterior would not be altered

 Standard 4: Most properties change over tlme those changes that have acquired hzstorzc 51gmﬁcance in their own
right shall be retained and presetved. The proposed project meets this standard becatise:

This Standard does not apply to the proposed pro]ect The ex15tmg building is the same as'it was

ongmally constructed. ' :

" Standard 5: Dlstmctwe features, finishes, and construction techniques or examples of cmﬁsmansth that
characterize a property shall be preserved. The proposed project meets this standard because:

« The distinctive features of the building would be retained or restored, including decorative bI'le o

detailing, arched openings, industrial style metal windows, and the exterior cast plaster/concrete
omarment between the floors and at the shaped parapet.

Standard 6: Deteriorated historic features shall be repaired rather than replaced. Where the severity of deterioration
requires replacement of a distinctive feuiure, the new feature shall match the old i in design, color, texture, and other
visual qualities and, where possible, materials. Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by
documentary, physzcal or pictorial evidence. The proposed project meets this standard because:

e Deteriorated historic features would be repaired as part of the project. :

» The remaining ex1sttng steel sash windows will be replaced due to extensive deterioration and

.- distortion. A condition survey of all ex15t1ng windows has been conducted and is available in the
case docket. The report revealed there is overall heavy corrosion, deterioration, and distortion, as .
well as separatlon of the frames from the concrete openings. The projéct proposes to replace the -
S e)qstlng steel sash windows in-kind to rephcate the existing sash profile and glazing pattern.
- e The steel window at the basement level of the Russell Street elevation which can be seen in the c.
1952 photograph of Jack Kerouac and Neal Cassady will be retained and rehabilitated.

e  The arched opemng will be retamed and re-pu.rposed to aJlow for a residential entrance /. lobby
Standard 7: Chemzcal or physical treafments, such as sandblasting, that cause damage to historic materials shall
not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be undertaken uszng the gentlest meais possible.
The proposed pro]ect meets this standard because:
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* The proposed project, as currently designed' does not include any known chemical or physical
" treatments to the sub]ect property. No sand. or Water bIashng, or other harsh. treatments are
proposed :

Standard 8: Szgmﬁcant archeological resources affected by a pro]ect shall be protected and presemed If such,
resources must be disturbed, mzhgaﬁon measures shall be undertaken. The proposed project meets.this standa_rd
because: ' ' : '
. The proposed project includes a small amount of excavation to accommodate the subterranean
garage parking apparatus, but no archaeological resources are expected fo be encountered. The
Planning Department’s Preliminary Archeological Revrew for the proposed project found “No -
* effects to archeological resources expected.”

Standard 9: New additions, exterior altenztzons, or related new constructmn shall not destroy historic 171ater1uls
' that characterize the property. The new work shall be. differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the
massing, size, scale, and architectural features to protect the historic zntegniy of the property and its environment.
The proposed project meets this standard because: .
* The proposed new vertical addition Would be de51gned in a contemporary style that uses a
simple vocabulary in order to create compahble design that is dlshng'ulshable as a new feature
~ within the site. :
e . The vertical addition would be set back from the Hyde Street elevation by more than 12 feet and
~ rise approximately 7 feet above the parapet height on the Russell Streét elevation.
A roof terrace with 42" clear glass railing would be set back approximately 15 feet from the
Russe]l Street bmldmg wall, which would not be visible from the public right-of-way.

Standard 10: New additions and adjacent or related new construction.shall be undertaker in such a manner that if
removed in the Jfuture, the essential form and integrity of the historic property and its environment would be
unimpaired. The proposed project meets this standard because:

- The addition is reversible and could be removed . enh.rely in the future w1thout harmmo the

historic mtegnty of the building,

As descrrbed above, the pro]ect is consistent with the Standards and would not cause an adverse change to
the resource. There is no prohibition of adaptive reuse or placing a new use to a historic bmld]ng as long
as the character-defining features of the building are mamtalned The proposed project would adaptively

reuse the historic building for residential, refail and parkmg purposes in a manner that is consistent with

-the S fundards

The Kessler Report contends that an important aspect of the early 20% Century garage bu_ddmgs is the.
relationship between their interior space and their external facades, and that preservation of the internal
. spatial relationships is an important aspect of preservation of these resources. The report does not
+evaluate the building at 1945 Hyde Street, or. the proposed project. The Department- evaluated the
property and concluded that non -interior features were character defining, and that the proposed project
would retain all exterior character-defining features. Moreover, the HRER notes that the- -proposed
project would minimally alter the relationship of interior spaces because the floors, ceilings and floor-to-
ceiling helghts on the basement and first levels would be retained, while at the second floor cerlmgs .

S eRmISCe »
PLARNING DEPARTMENT

956



' Appe’al of Categorical Exemption ° | File No. 1107583, Piannmg Case No. 2070. 0162E
-Hearing Date: August 2, 2011 o _ .~ 1945 Hyde Street

* would be lowered by approxu:nately two feet. Whrle not consrdered character defmmg, these spatral
relatlonshlps would be substantially maintained under the proposed project.

As described above, the project is consistent with the Standards and Would not cause an adverse change_to
~ the resource. Standard 1 allows for a change in use in a historic building, and no aspect of CEQA or the

Standards prohibits adapﬁve reuse or conversion of use within a historic building. The proposed project
would adaptively reuse the historic building for residential, retail and parkmg purposes in a manner that

" . is consistent W'1th the Standards.

Therefore, based upon the project’s consistency with the S taridards, and the fact that the project would not
‘would result in a substantial adverse change to the historical resource, the 1mpact was determined to be

less-than-si gruﬁcant

Issue #6: Crumulafive Impacts to Hlstonc Resources
-The appellant claims the proposed project contributes to several off-site cumulative impacts to both the .
noncontiguous historic district of 1920s-era autornoblle garage structures and the Russell Street

) _ Reconstruchon HJStOI‘lC D1str1ct

'Response #6: The proposed project would result in a less-than:significant impact to Iustonc resources,
and would therefore not contrrbute to a cumulative rmpact to hlstonc resources.

Because the proposed project complies with the Standards, no irnpact is identified that could contribute to
a cumulative effect. The Department maintains that the proposed project will not adversely impact the
adjacent Russell Street Historic District nor will it adversely impact the ability of 1945 Hyde Street. to
convey its historic significance as an excellent and well-preserved example of a 1920s automobile garage.

While the vertical addition will be visible from the Russell Street H1stor1c District, the mtegrlty of the
~ district would not be adversely 1mpacted

1945 Hyde Street was constricted in 1920. Approximately 120 garage structures were listed in the San
Francdisco City Di_rectory that year.” By 1928, 300 garage structures were listed in the City Directory and
roughly half of these structures still exist. 8 With approximately 150 extant 1920s-era garage. structures in
San Francisco, the historic context is well-represented, 1945 Hyde Street, as one of the assumed 150
properties, .is proposed for a rehabilitation that meets the ‘Standards and is _consistent with- CEQA
guidelines. The rehabilitation of the bwldmg therefore would not contribute fo any off-site cumulative’
impacts to the Russell Street Historic D1strlct or the moncontigucus histeric dlStI:‘lCt of. 19205—era
automobile garage structures.

i

7 Crocker—Langley San Francxsco City Dlrectory 1920, (San Francisco: H.5. Crocker Co.. Inc.,; 1920).
8 Mark Kessler, "Educate, Preserve, Reuse: The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco," University of
California, Davis AlA Reéport on Uruversrty Research. Presented to the San Francisco Department of Planning,

December 11, 2008
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Issue #7: Noise Impacts during construction.’ .

The appellant states that the project would result in’ temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise
 levels from project construction in the project vicinity. ' ' '

Response #7: The proposed project would result in temporary and ihtermi_ttent noise increases and
possibly vibration levels around the >project site from construction; however, compliance with the San.-
Francisco Noise Ordinance and the temporary nature of construction work would lessen the impact,
and construction noise would result- in a less-than-significant effect on the environment.

The exemption discusses the proposed project’s impacts resulting from’construction noise and states that
the project would resulf in temporary and-intermittent noise increases and possibiy vibration levels
" increases around the project site, which may be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby
properties. Noise and vibration levels over the estimated 10-14 month construction period would
. fluctiate depending on the construction phase,,eqﬁipment type and dui_aﬁon of use, distance ‘_b’etween
- moise source and listener, and presence or absence of barriers. Construction noises associated with the
- proposed project would include excavation, fruck traffic, and finishing. Of these, excavation, and site
work would likely generate the most construction-related noise. Throughout the construction périod
_ there would be truck traffic to and. from the site, hauling away the excavated materials and debris, or
delivering buﬂding materials. It is anticipated that the construction hours would be Wbrking hours from
7AM to 5PM during ‘the week, with possible limited work during weekends, in accordance with
applicable regulations. ', ' ‘ : : ' '

‘The San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the Police Codé) regulétes construction-related noise.
The Noise Ordinance is required by law and would serve to avoid significant negative impacts of the
. proposed project on sensitive receptors. Sensitive receptoré are people :eqlﬁrmg quiet, for sleep or -
* concentration, such as residences, schools, or hospitals. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site
would be nearby residents, including residents of the buildings immediately west of the project site along
Russell Street, and north and south along Hyde Street. Construction activities other than pile driving
typically generate noise levels no greater than 90 dBA (for instance, for excavation) at 50 feet from the
activity, while other activities, such as concrete work, are much less noisy. Closed windows typically can
reduce daytime interior noise levels to an acceptable level. Therefore, for nearby sensitive receptors,
although construction noise could be annoying at times; it would not be expected to exceed noise levels
commonly experienced in an urban environment, and would not be considered significant. The proposed
- building would not use pile driving. The proposed project would not create unusual levels of ground

‘ bdrijle vibration that would disturb nearby residents or businesses; and vibration impacts would be less
than significant: Given the above-mentioned City noise regulations and the temporary nature of
construction work, construction noise would have a less-than-significant effect on the environment. '

* The appellant contends (Attachment C, contend (p- 19) that the Noise Ordinance _Would'not provide
sufficient protection from construction noise because the older residences along Russell Street are not =
insulated against noise. As stated in the exemption, existing average noise levels at the project site are in
the range of 65-75dBA. San Francisco contains a range of building ages and types, and the presence of
‘older structures is not considered an'u.t_lusual circumstance fhat-would render .the Noise Ordinance

PLANNING DEPARTHMENT

958



Appeal of Categorical Exemption . File No. 110759 Planning Case No. 2010. 0162E
-Hearing Date: August 2, 2011 _ ] . 1945 Hyde Street

protections insufficient to avoid a significant impact in the case of the proposed project. Therefore,
construction noise impacts would be less than significant and the issuance of a Class 32 exemption is
appropnate ’

s

The appeal letter does not raise any additional env-ironmental issues from construction noise that were
not adequately analyzed in the Categoncal Exemption. '

Issue #8: Aesthetics, and Light and Glare
- The comment letters state that the project would substantlally deorade the existing visual quality of the
site and cause an aesthetic impact to Russell and Union Street. Additionally, the comment letters state
that the project would create the potential for .signiﬁcar_it, nighttime light and glare impacts. _

Response #8: The proposed project would result in a visual and aesthetic change to the surroﬁrid_ing -
‘neighborhood; however, it would not exceed that commonly expected in an urban settmg and would
not be considered a srgmﬁcant envn:onmental impact of the proposed project.

Aestheﬁc impacts are not specified in the CEQA Guidelines as jssues to be addressed® in the context of a .

Class 32 exemption (as opposed to other topics such as transportation, noise, and air.quality), and there

. are no unusual circumstances at the project site that would create the potential for significant impacts.

" The Class 32 exemption presumes that in-fill development is appropriate within the urban context.
Nevertheless, in response to the issues raised in the appellant’s submittals, the exemption analyzed the
proposed project’s impacts to aesthetics and light and glare and it was' determined that the proposed

. project would not result in a 51gruf1cant 1mpact to aesthetics, community character, and light and glare

The proposed project’s specific building design and aesthetic were Considered during the Plarming
Commission’s approval and design review process. The proposed project would convert an existing two-
story over basement parking garage info a three-story over. basement mixed-use building with seven
resrdenhal units and a ground- -floor commercial space. This change would indude construction of a third
. floor addition that Would incréase the building’s height from 32 to 40 feet. The exemption stated that
under CEQA, a Proposed project would be considered to have a significant adverse effect-on visual quality
only if it would cause a substantial and demonstrable negative change. The proposed increase in height
and change of use would not substantially alter the existing character of the surroundmg neighborhood :
which is pnmarlly two-to three-story multi-family residential buildings and rmxed—use bu.ildmgs with
' small-scale ground- -floor commercial uses and re51dential above. 1

" The proposed project would be visible from locations within the neighborhood, «inch_iding Russell and
Union Streets, particularly from the properties adjoining the project site. The change in views would not
" exceed that commonly expected in an urban setting and would not be considered an environmental

_ 1rnpact of the proposed pro]ect —— ol

Additionally, the ‘project would. comply with Planning Comumission Resolution 9212, which prohibits the
use of mirrored or reflective glass at the pedestrian level. Mirrored glass would not be used .in the
building. The project’s lighting is consistent with exterior lighting typical of other buildings in the project .
) v1c1ruty For these reasons, the proposed pro]ect would not generate obtrusive hght or glare that would .
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; substantlally impact other properhes L1ght and glare would not be con51dered a sxgmflcant impact of the
project. For these reasons, the project would not have a significant 1mpact on visual quality under CEQA.’

" The appeal le’rter does not raise any add1t10na1 enwronmental issues from aesthetics impacts that were
- not adequately analyzed in the Categorical Exemption.

CONCLUSION

Because the appeal letter did not identify aspects of the Class 32 exemption that the appellant considered
i_nadequfité it is not possible to address any. speciﬁc concemns regarding the issuance of the exempt[bn
Addlhonally, the appeal letter did not specify how the exemption misrepresented the proposed project.
The comment letters that are cited in the-appeal letter make a variety of pointsabout the characteristics of
the project site and its vicinity, addressing topics that include transportation, plans and policies, noise,
and aesthetics. The Department’s exempﬁon adequately addresses each of these topics and shpports a - .
conclusion that the proje_cf qualifies for an exempton under Section 15332 of the CEQA Guidelines and’
no significant impacts would occur. The appeal letter does not raise new issues that were not disclosed or _
discussed in the exemption and does not provide evidence to substantiate a fmdmg that the proposed
project would result in significant environmental ifnpacts. As such, the conclusions of the exemption
remain current and valid. The Planninig Department has appropnately determined that the proposed
project would be exempt under Class 32.
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Russian Hill Community Association - .
© 1134 Green St. Sai Franoisco; CA 94109 415—776-2014 www.rhcasf.com
Aﬁgela Calvillo
Clerk of the Ward
Board of Supervisors’

City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102 _

Iuly 13,2011

: Subject CEQA Appeal - Certificate of Determination Exemptlon fromr Envuonmental Revmw
1945 Hyde Street - Case No: 2010.0162E

Dca: Ms. Calvii10'

The Russian Hill Commumty Association (RHCA) is appealing thc issuance of a Categoncal Exempuon, for the

S proposed 1945 Hyde St. Project, Case No: 2010.01623, on the basis that the proposed project would have a range

of s1gmﬁcant adverse environmental effects that are not identified or adequately asses sed in the rationale
supporbng the Categoncal Exempuon determination (attached)

The RHCA has part1c1pated extenswely na nelghborhood review of the proposed project and its potential impacts.
‘The RHCA has delivered these comments, concerns, and detailed assessments to the Planning Department, beginning
with the RHCA “Response to Notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review,” a 70 page document submitted
7/8/1 0, 2 “Summary of Potential Envuonmcntal Impacts of Project Requiring an EIR,” a 4 page document submitted
8/9/10, and an 8 page addendum to the “Response to Notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review,” submitted
1/26/11, (all available in the case file at the Planning Department.) The Categorical Exemption does not acknowledge
- many of these issues, nor the extensive neighborhood interest and involvement that this controversial project has
generated over the past 13 months and in fact, down plays them (see section on Nelghborhood Concerms, page- 150of
the detenmnatlon_) . ~

Compounding matters, the. Categ()rical Exemption only partially represents—and in some cases misrepresents—ithe
-proposed action. These omissions are the source of a range of insufficiently evaluated impacts. Along the same lines,
. the Categorical Exemption fails to address several unusual circumstances that lead to significant cnvuonmental

’ 1mpacts These unusual contextual c1rcumstances are both local and c1tyw1dc

As such, the proposed project would not meet a]l the condmons that CEQA requlres as the basis for exempuons
generally, and for Class 32 exemptions (CEQA” Guidelines Section 15032, in-fill projects) in particular. Either a -

" Mitigated Negative Declaration or an Environmental Irnpact Report would appear to be the appropriate vehlcles for
the 1945 Hyde Street project’s comphance with CEQA enwronmental rewew reqmremenfs ' o

Please ﬁnd attached the followmg : :
- = ‘acopy of the minutes of the action taken by the Pla.nnmg Commission at the 6/ 16/ 11DR hea.rmg )
* acopy of the CatEx determination, (51gned on 1/27/10, electronically sent to the RHCA on 2/4/11, and
. received by the RHCA via USPS on 2/12/11) . -
- the Neighborhood Organization Fee waiver request form -
"= acheck for $500 made out to SF Planning Deparfment '

' We apprec1atc your attentlon to ﬂlIS matter and please let us know if you have any questmns
Smcerely,' ) -

~Jamie Chemry
Co~Cha1r RHCA 1945 Hyde Street PIOJect Team, Jcherry@rhcasf com
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Meeting Minutes

+© . Commission Chambers_‘- Room 400

City'Hail, 1 ‘Dr. Cérlfon B. Goodlett élace
Thursday, June 16 201 1
12 00 PM

~ RegUlay Meeting

' COMMISSIONERS PRESENT: Olague, Antonini; Fong; M_loore,‘Sugaya

COMMISSONERS ABSENT: Miguei and Borden
THE MEEI'ING WAS CALLED TG ORDER BY PRESIDENT OLAGUE AT: 12:15 P_M

STAFF IN AI TENDANCE: John Rahaim — Director of Planning, Scott Sanchez - Zoning Admlmstr.ator Corey
Teague, Chelsea Fordham, Rich Sucre, Rick Crawford, Glen Cabreros, Mlchae! E. Smith, Kirsten Dischinger,
Linda D. Avery Commission Secrefary .

- Al - tONSXDERAﬂON OF lTEMé.PROPOSED FOR CONTINUANCE

The Commission will .consider a request for continuance to a later dafe The Comimission may choose to
continue the item to the date pruposed below o conhnue the item to another date, or to hear the item on thxs
calendar.

1. 2008.0651C © - : St - (B. FU: (41‘5)'558—6613)‘

2045-2121 'EVANS STREET - west side between Cesar Chavez and Napoleon Streets, Lois 001B &
002 in Assessor's .Block 4343 - Requqs't for Condifional Use Authorization under Planning Code
. Sections 157 and 30310 allow parking in excess of accessory amounts for the proposed Restaurant
Depot building expansion, within the PDR-2 (Core Producﬁon.'Distribuﬁon, and Repair) Zoning Disfrict
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o 10a.

20100162DDV o ' . : (R.

CRAWFORD: (415), 558—6358)
1945 HYDE STREET - west stde at Russell Street Lot

o . 002 in - Assessor's Block 0123 -- Requests. for

_ AYES:
ABSENT:
DRA: -

10b..

Dlscretlonary Review of Building -Permit Application No.
'2010 0517 2557 proposing fo .convert a 58 stall parking
. garage to a mixed use buﬂdlng with 7 dwelling units, 14 .

parklng spaces and a commercial unit. The project will
add a one-story vertical addition to the top- of the building

that will be setback 12 feet from the front wall and 10 feet .
from the rear property line within the NC-1 (Nelghborhood

Commercial Cluster) Zonmg Drstnct and 40-X Helght and

. Bulk District. _.
- -Staff Analysis: Full Dlscretlonary Review _
- Preliminary Recommendatron Do not take Dlscretronary
- Review and-approve :
: ':(Contlnued from Regular Meetlng of May 19 201 1)

_ S_.PEAKE_RS: Tlm Colen, David Meckel, Mrchelle Sudduth,

Kathleen Courtney, .Scoft Edmondson, Sarah
Taber, Ben DeVeres, Joe Hamey, ' Harvey
" Hacker, Joanne Allen, Richard Lerner, John
~ Willis; Zoe Brillinger, Kevin Webb, Amy Boon,
Steve Vettel, Jamie Cherry ~ '

ACTION: = . The Commission teok DR and approved as

‘amended: to unbundle parking; ehmlnate the
awning; add setbackfootage : '
Olague, Antonini, Fong, Moore, Sugaya =
Mrguel and Borden :

0216 :

2010.0162DDV S '(R.'
CRAWFORD: (415) 556- 6358)

1945 HYDE STREET - west srde- at Russell- Street Lot

© .. 002 in Assessor's Block 0123 - Request for Vanance

pursuant to Planning Code Section 134 to modify the rear _

~ yard requirement in the NC-1 Dlstnct The project.
. proposes to convert a b8 stall parkmg garage to a mlxed‘
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- use b'uilding' with 7 dwelling units, '114_ parking spaces and
a commercial unit. The project will add a one-story
.vertical addition to the top of the building that will -be
setback 10 feet from the rear property line where a
setback of 25 feet is- required ~ within  the - NC-1
'(Nelghborhood Commercial Cluster) Zoning - DJstnc’c and
40-X Height and Bulk District.
(Contmued from Regular Meetlng of May 19 2011 )

-SPEAKERS: ,Same as those llsted for ltem 10a :
- ACTION: - The Zoning Administrator closed the public hearing
B, and granted the variance subject to the standard
. conditions of approval ' o
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SAN FRANCISCO -
PIJ\NNING DEPARTMENT

Certlf' cate of Determmatlon 1650 Mission St

Ex_em ption from Environmental Review - C . suteaoo |
) . S . ST San Francisco,
: : ' : : CA 94103-2479
Cnse No.: . -2010.0162E ‘ .

. i . - R ] - Recepfion: -
Project Title: 1945 Hyde Streetf - . §15558 6378
Zoning: - NGl (Nelghborhood Commercial Cluster Dlstrict) ;

. -40-X Height and Bulk D;stnct : . ng 56408
Block/Lot _ 0123/002 : , ) L
Lot Size: - 6,686 square feet ' : ’ ’ o ‘ Planning
. cood . informafion:
Pro]ect Sp@zsar Steven Vettel, Authorized Agent for Owner o . 415.558 6377

. John Willis, (415) 95424902 ' : ' o

Staff Contact: Chelsea Fordham — (415) 575—9071
' ChelseaF ordham@sfgov.org
- PROJECT DESCRIPTION | - '

'The 6,686 square—foot project site is located on the west side of Hyde Sh.'eet on the corner of Hyde and
Russell Streets, with Union Street to the north and Green Street to the south, in the Russian Hill
nelghborhood of San Francisco. The project site currently contains a 19, ,739-siquare-fool, two-story over
basement, parking garage constucted in 1920, conmmmg 58 off- street pa.rkmg spaces providing both
long—term and short term parkmg -

" EXEMPT. STATUS S :
Categoncal Exempfion, Class 32 [Sl.ate CEQA Gmdelmes Section 15332]

REMARKS:

: Please see the next 'page.

DETERMINATION
I d@'eby certify that the above. de tenmnatlon has been made pursuant to State and Local requirements.

,7@/ | @M@;??»Zc//
BILLWYCKO - Ete / T

" Environmental Review Officer

< Steve Vettel, Project Spnnscr o c Virnaliza Byrd, M.D.F
Rick Crawford, Neighborhood Planning, Northeast Team ~ - Historic Preservation Distribution List
Moses Corrette, Preservation Planmer. . oot e - .
" Supervisor David Chiu, District3 R
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Exemption from Enﬁifpnméntal Revier-«.r o : R . CASE NO. Zﬂlﬂ-OléZé
: ‘ : C ' - 1945 Hyde Street

. PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED):

" The proposed project would convert the building into a three—storj-r over basement; seven- unit residential .

building, with 14 parking é?aqes “provided by stackers, and one approximately 860 square-foot
commercial space along Hyde Street. The existing height of the building is 32 feet and the proposed third
floor addition would increase the height to 40 feet. Modification to the building would include enclosure
of the front arches for vehicular access into retail entrances and conversion of an arch on Russell Street
into the proposed off-street parking garége'entranc_e. ‘Additionally, the proposed l;roject would increase -
the gross-square-footage of the building from 19,739 to 25,187 square feet. The project site is located in the
NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District) zoning district and a 40—X‘héight' and bulk district.

California Environmental Quality'Act' (CEQA)- State. Guidéline’s Section 15332, or'Class 32, provides an

exemption from envircnmental review for in-fll development projects that meet the foHoWing

- conditions:

v ) The project is consistent with applicable general plan designations and policies as well as with npplicable
zoning designations. S ) '

Zoning: The project site is located within the Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District (NC-1) zoning

district.  The proposed -residential and retail uses are principally permitted within the NC-1 zoning
district. The proposed third story addition would be 40 feet tall, which is the permitted height for the
projectsite. ~ : ' ' i .- L . :
Parking'. Per section 151 of the Planning Code, the Propo:sed project would be required to provide one
off-street parking space for each dwelling 1mit and no off:street parking spaces for the commerdial space :

. because the commercial space will ot exceed an occupied floor area of 5,000 square feet. The proposed

/

~ projectincludes a fotal of 14 off—.'street'parking spaces for the residential units.

€ Zpeﬁ S'pace: The open spa-ce Ieéuirement defined in Planning Code Sect;i'on 135 réquires '100-square feet of
private open space or 133 square feet of common usable open space for each dwelling unit. The proposed

- project-would satisfy this requitement with 671 square feet of common open space in the form of a roof

deck for five of the dwelling units, and 1,356 square feet of private open space in the form: of terraces for
two of the dwelling units. ' : ' o :

'B) The de.velopment occurs within city limits on q site of less.than Jfrve acres surrounded by urban uses. .

The 6,68645411ére-f00t (appm)'d.ingtely 0.15 acre) project site is located within a fully developed area of San

. Francisco. The surrounding area is. densely.developed with residenﬁal,-;:brm:ierdal, and retail uses. The .
" proposed project would involve réuse of an existing building from a parking garage to a mixed-use. | -

building with residential and commerdal uses; therefore, the proposed ‘project would. be Proﬁer_lf
characterized as in-fill development completely surrounded by-urban uses. . ‘

¢

SAN FRANCISCO o
PLANNING DEFARTRENT .
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. Exemption from Environmental Review ' P  CASENO. 2010.0162E
- - 1945 Hyde Street

©¢) " The projer:t site hias 1o Iiabf_ttzt for endkzngered, rzrre or threatened spécie_s. :

. The sub]ect properfy is a garage bulldmg located within a densely developed urban area. The project Slte
does not currently support any. vegetahon or habltat for endangered rare, ot threatened species.

d) Approval of the pro]ect would nof result in any stgmﬁcant effects relatmg to tmﬁic, noise, air quallty or

‘water qualzfy . ) .

Traffic The projed site is located on the west side of Hyde Street, on the block bounded by Russell aind s
Union Streets to the north, Green Street to the- south Larkin Street to the west, and Leavenworth Street to.
- the east, Street parking is available on all adlacent streets, including two-hour and re51dent1a1 permiit
parking with weekly Pa:lcmg restrictions for street deaning.

Using th_e Planning Depa'rtrnent's 2002 Tmnqurtalion Impact Analysts Cyidelines for Envir_oﬁmmﬂzl Review .
(October 2002), the proposed project is estimated to generate approximately 199 daily person-trips for the
proposed residential and commercial uses.! Of these, about 24 daily person-trips would be during the

- p-m. peak-hour. These trips would be distributed among various modes of transportation, including

: smgle occupancy vehicles, carpools, public transit, walking, and bicydling. Of the 24 p-m. peak-hour
person-trips for the proposed uses, nine would be vehicle trips, seven would be transit trips, six would be
- walking, and two trips would be through some other modé of transportahon such as bicyde. Mode splik -
and vehicle ‘occupancy data-for both retail and residential uses were obtained from the 2000 ‘Census
"fowrney to Work™ and Citywide Travel Behavior Survey fxgu.res The incremental increase in h-afﬁc
_ would niot be considered a substantial increase relative to the existing capacity of the Jocal street system. -
The change in traffic in the p_l'O_]ECt area as a result of the proposed project would be indiscernibleto most
drivers: The proposed project would add a negligible increment to the cumulative long-term’ traffic
increase on the nelghborhoods roadway network. Thus, the pro]ect would not substantxally a.ffect the
. ne1ghborhood s existing tIafﬁc condmons _ : - '
. 1.
The project would ‘also include closmg two ex:shng curb cuts along Hyde Street, Wthh is uged to access _
" the parking garage, and create a new curb cut along Russell Street o access the residenitial off-street
' parkmg garage. Russell Street is a one-way street that extends from Hyde Street west to a.mid- block alley
. that is accessed from Union 'and Green Streets. The enclosure of the curb cuts along Hyde Street and
“creation of a new Curb cut could result in the redistribution of vehicle trips from Hyde Street'to Russell
Street, but not in the larger vicinity, and the relatively low volume along Russell Street would mean that
the change in traffic circulation at the site would not be expected ta result in any significant conflicts with
other, vehicles or pedestnans or bxcycles, and no ‘significant effects would ensue. Removal of the Hyde
* Street curb cuts would reduce the potential for vehicle conflicts on Hyde Street, which has constraints.
* resulting from the cable car tracks runmning along thls corridor. Therefore, effect on fraffic flow would be

considered Iess—ihan—mgmﬁcant

1 Transportation Impéctﬁnalysis Guidelines, Transpdifetion' Calcufations. This document is available for public
review as ﬁart of Case No. 2010.0162E at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, 94103. -

| SAN FRANCISCE L A T -3

PLANNING EPARTME‘HT

969



, Exémj_:)ﬁcm from Environmental Review o . - " CASE NO. 2010.0162E
. ; . C . . 1545 Hyde Street

Transxt B1cvde and Pedestrxan Cucu]at(on_ The pro]ect is expected to generate 51 daily transit petson-
 trips, seven of which would: occur in the p.m. peak hour. The project site is well served by Muni, and is . .
: W1th.m one block of the 41- Umon and 45-Union/Stockton lines, two blocks of the 19-Polk Iine, and directly

* in front of the Powell- Hyde cable car route. - The project site is within two blocks of Bicydle Roufe #25-

Polk. Additionally, sidewalks are wide enough o support the anticipated increase in pedestrian use. The

proposed project would not result in impacts to the Powell-Hyde cable car route becatise the project
- would remove the vehicular entrances along Hyde Street, and place commercial uses along Hyde Street,

which would not result in transit or pedestrian conflicts with the cable car. Thus, the. project would not
s substant:ally affect the ne1ghborhood s aashng conditions for transit, blcyde and Pedestnan cm:ulahon

Emergeng Access. Enshng emergency access to the pro;ect site would be provxded from both Hyde and
Russell Streets. The proposed project would riot interfere with existing traffic circolation or cause major
traffic hazards, nor have a significant effect on traffic-related hazards or emergency access provisions. The
proposed project would be required to meet the standards contained in the Building and Fire Codes, and
the San Frandsco Bmldmg and Fire Departments’ would review the final building plans to ensure
sufficient access and safety Therefore, the pro]ect would. not result in 1mpact ON emergency access

' condltlons '

IntreaSed Traffic Hazards. The proposed project does not indude any design features that would -
* substantially increase traffic hazards (eg., creating a new sharp cuzve or dangerous mtersechons) and
would not incdude any ‘incompatible uses; therefore, there would no impacts assodated with traffic
hazards for the proposed project. The proposed project would include dosing two existing -~
approxxmately 20-foot curb cuts along Hyde Street to convert the front exterior of the pro;ect site to create -
a commerdal space along Hyde Street. Addmonally, the proposed project world then create a new
- approximately 10-foot wide curb cut on an existing enclosed arch along Russell Street. This curb cut -
would be utilized to access the off-street residential parking for the project. The proposed curb cut and
' garage entrance’ along Russell Streét could require cars entering the garage to complete a three pomf: lum

* . to entfer the residential parking garage; however, due to the low volume of trips on Russell Street

associated with the proposed project, this would not be consxdered a substantial increased hazard. A new
curb cut accessmg the project’s proposed garage would be the project's only transportahon—related de51gn
) feature, and would not be out of chazacter or present a substa.nhal mcseased hazard

Iq ng.. .The proposed project would change the use of the project sxte from a parkmg garage bmldmg'
mth a 58 off-street parking spaces for both long-term and short- term to a mixed-use building with 14 off-

_ street parkmg spaces for the residential use. Therefore, the propdsed project would result in the loss of 58
off-street parkmg spaces for long term and short term parking for retail and residential uses within the
vicinity of the project site. The proposed project would generate the demand for 13 parkmg spaces a.nd

would prov1de 14 spaces fora surplus of one Parkmg space.

.San Francieco does r.1-0.t consider ‘parking supply as part .of the permanent physical environment and
therefore, does not consider changes in parking conditions to-be environmental impacts as defined by
CEQA. " Parking conditions are not static; as parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from

SAR FRANCISCO - L SO . . . .4
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* Exemption from Environmental Review ' . CASENO. 2010.016ZE
: : - B 1945 Hyde Street :

day to rught from month to month, ete, Hence, the availability of parkmg spaces (or lack thereof) isnot a
permanent physxcal condition, but changes over time as people change theu- modes and patterns of travel.

Parking deficits are considered to be social effects, rather than irripacts on the physical environment as
defined by CEQA.- Under CEQA, a project’s social impacts need not be freated as significant impacts on
_the environment. Environmental documents should, however, address the secondary physical impacts -
- that could be tnggered by a social rmpact.. (CEQA Guidelines § 15131(a).) The sodal inconvenience. of
parking deficits, such as having to hunt for scarce parking spaces, is,Aﬁc'rt an environmental impact, but
there may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic congestion at
intersections, air quality impacts, safety impacts, ‘or noise impacts caused by congestion. In the
experience of San Francisco transportation. planners, however, the absence of a ready supply of parking
spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (e.g.,. ransit service, taxis, bicycles or travel by
foot) and a 'relaﬁ{rely ‘dense pattern of urban, development, induces many drivers to seek and find
alternative parking fadlities, shiftto other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any such
resulting shifts to fransit service in partrcular, would be in keepmg with the City's “Transit First” policy.

The Cltys Transit Fist Policy, estabhshed in the City’s Charter Section 16.102 provides that “parking

pohctes for areas well served: by ‘public transit -shall be de51gned fo encourage fravel by public " -

transportatlon and altermative transportation.”

" The transportanon analysrs accounts for. potenhal secondary effects, such as cars circling and lookmg for
. ' a parking space in areas of limited parkmg supply, by assummg that all dnvers would attempt to find
» parking at’ or near the pro]ect site and  then seek parkmg farthier away if. convenient parking is
" navailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of dnvers searching for parkmg i5 typxcaﬂy offset by a_
reduction in vehicle trips due to others who are aware of, constramed parkmg conditions in a given area. -
Hence, any secondary environmmental impacts which may result from & shortfall in parkmg in the vicinity
of the’ proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assignments used in the transportation analysis,
- as well as in the associated: air quahty, noise and: pedestnan safety analyses, reasonably addresses .

. potenhal secondary effects

B Construchon Imgacts The proposed project Would be. constructed over a period anhmpated to last
approxxmately 10-14 months. Construction activities would include daily vehicle trips generated by the
+ arrival and departure of construction workers. Approximately - 20 workers would commute to the .

- construction sife each day for. appronmately 10-14 months for renovation and construction of the - .
o proposed project. Trucks would haul excavated materials away from the site and haul assemnbly materials

to the site. Hyde, Union, and Green Streets would be used to access the site to haul buﬂdmg matenals
Constmctron of the Proposed project would not reqmre any lane dosures.

Throughout the construction period, there would be a flow of construcﬁoﬂ—related trucks into and out of

the site. The -project sponsor and’ construction contractor(s) would mieet with the Traffic Engineering

Division of the Department of Parlcmg and Traffic (DPT), the Fire Department, Muni’s Street Operations -
and Speclal Events Office, and other City agencies to determine feasible traffic modifications to reduce -
traffic congestion and other potential traffic dlsruphon and pedestrian crculatLon effects during .
‘construction of the project. The impact of construction truck traffic would be a temporary lessening of the
capacities of local streets due to the slower movement and larger turning radii of trucks, which may affect

" ot Py L . o o 5 -
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Eﬁc_én:lptioxi fiom Eqvironmeutaj Review . T CASE NO: 2010.0162E
: ‘ ‘ 1945 Hyde Street

. both traffic ar"Ld transit operatiohs. Construction workers who drive to the site could cause a temiporary

" parking demand, and the project applicant would make accommodations for construction worker

parking. Therefore, it is anticipated that construction woikers would be accommodated without

_ substantially affecting area wide parking condltlons The impacts of constructioni on parking and fraffic
" would be limited in scope and temporary in duration, and would not be significant.

Noise: The Scm Francisco General Plan noise gmdelmes indicate that any new residential development in

. areas with noise levels abpve 60 dBA? should be undertaken only after a detailed analysis of noise - .
Teduction requirements is made and needed noise in'sulaﬁon features are induded in the design. Inareas -

where noise levels exceed 65 dBA, a~detailed analysis of noise reduchon requirerments must be done and

needed noise insulation features mduded in the des1gn

_ T1t1e 24 of the California Code of Regulatxons establishes umform noise msulahon standards for multn—
unit residential projects. This state regulation requires meeting an inferior standard of 45 dBA in any

habitable room. DBI would review the final building plans to ensure that the building wall and-

ﬂoor/celhng assemblies for the res1den11a1 development meet State standards Iegardmg sound

transrrusmon for resxdents : .

An environmenfal noise study was prepared for the proposed project to determine whether the project -
can meet the. apphcable standards of Title 24 and the San Francisco General Plan. Additionally, the noise -
study provides a quantification of the noise environment within the vicinity of the project site. The noise .-
. study reported that the dominant noise sources within the vicinity of the project site are vehicular traffic
along Hyde Street, noise from the cable car system (i.e. cable whine), and cable car passbys. Three.48-hour
noise measurements recorded a-day-night noise average of between 65 — 75 dBA. (Ldn). This is within the
range f forecast by noise modelmg undertaken by the Depa.r’cment of Pubhc Health, which predlcts a traffic

noise level above 70 d.BA (Ldn) '

- Given the noise environmeént at the pro]ect site, the nobise study concluded that it wcruld appear that

‘ conventtona] residential construction, which would include sound-rated windows (which typically offer -:
25 'to 30 dBA noise reduchon) ‘and a ventilation system would be necessary to ensure an interior noise
environment in habitable rooms of 45 dBA {Ldn) as required by the San Fraricisco Bmldmg Code.t
Therefore, the noise study demionstrates that acceptable interior noise levels consistent with those in the.
Title 24 standards can be attained by the proposed project and no further ‘acoustical analysis or

) engmeen.ng is fequired to comply with this reqmrement. '

% The dBA, or A weighted decibel, refers to'a scale of noise measurement that approximates the range of sensitivity of
the human ear to sotnds of different frequendies. On this scale, the normal range of human hearing extends from
about dBA to about 140 dBA. A 10-dBA increase in the level of a continuous noise represen’ts a percewed doubling

- " of loudness.

" 3 Charles M. Salter Associates Inc, March 30 2010. Envm)nmen'tal Noise St-udy 1945 Hyde Street, prepared for
Luke! Ogr.ydzxak, Ogrydziak/Prillinger Architects. This-document is on file and is ‘available for review as part of Case
File No. 2010.0162E at the San Franeisco Planrung Department 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Franasco, CA. -~
4 Charles M. Salter Assoaates Inc, March 30, 2010. Ibid .
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Exemption from Environmental Review , . {  CASENO.2010.0162E
: ' ' ' ' ' . . 1945 Hiyde Street

Noxses generated by res‘ldenhal and commermal USes are COmmon nand generally accepted in urban areas.
An approximate doublmg of traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an increase in
arnblent noise levels noticeable to most people The proposed project would nof cause a doubling in
" kraffic volumes and therefore would not cause a noticeable i increase in the ambient noise level.in the a
project vicinity. '
Project constriction would temporarily and intermittently increase noise and possibly vibration levels
around the project site and may be considered an annoyance by occupants of nearby propertxes Noise
and vubrat[on levels over the estithated 10-14 month-construction period would fluctuate depending on
the ccmslructxor\ phase, equipment type and duration of use, distance between noise source and listener, -
-and presence or absence of barriers. Construction noises associated with the pioposed project would
include excavatlon, truck traffic, arid finishing. Of these, excavatxon, and site work would hkely generate
the most constmchon-related nmse

' 'Throughout the construction penod there would be truck.traffic to and from the site, haulmg away
excavated materials and debris, or delivering buildifg materials. It is anticipated that the construction
hours would be working hours from 7AM to SPM dunng the week, w1th possrble Inmted work durmg ’
weekends. - ‘ . :

The San Francxsco Noise Ordinance (Artxcle 29 of the Police Code) regulates consfruction- re]ated noise.

’ Although not listed as a mitigation measure itis requxred by law and would serve to mitigate significant
negative impacts of the proposed project on sensitive receptors. The ordinarice requires that noige levels:
from individual pieces of construction equipment, other than impact tools, not exceed 80 dBAS at a
distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools, such as jackhammers, must have both the intake and_

. exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the Dn-ector of the Department of Public Works or the Director of
Buﬂdmg Inspection. Section 2908 of the Ordinance prohibits construction work between 8:00 p-mn. and

. 7:00 a. m, if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by five dBA at the project property line; unless a
" special permit is authorized by the Director of Public Works or the Dxrector of Buxldmg Inspectxon The . "

' pro]ect must compIy w1th regulatlons set forth in the Noise Ordinance: . .

‘Sensitive receptors are people requiring quiet, for sleep or concentratlon, such as resuiences, schools or
hospitals, and peoplé themselves who may be relatively more susceptible to adverse health. impacts from
. their environment, such as 1mmune—comprormsed individuals, populahons with elevated levels of *
. chronic illness, children, and the aged. The nearest sensitive receptors to the project site would be nearby
_ residents, including residents of the buildings immediately west of the project site’ along Russell Street, -
and north and south along Hyde Street. Construction activities other than pile driving typically generate -
noise levels no greater than 90 dBA (for instance, for excavatron) at 50 feet from the: activity, while other
: achwtles, such as concrete work, are much less noisy. Closed windows typically can reduce daytime :
interior noise levels to an accep’ﬁible level. ‘Therefore, for nearby sensitive receptors, although
construction noise could be' annoying at times, it would not be expected to exceed noise levels' commonly

5 dBA is the symbol for decibels using the A-weighted scale. A decibel is a unit of measurement for sound )
loudness (amplitude). The A- welghted scale is a logantblmc ‘'scale that appro)umates the sensitivity of the

human ear.
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Exemption from Environmental Review .~ " 7 . CASENO.2010.0162E
: : : : * 1945 Hyde Street

expenenced inan u);ban enwronment, and Would not be considered s1gmﬁcant The proposed bmldmg :

"would not use pile driving. The proposed project would not create unusual levels of ground bome.
vibration that -would disturb nearby residents or businesses, and vibration impacts would be less than
significant. Given the above-mentionéd City noise regulations and the temporary nature of ccmstructlon
work, constmctwn npise would have a less-th an-sxgmﬁcant effect on the environment. -

* Air Quality: The California Air Resoﬁrces Board (ARB) es_tab]ished its statewide compreliensive air foxics
prograri in the early 1980s. The ARB created California’s p}ogram in response to the Toxic Air
Contaminant Identification-and Control Act (AB 1807, Tanner 1983) to reduce exposure to-air toxics. The. -
ARB identifies 244 substances as toxic air' contaminants (TACs) that are known or 'suspected to be emitted,
in California and have potential adverse health effects. Public health ‘research consiétently demonstrates

_ that pollutant levels are significantly higher near ereways and busy roadways. Human health studies

-demonstrate that children living within 100 to 200 meters of freeways or busy roadways have' poor lung
‘function and more respuatory disease; both chronic and acute health effects may result from exposure to

. TACs. Tn 2005, The ARB 1ssued guidance on preventing roadway related air quality conflicts, suggesting
localities “avoid siting new sensitive land uses within 500 feet ofa ﬁeeway [or other] urban:roads.with
volumes of more than 100,000 vehicles/day.”¢ However, there are no existing’ federal or state regulahons
fo protect senmhve land uses from roadway air pollufants ) :

'I_'he San Fxﬁncisco Depz{rtmmt_- of Public Health (DPH) has issued guidance for the identification and.
- assessment of potential air quality hazards and methods for assessing the associated health risks.’
</ Consistent with ARB guidance, DPH has identified that a potential public health hazard for sensitive land
uses exists when such uses are located within a 150-meter (approximately 500-foot) radius of any
" boundary of a project site that experiences 100 ,000 vehicles per day. To this end, San Francisco added
Article 38 of the San Francisco Health Code, approved November 25, 2008, which : requ:res that, for new
. residential projects of 10 or more units located in proximity to high-traffic roadways, as mapped by DPH,
. an Air Quahty Assessment be prepared 16 determine Whether res1dents would be exposed to potentially
unhealthful levels of PMzs. Through air quality modeling, an assessment is conducted to- determine if the

annual average concentration of PMzs from’ the roadway. sources would exceed a concentration of 0.2
’rmcmgrams per cubic meter (annual average) If this standard is exceeded the- pro]ect sponsor ‘must

. 6 California An: Resources Board, 2005 ALT szllty and Land Use Handbook. A Commumty Heglth Perspective,”
http://www.arb. ca.gov/ch/landuse him, accessed September 8, 2008.
7 San Franciscd Department of Public Health, Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Eﬂ’ecis ﬁam Intro-urban

. .Rozzdways Guldance for Land Use Plunmng and Environmental Review, May 6, 2008,
Hgating Roadway A LU Conflicts.pdf, accessed September 8,

- 2008. - : ’
" 8 According to DPH, thls threshold -or action leveL of 0.2 chrograms per cublc meter represents about 8 — 10 -
‘percent of the range of ambient PM2, 5 concenh'ahons in.5an Francisco based on momtonng data, and is based on
' epidemiological research that indicates that such a concentration can result in an approximately 0.28 percent increase”
in non-injury mortality, or an increased mortality”at a rate of approx!mately 20 “excess deaths” per year per one
. million population in San Francisco. “Excess deaths” (also referred to as premature mortality) refer to deaths that *
occur sooner than otherwise expected, ; absent the specific condition under evaluahon, in this case, exposure to PMZ 5.
* (San Francisco Department of Public Health, Occupational: and Environmental Health Section, Program on Health,
. Equity, and Sustainability, “Assessment and Mitigation of Air Pollutant Health Effects from Intra-urban Roadways:
Guidance for Land Use Plam'u.ng and Environmental Review, May 6, 2008 Twenty excess deatlts per xmlhon based
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1945 Hyde Street .

mstall a filtered air supply system, with hlgh—efﬁmency filters, des1gned fo remove at least 80 percent of
ambient PMu from hab1table areas of residential units. .

The project site, at 1945 Hyde Street is not Iocated within the Potential Roadway Exposure Zone, as
mapped by DPH. Thus, the proposed project is not expected to result in a significant impact Erom
exposure of sensitive receptors to- hxgh concentrahons of roadway-related pollutants. :

P .

Air Quality Impacts Related to Construchon Dust. The San Francisco Building and Health Codes contain
meastres that reduce the quantity of. dust generated during - site preparation, demolifion, and

construction work to protect the health of the. general public and of onsite workers, minimize pubhc '
nujsance complaints, and to avoid orders fo stop work by the Department of Building Inspection (DBI)..

These measures, generally referred as the Construction Dust Control Ordinance, require that all site
preparation work, demolition, or other construction activities within San Francisco that have the potential

to create dust or to expose or disturb more than 10 cubic yards or 500 square feet of soil comply with -

- specified dust control measures whether or not the activity requires a permit from DBI. The proposed

project would primarily occur on top of the existing pavement, except for the proposed car-stackers -

" which would require lnmted excavatlon, and thus would be unllkely to result in dust-related alr quahty

impacts.

 Water Quahgf The proposed project would not generate wastewater or result in dxscharges that would .

have the potential to degrade water quality: or contaminate 4 public water supply. ‘Project-related
_wastewater and storm water would flow to the Clty s combined sewer system and would be treated to

standards contairied in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Eliminatior: System (NFDES) Permit for -

the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant pnor to dlscharge Therefore, the proposed project would

. e) Thesilecanbe adequately seroed by all required utz'iitt_'es-and pﬁblic sr;:ruices. . -

The pro;ect site is located in a dense urban area where all public services a.nd facilities are avaﬂable o
expansion of public services or utilities would be requlred

y Hlstonc Afchitectural Resources

In evaluabng whether the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under the -

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planmng ‘Department must fixst determine whether

‘the building located at 1945 Hyde Street is a historical resource as defined by CEQA. As described in the -

"Historic Resource Evaluahon Response (HRER) memorandum dated July 8, 2010, 1945 Hyde Sizeet

-appears to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources as an individual-

résoturce under Criferia 3 (Architecture) and as a contributor to potential }dstortc district.?

" on San Frandisco’s non- injury, non-homicide, non-suicide mortality rate of approximately 714 fer 100,000. Although.

' San Frandisco's population is less than ¢ne million, the presentahon of excess deaths is commonly given as a rate per

million population.) ) .

9 Memorandum from Moses Corrette, Preservation Technical Spemaltst, to Chelsea Fordham, Environmental Plarmner,
Mazjor Environmental Analysis, July 8, 2010. This document is on file and is available for review as part of Case File
No. 2010, D162E at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 San Franasco, CcA
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The buﬂdmg at 1945 Hyde Street is a 19,739 square-foot two-story over basement parking garage :
containing 58 off-street parking spaces, which was constructed i in 1920. The primary character defining’
_features of the building at 1945 Hyde Street include its visible massmg from Hyde Street, parapets,
decorai:tve brick. detailing, and arched openings, large industrial sash -windows, and overall- spatxal. .
relatlonsh.xp to adjacent burldmgs and the surrounding neighborhood. ' .

The bmldmg at 1945 Hyde Street embodies the drstmchve charactenshcs of a type a 1920 ramped
parking garage with an architecturally embe]lxshed exterior. It was designed in the Mission Revival and
* Secessionist styles. Although not a classxcal design like the surrounding Classical Revival apartment
bmld_mgs, the building still exhxbrts an order and symmelry intended to blend well with the existing
buildings. After the 1920s, parking garage. design moved away from the wsuaﬂy contextual design -
k influence to a more fanctional and practical design that did not necessarily blend with its surroundings.
' Because it embodies the distinctive ‘characteristics of its type, the building i is eligible for listing i in the -
California Reglster under Criterion 3 (Architectyre). Addltxona]ly, the sub]ect building refains a high ~
. degree of integrity with respect to locauon, associationi, design, workmanship, setting, materials, and
- feeling.® . Therefore, the subject property is considered a historic resource under CEQA. Adchhonally, the
building at 1945 Hyde Street may also confnbute to a potential historic district of neighborhood-serving:
~ auntomobile parking garages built from the first half of the 20% century, if such a district was proposed.
" The garages would store private automobiles, and provide basic maintenance services. In the case of 1945
Hyde Street, the surroundmg blocks of Russian Hill were served.

The buxldmg at 1945 Hyde Street also has an indirect association with Carolyn and Neal Cassady, theu:
home across Russell Street, at number 29 is also associated with the Beat poet Jack Kerouac who hved
with the couple in 1952. The project site at 1945 Hyde Street provided the backdrop of a well known
photograph of the two men c. 1952 depicting the pair against the concrete wall, with the steel window in
E the basement as the sole Ldenhfymg element of the buﬂdmg in-the photo, which was later used as the
cover photo for the book On the Road by Jack Kerouac. However, this indirect dssociation. does not.

quahfy 1945 Hyde Street for listing on the Callforma Regrster per Criterion 2 (Persons) ’

The Planmng Department preservatron staff assessed whether the proposed project, wh1d1 would melude '
conversion of the property from a parking garage to a mixed-use residential and commércial building

* with a third story addition, would result in a substantial adverse change to the historical résource. The

proposed project at 1945 was assessed for ifs consistency with the Secretary of the Interior Staridards for
‘Rehabilitation (Standards) analysis."! Based upon this analysis, Planning Department ; staff finds that the
project would not cause a substantial adverse change in the resource such that the slgru.ﬁcance of the
vbmldmg would be matenally 1mpa1red for the followmg Teasons.

e The PIOPOSEd pro;etzt would retain the physmal structure, buf not use, of the hstonc‘
_ autpmobile g'arage at the site (. Secrefary Standards 2, 5)

10 Memnrandum from Moses Corrette, July 8, 2010, bed
1 Kelley & VerPlanck Historic Resources Conmlh.ng, Historical Resource Evaluauon 1945 Hyde Street San. Franclsco

California, February 2010, p18 ’
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» The new use will require minimal changes to the burldmg’s dlstmctxve materrals features
spaces and spatial relationships. { Secretary Standard 1).

.« The proposed new penthouse would be deSIgned ina contemporary style that nses a simple
vocabulary in orderto create companble design that is distinguishable as a new feature -
- within the site. The penthouse wotild rise approximately seven feet above the parapet height -
on the Russell Street elevation; a roof terrace with 42 clear glass railing would be set back
Iapprox1ma tely 15 feet from the building WalI whlch would not be visible from Russell Street.

( Szcretary Standards 3,9) - :

. The new floor could be rexnoved eﬂhrely in the futare w1thout harming ‘rhe hlstonc mtegnty ‘ .
of ‘the building. (Secretary Standard 10)

« The steel window at the basement level of the Russell Sﬁreet elevation which can be seen in
© the c. 1952 photograph of Jack Kerouac and Neal Cassady will be retained and rehablhtated
(Srandards 4,5,6) -

o The remaining exrshng steel sash industrdal windows will be replated due to extensive
deterioration and distortion of the steel sash. A condition survey of all existing windows has
been conducted. It »reveals overall heavy corrosion, deterioration, and distortion, a5 well as
sepa.ralioh of the frames from the concrete openings. The project proposes to replace them

‘with new windows that replicate the existing sash proﬁle and glazmg pattem_ (Secretary )
Standard 6) : .

: Therefore, based upon the project’s consrstency with the Secretary of the Intenor Standards, and the fact
. that the project would not would result in a substantial adverse change to the historjcal resource, the
unpact was determmed tobe less-than—srgmﬁcant : ’

The proposed project would also not result in an fmpact to off-site hlstonc resources, Russell Street to the
south-and west of the slb]ect property is a potential histori¢ district of small scale residential buildings -
built between 1906 and 1908, with two buildings from the 1910s thiat together could be ehglble for listing
on the California Regrster Several buildings are listed on the 1976 Architectural Survey, and the Here
Today survey, and are premmed to be historic resources. The proposed pro]ect is adjacent to the
potential drsfnct within a building that is of a vastly different type, period, and method of construchon,
and could not be part of that architectural context.. The building is of a larger scale than the adjacent
Russell Street buildings, however, 1945 Hyde has been part of the fabric of the neighborhood for 90 years, -
-as it has served as a coml:mm.lt“5r parking garage for several decades. The proposed alterations to'the
' bqudmg would be minimally visible and, while an incremental change to the setting of Russell Street the
conversion arLd addition. would. not have a srgruﬁcant adverse effect on the mtegrrty of- the ad]acent :
' resources. '

: Hazards and Hazardous Materials -~ : .
‘The City has adopted an ordinance (Ordmance 253—86 signed by the Mayor on ]une 27, 1986) whrch
requires analyzing soil for hazardous wastes withiri specified areas, known as the Maher area, when over*
50 cubic yards of soil are to be disturbed and on sites specifically’ designated by the Director of Public
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“Works.2 The pro]ect 51te falls outside the bounda.ry of ﬂ'le Ma.her Ordmance and, therefore, would not be -
subject to this ordinarice. ‘ : '

A Phase I Environmental Site Aséses'sr'nertt (ESA) and soil sampling and analysis were prepared for the ‘
project site.’% ¥ The Phase I ESA reviews and summarizes previous enwronmental documents prepared
for other sites in dose proximity to the project site, lists current and | past operatxons TeVIEWsS.
environmental agency databases and records reports site recommnaissance observations, and discusses
potential contamination issues. The Phase 1-identified one recogpized environmental conditions

associated with the project site. Revxew of fire department records’indicate a permit was issuied on May 7,

1941 for the installation of one: 550-ga110n underground  storage tank (UST) which was reportedly
installed to replace one of two 285 —gallon UST's. A Notice of Application for a permit dated November

" 11, 1963 indicated that twp UST’s were to be removed from the subject property and replaced with two,

" 2,000 gallon gasoline UST's. Review of perinits from the Department of Public Health (DPH) indicates

that the two, 2,000-gallon gasoline UST's were removed from the project site on January 26, 1996: These

previously removed UST’s represent.a historical recogmzed environmental condition. Therefore, soil
sa:mplmg and analysis was conducted to determine if the UST’s resulted in contammahon of the so1ls on
the project site. Analytical results of the samplmg and analysis program indicate the soil to be excavated
did not contain any petroleum hydrocarbon constituents at or above the method reporting limits and the
‘metal concentrations were within background levels. Based on the analytical results of the soil samp[es
' analyzed, the 5011 is an unrestrictive Waste and rio specxal soil handling will be needed.”? ' '
* The results of the 5ol sampli_ng and analysis detémxiﬁed that that no ﬁxrther action is required for the site
and any potential impacts associated mth hazardous matenals from the prevmus UST’s would be less-
than sxgm_ﬁcant 16

k Building Asbestos. Due tq._the age of the existing structures, as'l.)estos-cohtainjn‘g,_ma_terials' may be found -
‘within the existing on-site structure proposed to be altered. Section 19827.5 of the California Health and
- Safety Code, adopted ]anuary 1, 1991, requires that local agencies not:issue demolition or. alteration
. permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance with notification reqmrements under applicable -
‘Federal regulations regarding hazardous air pollutants, including asbestos. The BAAQMD is vested by
the California Jegislature with authority to tegulate airborne pollutants, including asbestos, through both

12 The Maher Ordinance applies to that por'tion of the City bayward of the original high tide line, where past
industrial uses aﬁd fill assodated with the 1906 earthquake and bay reclairiation ‘often left hazardous waste
residtie in soils and groundwater The ordinance requires that soils must be analyzed for hazardous wastes if
inore than 50 cubic yards of soil are to be disturbed. . . :

8 Property Solutions Inc. Phase I Enwvirorunental Site Assessment for Parkmg Garage 1945 Hyde Streetand 22
Russell Street, San Francisco, California, March 5, 2009.
" Treadwell & Rollo, Soil Sampling and Analysis, 1945 Hyde Street, San Francisco, Cahfon-ua, N ovember 4, 2010,
' Treadwell & Rollo, November 4, 2010, Ibid
® City and County of San Frandisco Department of Public Health, Division of Ocmpa txonal arld Environmental

" Health, letter to Iohn Parker Willis, Green Garage LLC, November 12, 2010. This document is on file and available .

for pubhc review by appointment at the Planm_ng Department, 1650 Missmn Street, Suite 400, San Franusco, as

part of the project file 2010.0162E. .
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inspection and law enforcement, and is'to be notrﬁed fen days in advance of any proposed demolition or

abatement Work_ ‘

' Notiﬁcation includes thie names and addresses of operations ‘and persons responsible; deseripton and -
location of the_ébicture to be demolished/altered including size, age and prior use, and the approximate
amount of friable asbestos; scheduled starting and completion dates of deémolition or abaternent; nature of -
planned Wdrl_(vand methods to be employed; procedures to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements;
and the name and location of the waste disposal site to be used. The District randdmly inspects asbestos .
removal operations. In addifion, the BAAQMD will mspect any removal operatlon concermng whn:h a

. complamt has been received. - . -

The local office of the State Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) must be ﬁbﬁried of
" asbestos abatement to be carried out. ‘Asbestos -abatement contractors must follow state regulations .
contained in 8CCR1529 and 8CCR341.6 through 341.14 where there is asbestos-related work involving
100 square feet or more of asbestos eontairﬁng material Asbestos removal contractors must be certified
as such by the Confractors chensmg Board of the State of California. The owner of the property where
abatement is to occur must have & Hazardous Waste Generator Number assrgned by and registered with °

the Office of the California Department of Health Services in Sacramento. The contractor and hauler of " N

the material is requxred to file a Hazard ous Waste Manifest which details the hauling of the material from
. the site and the disposal of it. Pursuant to California law, the Department of Building Inspection (DBI)
would not. issue the reqmred perrmt untl the apphcant has complied wrth the notice requiremenits
described above.

* These, regulat:ons and procedures, already established as a part of the perrmt review process, would
ensure that any potential meacts due fo asbestos would be reduced to a Iess-than—sxgmfxcant level.

. Lead- Bused Paint. Because of the age of the exrshng burldmg it may contain lead—based interior or exterior
pamt' Demolition or alterations must comply with Chapter 34, Section 3407, of the San Francisco Building
‘Code, Work Practices for Lead-Based Paint on Pre-1979 Buildings and Steel Structures. Where there is
any work that may distirb ot remove lead paint on any building built on or before December 31, 1978, or
" any steel structures to which lead-based paint. disturbance or removal would occur, and exterior work

" would d1sturb meore than 100 square feet or 100 lmear feet of lead based palnt, Chapter 34 requires .

specific notification and work starrdards, and 1dent1fxe'~: prohrbrted work methods and penalﬁes

. : 1
Chapter 34 centains performance 's'tandards including establishment of containment b'arn'ers at least as

effective at protecting human health and the environment as those in the Department of Housing and .

Urban Development (HUD) Guidelines (ile most recent Guidelines for Evaluation and Control of Lead-
Baged Paint FHazards) and 1denhﬁe5 prohrbrted practices that may not be used in disturbance or removal ’
of lead- based paint. Any pexson performing work subject to the ordinance shall make all reasonable '
efforts to prevent migration of work debris beyond containment barners during the course of the work;

and any person performing regulated work shall make all reasonable efforts to remove all'msible lead-
parnt CEntamirrarit's from all regulated areas of the property prior to completion of the work. '
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The ordinance also mdudes nohﬁcahon qum.rements conterts of notice, and requxrements for sxgns

Notification includes notifying bidders for the work of .any paint inspection reports vetifying -the
presence or absence of lead-based paint in the regulated area of the proposéd project. Prior to
‘ commencement of work, the respons1ble party must provide written notice to, the Director of the
‘Department of Building Irispection of the location of the proposed project; the nature and approximate
square footage of the painted surface being dishirbed andfor removed; antlclpated job start and
' completion dates for the work; whether the responsible party has reason to know or presume that lead-
based paint is present; whether the. building is residential or nonresidential, owner-occupied or rental
property, approximate riumber of dwelling units, if any; the dates by which the responsible party has or
“will fu.lfﬂl .any tenant or ‘adjacent property notification requirements; and the name, address, telephone _
number, and pager number of the _party who will perform the work. (Further notice quuuements
include Sign When Containment is Required, Notice: by Landlord, - Required  Notice to Tenants,
Availability of Pamphlet. related to protection from lead in the home, Notice by Contractor, Early
Commencement of Work by Owner, Requested by Tenant], and Notice of Lead-Contaminated Dust or
' 'Soil, if apphcable } The ordinance contains provisions regarding inspection and sampling for comphance
by DBJ, and enforcement and descnbes penalties for non—comphance with the qumrements of the

ordmance

These regulations and procedures established by the San’ Francisco Bﬁilding Code would ensure that
potential impects associated with lead-based paint disturbance durir}g constructon activities would be
reduiced fo a level of insignificance. !

Aesfhehcs and Cormnumgy Character .
- Design and aesthetics are by definition sub]ecuve and open o mterpretaﬁon by dedsion- makers and .

~members of. the public. Under CEQA, a ‘proposed pro]ect wotild be considered to have a sxo-mﬁca.nt
adverse effect on visual quality only if it would cause a substantial and demonstrable negah\re change
The proposed project’s- specific building design. and aesthetic would be considered dunng the C1ty’s
Planmng approval and de51gn Teview process. :

The proposed project would conveit an ensbng parking garage into a mixed-use building with ‘seven.
‘residential units and a-ground-floor commercial space. Additionally, the pro;ect would construct a third
floor addition that would i increase the helght from 32 to 40 féet; however, this increase in height and
- . change of use would not substantlally alter the existing character of the stirrounding neighborhood, which
" s pnmanly two-to three—story multi-family residential buildings and mixed-use buildings with small- -
scale ground-floor commercial uses and resxdentxal above. While intensifying the use on the project site,
the proposed project would not add a‘new or visually inconsistent presence {0 fhe area. The proposed
building envelope meets plannmg code requirements for NC-1 zoning and 40- X he1ght ~bulk district..

The proposed pro]ect would be visible Erom w1thm the neighborhood of the- project site v1c1.mty . _
N particularly from the adjoining properfies to the pro]ect site. The change in views would not exceed that
. commonly expected in an urban setting and ‘would riot be considered an environmental mpact of the’

proposed pro)ect
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. Additionally, the pro}ect would comply with Planning Commission Resolution 9212, which prohibits the .
use of mirrored or reflective glass at the pedestrian level. Mirrored glass would not be used i the
building. The project’s lighting is consistent with exterior hghhng typical of other buildings in the project
V1cm1ty For these reasons, the proposed project would not generate obtrusive hght or glare that would
substantially impact othet properties. Light and glare would not be considered a significant impact 6f the
pro]ect_ Forthese reasons, the project would not have a significant’ lmpact on visual quality under CEQA

.Nelghborhood Concems '
A "Nol:tﬁcahon of l’ro]ect Rece1v1ng Envxronmental Review" was malled on June 14, ZDlD to owners and
. occupants of properties within 300 feet of the project site. The Department received several phone calls,
emails, and letters in response to this notice, Respondents requested to receive further environmental
review documenfs and/for expressed concerns regarding the proposed -project. Concems regardlng the
proposed pro]ect included: (1) the loss of short-term and long-term parking for residents and businesses
‘within the v1cuuty of the project site; (2) hazardous materlals impacts; (3) impacts to historic resources,
including the project site and adjacent historic dxstnx:ts (4) noise and air quality impacts from. the loss of.
parkmg and increased cars circling and looking for: parking; (5) noise imipacts from constructxon 6
compatibility with apphcable plans ‘and zoning; (7) land use impact; (8) aesthetics impacts; and (9)
pedestrian 1mpacts These issues were addressed in the discussion presented above. :

There were TUmMErous non—CEQA re]ated commemts' some of which are 'address‘ed in other stages of
projéct review stuch as consideration of project approvals or building permit review. They include the
~ following: economic issues, such as the loss of affordable housing from the loss of a neighborhood
' parking facility, impacts to the economy from the Joss of parking for surrounding. cornmercxal uses, and

o mmumty controversy and opposmon :

‘Conclusion : : .
CEQA. State. Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, allows for an exemptlon of an in-fill development' .
-meeting various conditions. As descnbed above, the proposed: pro]ect is an in-fill development that
would have no significant adverse environmental effects and would meet all the varous conditions
prescribed by Class 32. Accorchngly, the proposed project is appropnately exemnpt from CEQA under
Sechon 15332, . . - :

CEQA State Guidelines Sectiort 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used for ar

’ activity where there is a reasonable possibl:lity that the activity will have a signiﬁcanf effect on the
environment due fo unusual circumstances. There are no imusual circumstances surrounding the current .
proposal that-would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would
have no sxgruf]cant environmental effects and therefore, is approprlately exempt under Class 32 of- ’che
CEQA Guidelirzes. :
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- 1. Summary
Signiﬁcant ImpaCt——Requires Initial‘_.S tudy

The Russmn Hill Commumty Association reviewed the proposal for 1945 Hyde Street to add a fourth
story to the ex1stmg three story commumty parking structure and convert the 90-year-old actively used
community parkrng garage to 7 condominiums and approximately 860 squate feet of commercial street' -
plus 15 private, off-street parkmg spaces for the sole use of the condominium re51dents

Our study concludes that the proposed pro;ect would affect at least SIX primary areas of environmental
evaluatron contamed in the Crty s Initial Study Checklist. :

The proposed 1945 Hyde Street Adaptive Reuse Project would have a host of potentially significant
environmental effects under CEQA that require assessment in an Initial Study, not a Categoncal
Exemptlon and miti gat1on through pro;ect redesign in some cases.

Our study found the Hlstorrc Resource Evaluation’s conclusion questronable that renovation under the
_ Secretary of Interior’s Standards would be sufficient mitigation. Renovation to such standards would
. mitigate most adverse effects related to the building’s character-defining architectural and design features,
particularly the Hyde Street fagade, but such mitigation would not avoid the loss of the existing 90-year-
~ old community parking land use from the conversion to high-end residential. The historic land use itself
is one of the building’s historic characteristics, linking it to the surrounding historic residential uses
and to an important period in the development of San Francisco, the 1920s-era parking garages
and associated urban development. Somehow, the HRE alludes to this connection, but then dismisses

it, erroneously from our perspective.

As such, the proposed pI‘O_]CCt would have a significant and unavoidable l:ustorrcal resource rmpact from
the adaptive reuse conversion of i its historic community parkmg use to high-end residential. Therefore an
Environmental Impact Report 18 requrred which in turn requires the exploration of énvironmentally
sensitive alternative projéct proposals capable of substantially reducing or av01dmg the significant and

unavoidable historic resources impact. |

The proposed project also merits additional environmental study from 2 historic point of view because of

1945 Hyde Street’s role as one of a dwmdlmg bulldmg type throughout the City—1920-era garages--and

_ because the San Francisco Planmng Department has yet to take action to protect this threatened historical
resource citywide through the creation of a drsconuguous 1920-Era Parking Garage Historic District. The
absence of protection through such a district suggests the need for a precautionary approach to the
demolition of any unprotected potential historic resource--and ne1ghborhood parking land use asset--and
that of the 1945 Hyde Street building in partrcular in"order to avoid a potent1ally significant cumulative

_ lustonc resource impact. <L
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Not only does the HRE allude fo and lend support to such a potential district and to the 1945 Building’s
role in it, but one of the HRE’s references develops the point in detail. In his study “Educate, Preserye

. Retse: The Good (N ot Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco™ (the “Kessler Report;” see EXhlblt 1),
Professor Mark Kessler of the UmveISIty of Cahforma Davis notes:

“The gradual disappearance of these smaller—scale buﬂdmgs 1s the consequence of the city's growth and
modernization. .. Today, the most common reason for garages to be demolished is the development of the
properties for residential use. The motivation is greater financial retumn. If the site is zoned for blgger bulk,
full development of the property could reap substantial rewa.rds

: The Kessler Report further notes:

“When a garage is reduced to its facade it ceases to exist as an example of the building type...A building
may merit preservation not for its individual excellence, but for its continuity with other examples of the
type. The distribution of garages throughout the city, in nelghborhoods on opposxte ends of the economic
spectrumlike the Tenderloin and Russian Hill-is a fortultous source of barmony...

Lastly, the proposed project raises many proj ect review and design issues _that would need to be resolved
 satisfactorily before a project approval or disapproval decision could be made.-Sometimes, the remaining
issues after environmental review are findamental land use conflicts; as in thé casé of the proposed
projéct where an adaptive reuse.to residential is being proposed for an existing viable, yital, and historical
90-year community parking land use and asset. Often, the project review and design issues-remaining
 after environmental review and rrut1gat10n are of a finer grain nature than can be addressed in the
environmental review. For instance, the persistence of upsetting petiods of construction noise even after
compliance with the City’s Noise Ordinance, or the adverse urban design effects of adding more mass to
' an existing overly massive industrial structure set amidst a residential nelghborhood with ﬁner-gramed lot
patterns and bu1ldmgs if the environmental analysis did not find adding any mass at all a significant,
possibly urravmdable aesthetic impact. As a result, even if an environmental impact would be considered
reduced to 4 less- than-significant level in the environmental analysis, the residual impact may still be
" substantial and of concern to res1dents and planners in terms of urban desrgn aud 11vab1hty Allof these

issues are described in th1s response document.

" Tn summary, the proposed project would have a stgm'ﬁc’:ant and unavoidable historic resource impact and
an EIR is required as a result The additional issues are discussed in the document with supporting’
eXh_lblT.S ' -

Hlstorlc Resource Evaluatzon ‘

*  The 1945 Hyde Street Community Park:mg Garage building is mdzvrdually eligible as an historic
resource and would be a contributor to two potential historic districts because it’s land use is intricately
related to. the surrounding res1dences and itis an exemplary representahon of the 19203—era pa.rkmg

 garages.

*  The 1945 Hyde Street Community Parking Garage burldmg is not underutﬂlzed economlcally, and
' could be more intensely utilized for community parkmg if done properly.

«  The pro_]ect proposal ncludes addmg anew fou.rth story to the existing three- story garage wrth access -
to all parkmg levels from Hyde Street.

i
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* The 1945 Hyde Street Commumty Parking Garage bu11dmg 1s assocxated with hlstoncally mpoﬁant
- people, namely Jack Kerouac and Neal Cassidy. :

= The 1945 Hyde Street Community Parking Garage building’s 90 years of service is honored ma Board
of Supemsor Proclamation. :

T he Kessler Report:

= Provides the basis for creatmg a dJsconnguous 1920 Era Parkmg Garage Historic District and
" understanding why the 1945 Hyde Street Community Parking Garage building would be a contnbutor
bulldmg to the potential Russell Streef Reconstruction Period H1stonca1 District. :

Envzronmental Review: .
= Project Description — -the proposed prO_] ject would add a new fourth story to an ex1st1ng three story
community parking garage with'access to all levels from Hyde Street. v

" = Project Setting—the small but burgeonmg Hyde Street business district has found the hourly parkmg
offered at the 1945 Hyde Street Commumty Parking Garage building a boost for business and a ‘
depressant when niot available. !

- Compatlblhty with Existing Zomng

~ o Even after proposed pro_]ects fit within the broad brush controls of the Planning Code, they
require further refinement, often substantial, to adequately reflect the City’s intention codified
in its many applicable guiding policy and plamming documents with their associated,
‘ objectwcs policies, implementing programs, guldelmes and regulations.

o .Any pro_]ect’s helght should be measured before framing to ensure that the helght Iumt 18 110t
exceeded, as happens more frequently than it should. :

o Because the project has two principal facades, the driving pohces for land use and aesthetle
dCSIgIJ. requirements should apply to Russell Street as well as Hyde Street.

o Therange of urban design and 11vab111ty 1mpacts shiould be assessed for Russell Street, the
mid- block alley street and one of San Francisco’s nelghborhood treasures.

- Enwronmental Issues: - : : ‘ : \

o) Land use character and nezghborhood zmpact on the qu1et mid- block Russell Street and
surroundmg neighborhood. L

o Aestlzetrc view zmpacts from the full 360 degrees of pro_1 ject visibility .

o Aesthetic massing impact of adding any more mass on the existing excessively massive ‘
building, and associated issue of the s1gmﬁcance cntena in this case (any addition would be -

significant?).

o Aesthetic Light and glare issues from residential uses behmd large industrial windows facmg
" Russell Street and the rooftop appurtenances, the glass stairway penthouse m partlcular

o Historic resource impact from changing the 90—year historic land use from commumty
parking asset to high-end residential.

o T mnsportatz'on and Circulation

* _ The existing community parking garage meets, and has met along standing
community need for parkmg, and the City’s transit first policy does not include the
wanton reduction of ex1stmg neighborhood parking assets.

*  The proposed parking ingress and egress onto Russell Street Would create a
_dangerous circulation design feature.

.- Construction and staging would create dangerous congestion anc_l hﬁza:ds.
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*  Displacement of 60+ monthly parkers would increase on-street parking congestion,
peak-hour traffic congestion while seeking parking, and may decrease the
-affordability of the existing housing stock as some of those monthly parkers mstall ’
garages at their places of residence.

=  Displacement of the short-term hourly evening parkmg would increase parkmg and
" traffic congestion durmg peak evening periods and reduce business.

o Construction Noise would remain after complzance with the City’s Noise Ordinance, and
this could be further reduced with a range of best practices that should be incorporated into
~ the project as improvement measures. To do so however, requires more detailed analysis than
T " is typically conductcd In a routine Inmal Study, but which is not excephonal in CEQA
analys1s . .

Desfén and Project Review Issues:
o Negative Project Neighborhood Impact/No Neigl_iborheod or Citywide Beneﬁts.
o Eliminating Historic Neighborhood Parking Asset for Unaffordable Housing. ‘
o Displaces 60+’ Existing Off- street Parkers. |
o Increased Dlsplaced Parker Trafﬁc Congestlon
6 Business unpact ﬁom ehmmatmg Short—term Off- street Parkmg Supply.

o Accentuates Already-Excessive Bulk Impacts———should that be allowed as a nelghborhood
Tivability impact? .

-o  Construction Noise Assault on Ne1ghborhood even with comphauce W1th the City’s No1se E
Ordinance. :

o‘ Construction Traffic and Staging Nightmare.
0 . Creatinga 12/7/365; 100+ year, Light & Glare Spaceship.
o) Crea{tion of a Parking-Related Traffic Hazard.
o Added Reteﬂ Parking Demand Oifsets Benefit of Sidewalk Activation:

\

e Hyde Street O_Jff;street Parking'In/Eoress 1s clea-rly Superior..
«  Mdssing/Design Issues from an adaptive reuse of an existing buﬂdmg that is already excessively -
massive.

- " Minimal Russell Street Setback of Fourth Floor Residential Penthouse Add1t1on Would conflict
. substantially with the proposed Russell Street historic district and does not enhance Russell Street

_ The proposed project Would have substantial unavoidable meacts on this 51gmﬁcant historic resource and
. requires an Imt1a1 Study and Envuonmenfal Impact Report to address the issues. '
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2. Project Site and Description
Adding a Fourth Floor to an already Massive Structure

The Valencia Parking Garage at'1945 Hyde Street was builf in 1920 in response, as the Historical -
Resource .Evalﬁation- notes, to the parking needs of local residents. (HRE p. 9y . :

- “With the onset of widespread antomobile owﬁership. ..parking became a critical issue.in urban areas. It
quickly became obvious that street parking could not accommodate the increasing volume of automobiles.
‘Congestion was not relieved by residential garages, as most homes and apartment buildings did not have

22

them.

_ The Valencia Parkmg Garage has contmuously functioned as a parking garage for the commumty for the
. last 90- -years. Itis Russian Hill’s commumty parking fac111ty, servmg residents, retail customers and -

' ' tourists.

‘The three-story garage is accessed by ramps fron:_l Hyde Street to the first story which has 19 lined parking
spaces, the 3™ story with 23 lined parking spaces and the second street-level story with 15 lined parking
spaces which can accom.modate 30+ hourly customer, v151tor and tourist parkers. The structure has a

capacity well in excess of 60 vehlcles '

As the HRE states, “Early pa.rk'mg garage design followed established architectural language...In San
Francisco many garages adopted historicist vocabularies...” The Valencia Garage is heroic. It is massive
compared to the nelghbormg one and two story cottages on Russell Street. But it reflects the needs of the
times These new bulldmgs were easily mtegrated into the urban fabric.” (HRE p. 9)

The proposed project for 1945 Hyde Street would add a fourth story to the existing th'Iee story parking
structure and convert thé 90-year-old actively used parking garage to 7 condominiurns and approximately .
860 squaie feet of commercial étfeet plus 15 parking spaces for the sole-use of the condomiinium . -
residents. It would add an additional 7 feet in height to the Russell Street facade and leave a southwest
corner of the building at approximately 57+ feet — towermg over the post ea.rthquake cotftages wluch are

30 feet or less.
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3. Categorical Exemption —
Inappropriate Environmental Review Document )

" The proposed project would affect many prirhary areas of environmental evahation and could have a host -
" . of potentially significant environmental effects under CEQA that require an Initial Study and then either a
Negative Declaration or an Environmental Impact Report. The proposed project would require an EIR
- ratherthana Categoncal Exemptlon under CEQA S
s Because it would. change to resuientlal use a viable exrsnng community parking land
use, which is one of the building’s historic characterlstlcs that associates it with two
important periods of history and two potential historic districts (1) Reconstruction .
- Period Russell Street and (2) 1920s-Era Parking Gdrage, thereby making it eligible for
- listing in the California Register and a historic Resource Under CEQA.

: Tt_Lé proposed project §V0u1d require at léast an Initial Study and subsequcrit Negative Declaration, rather
than a Categorical Exemption because the proposed project Would: ' '
« Bavea significant, if not upavoidable hlstorlc resource xmpact from changing the
historic land use; :

* Have a significant, if not unavoidable cumulative historic resource impact related to
bemg a contrlbutory building to two differént potential historic districts, and

+ Causea range of other potentially significant environmental effects under CEQA
including land use character, neighborhood, aesthetic views, aesthetic massmg, aesthetic
hght and glare, transportation and c1rculat10n and constructmn noise. :

The preface of Resoluﬁon No: 14952 “Categgncal Exemptions from the Cahforma Envlronmental
Quahty Act,” adopted by the San Francisco Planmng Comnussmn on August 17 2000, notes:

“Where there is a reasonable p0551b111ty ofas significant effect due to. unu'sual circumstances’
. surrounding the project, it is not exempt even if it clearIy ﬁts one of the categorles '
(emphasw added)

- The preface goes on to note:

“A categorical exemption shall also not be used for a project which may cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.” (émphasis added) ‘

Therefore, the pr(;posed project doés ‘not qualify for a Categofical Exemption.
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4. Historical Resource Evaluation (HRE)
Deficient Examindtion of a Historical Resource
The Historic Research Evaluation of February 2010, while adequate from a general historic. perspectlve

is singularly deficient in addressing-the spec1ﬁc project at 1945 Hyde. The Valencia Parking Garage
appears to be individually eligible for the California Register as part of either the potential Russell Street

"' Reconstruction Period Historic District or of a potential discontiguous 1920s-Era Parking Garage Historic

District, orasa contributory building to either potential district. Curiously, this conclusion canbe drawn
‘from information in the HRE itself and one of its key references, the Kessler Report.(Exhibit 1), but is not
addressed in the HRE. ' . -

The HRE is aiso‘silent on one of the building’s key historic characteﬁstics its 90—years of continuous use
.asa neighborhood parkmg facility. This key aspect of the buﬂdmg I3 hlStOI'lC nature W111 belost forever
- with the proposed conversion to res1dent1a1 and retaﬂ uses. :

' The HRE also contains factual inaccuracies draws unsupported conclusions, omits noteworthy people -
and events, ignores the potential Russell Street Hlstonc District and its essential links to the parking
garage at 1945 Hyde Street and avoids mentlonmg or addressing substantive comments by Professor
Mark Kessler of the Umvel_'s1ty of Califomia, Davis in his report on San Francisco’s garage-buildings
presented to the San Francisco Planning Départment on December 11, 2008. These serious omissions

require further assessment and systematic presentation in an Initial Study.

Deficiencies of the Historical Resource Evaluation are noted below by the HRE Chapter headings.

I Summafy -~ :
1 945 Hyde Streetis a contrzbutor to the potentzal Russell Street Historic District aml environs
' contmry fo the HRE fi fi na'mgs (HREp.2)

The parkmg garage came into existence as a result of the needs of the dlstnct’s residents and because ,
' most homes and apariment buﬂdmgs did not have residential garages.” (HRE p.9). As such, even
though 1945 Hyde is not a residential use, it is a community land use extension of those residences,
and therefore, is an integral historic component of those residential uses, and possibly md1v1dually
ehg1b1e if not at least a contributory building, to such a potential historic dlstnct

“Early parking garage design followed established architectural language...” (HRE p.9) The pafking.
. garage at 1945 Hyde Street and others throughout the City are inextricably bound together with'the
neighborhoods they serve. They exist because of these neighborhoods. As the HRE states, “These
new buildings [parking garages], were easily integrated into the existing neighborhood fabric.” (HRE
p.9). As such, the 1945 Hyde bmldmg is a component of and contributor to any historic residential
district based on its long- standmg land use relationship to the surrounding residences.

~
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. Imtroduction —

1945 Hyde Street was always a fully utilized parkzng garage contrary fo the HRE f ndmgs (HRE
p. 2) .

The first and third floors of the ex1st1ng parking garage were fully occupled by 40+ monthly parkers.
Current residents note that there was often a Wamng list of two to ‘three years. In 2007, at the time of
- the retirement of the long time owners the first and third floors of the garage were fully occupied by
monthly. parkers (the second floor was an automotive repair shop) It was only when the rates for
monthly parking were more than doubled after the building was sold that monthly parking occupancy
diopped off. Furthcr with the right pricing policy and parking technology, the garage could hold =
many more cars, prov1d1ng an mvaluable service for surroundmg res1dences and hlgher 1nten51ty land

use.
V. Description A. Exterior — -

o 1945 Hyde Street is a three story plus sub- basement Structure contrary fo the butla'mg a'escrzptzon
in the HRE (HRE p. 4) The proposcd plans call for the addition of a fourth story with a mechamcal

pcnthouse

V. His'toric Context —

Business analysis of other parkmg garages zndzcates that even if tlze current monthly parking rates
were reduced by 25%, the parking garage could be eeonomzeally viable contrary to the statement in

the HRE (HRE p.11).
V]I Evaluation .of Historic Status & Associations with Peoplé -

The hzstorzcally elzgzble district and Russell Street in particular /zave szcmﬁcant associations wzth
historically important people contrary to the statement in the HRE (HRE p I17-18).

" One of the most famous beat photos of all time was taken on the south side of the 1945 Hyde Street
parking garage. Neal and Carolyn Cassady rented a home at 29 Russell Street in the winter of 1950-
51. Not only did Jack Kerouac visit them there he memorialized the visit in I:us book "On the Road",

© written in a manic three week period in April 1951. :

Dunng that visit, and before Carolyn threw them out, she snapped a photo of her lovers, in the sun on
the North side of the alley, against the parkmg garage. It is not visible in the cropped version, but they
stand in front of the steel sash and glass wmdow down low, that admits light to the garage's lower

level.

Justup thlef street, Barl Swensen retumed from WWII and launched a national/ international ice cream
store chain out of one comer. Marcel et Henri launched an infernational gourmet foods emporium
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from the opposité comner. And from a little gaﬁled house on Rﬁssell"Street, Jack lannched a cold war
* . miissile with his ultimate "buddy"” story that shook America from its post War conservative fank.

In addition, the City and 1C0_un’c§-f. of San Frascisco issued a Proclamation oh March 31, 2007 for the

retiring owners of the Valencia Parkjng Garage noting “Valencia Auto Service has provided parking

spaces in their garage for more than 40 automobﬂes over the years, thus rehevmg parking congestion
. in the nelghborhood ” (Exhibit4)

From 1920 to today, 1945 Hyde Street has been a linchpin for the area.

Deﬁnmg the attr1butes which hnk the $tructure to 1ts s1g111ﬁcance as an historic resource and to
" inclusion in two different historic districts solely in terms of design and building characteristics of
“scale, matenals -form, and building type” reduces an essent1al question of historical linkage to its
lowest comimon denominator and ignores threc other ehg1b1hty criteria of the Califoria and

Historical Registers.
IX. Contex't & Relationship ~

The 1945 Hyde Street buzldzng is assoczated wzth and connected 10 both the evolution of the

“automobile and to the reconstruction period contrary fo the statement in the HRE (HRE p-20)._To

" detach the structure from its primary.use, which was the support of the neighborhood’s parkmg needs, ‘
- is disingenuous to say thé least, and needs further evaluation. :

X. Evaluation of Project Speciﬁc Impacts under CEQA -

The HRE’s findings about the proposed project’s impact under CEQA are dependent in ltzrge
measure on the author’s detaching the Valencia Parking Garage from its surroundings and

ignoring the proposed project’s impact on its surroundings.

The most striking example of this approach is the fact that the report (and the proposed project’s
plans) pays lip service to the fact that 1945 Hyde has TWO facades: Hyde Street and Russell Street,
" The HRE does not address the irﬁpact on the narrow street with one and two story cottages of the
proposed 57+ foot wall at the southwest ¢orner of the proposed project. The same degte'e of study
and respect shotild occur on the Russell Street side of the proposal that was addressed on the Hyde
 Street facade. It could be argued that the issues driving site line and setback studies conducted for the
Hyde Street facade are even more accentuated for the Russell Street facade. Russell Street is one of -
San Francisco's urban resources, distinct i n character to our C1tys unique urban fabric and cultural -

history

“In summary, these issues need further assessment in the Initial Study and EIR. In particular, given the o
deficiencies in the Historic Resource Evaluation, the report’s conclusion that renovation under the
_ Secretary of Interior’s Standards weilld be sufficient mitigation is questionable. Renovation to such
standards would not avoid the loss of the existing 90-year-old community parking land use from the |
-conversioti to high-end residential land use. As such, the proposed project has a signiﬁcant and
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unavoidable historical résoufée impact. . As such, an EIR would be required, which in turn WOIﬂd require
* the exploration of envuomnental alternatives pro_]ect proposals capable of av01dmg the 51gn1ﬂcant and
unavoidable hlStOI‘lC resources impact.
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' 5. The Kessler Report?
A Signiﬁcant Potential Histori(:dl Parking Garage District -

. On December 11, 2008, Professor Mark Kessler and his class made a presentation to the San Francisco
Planmng Department on the lnstoncally important “Garage Buﬂdmgs of San Francisco.”” Whether it was .
cause and effect or not, the San Franc:lsco Planning Department initiated a study of Historic Garages but
restricted the study to those garages in and around San Fran01sco s Auto Row.

*In his study, Professor Kessler raises the_ issue of -“Typology,” noting that “A typological approach
encompasses the simultaneous awareness of the continuities and discontiriuities amongst the examples.”-

“Regarded indi‘}idually, these buildings would not be as special or noteworthy., _When the buildings are

- reframed as a g'roi'lp, they assume an importance that transcends individual ment, becoming urban in
scope....The notion of typology is incompatible with either the demolition of examples or their reduction to-
stage sets that afe preserved only to maintain the contmulty of the street.. ‘

“The typological approach extends protections o anonymous buildings and works against their isolation. It
-substitutes relationship for attribution and/or architectural distinction as the source of value. A building
may merit preservation not for its individual excellence, but for its continuity. with other examples of the
_ type The distribution of garages throughout the city, in neighborhoods on opposite ends of the economic o
spectrum — like the Tenderloin and Russian Hill — 1s a. fortu1t0us source of harmony that the typologwal '
approach recogmzes and celebrates. , :

We may glean valuable insights into the collection as a whole, and into our history and heritage, thiough
the preservation of the entire collection—and other collections just like it. Yet older buildings are ev'eryday
threatened by bland new construction. If we “go with the flow” and abandoen the past, we cede the high
moral ground and encourage the process by Wthh our cities lose autheut1c1ty and all look ahke ? (Kessler

p15- 16)

The Valenc1a Parking Garage at 1945 Hyde street is included in the Kessler study in exhibit A- 8 as an
example of the “Gothic- Type of San Francisco garages. . ’

' In a June 30, 2010 email to the RHCA 1945 PIO_]CCt Team Professor Kessler notes “Yes, the garage at
. 1945 Hyde is a beauty »

b Mark Kessler is an Assistant Professor at the Unlversxty of Cahforma Davis, where he teaches studio classes in
- interior architecture. He is an architect and was a founding partner of the architectural firm FACE. In 2008, he was
awarded a research grant from the Amerl_can Institute of Architects. His article, "Educate, Preserve, Reuse: The
Good (Not.Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco," appears in the AlA Report on University Research, Vol. 4
(Exhibit 1). Professor Kessler is presently working ona book about the hxstoru:lst garage structures of San
Franc15co ) =N
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As part of the Environmental Review process it is essential that the Planning Department determine how
it intends to address the historic nature of San Francisco’s garages and consider the proposed pro_]ect
within this context of building type and ongmal use. _

In pamcular the’ buxldmg s }:ustonc parking land use must be fully described and evaluated in relauonsmp
to its eligibility for listing in the California Register and being considered a historic resource under CEQA
due to its association with important historic periods and people. Not only will the proposed residential
project create a significant and unavoidable historic. land use meact with the conversion to residential and
retail uses, but it will rip out a 90-year historic land use that not only served many of the surroun&mg
residences and businesses, but whose existence as a° commumty parking asset mﬂuenced the design of

many of those residences.

The conversion of land use and loss of this historic characteristic of the building will require an EIR and

_overriding considerations should the proposed project ultimately be approved.
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6. Environmental Review -
Potentially Signiﬁcant Impacts

For ease of review, the comments on the Envuonmental Rev1ew follow the outhne stlpuiated in the
“Initial Study” checkhst used by the Planmng Department :

Al Pr0] ect Descrlptron

The proposed project for 1945 Hyde Street Would add a fourth story to the exrstmg three story. parkmg ‘
structure and convert the 90- year—old actively used parking garage to 7 condominiums and approximately
. 860 square feet of commercial street plus 15 parkmg spaces for the condominium residents. The plans
indicate a rooftop open space, but do-not describe the full set of its features; including the presence,
height, design of safety fencing and other Planning-Code permitted features.

B, Project Setting

Thel proposed project is located dn the west side of the Hyde Street cable car line, between Union and
Green Streets at historic Russell Street. The area is residential with a burgeonmg nelghborhood business
district that benefits from the hourly parkmg on 1945 Hyde Street’s: ﬁrst floor.

C. Compatlbrhty Wlth Exrstmg Zoning

Although the proposed project appears to fit Wrthm most zoning controls, aside from the excepuons
requiring conditional use or variance (excessive parking places requested, limiting and splitting the -
requrred rear yard, possibly exceeding lot srze) ‘the fit is less obvious in terms of General Plan pohcy and
* other planning requirements and guidelines. As the San Francisco plannmg community knows, the -
Planning Code prescribes onIy a first-cut, broad envelope of permitted development. This development
outline requires-the Planning Department to further shape individual préject proposals in line with all of
the City’s goals and values so that the projects work in their partrcular contexts to achieve the City’s -
overall goal for its physical development: -creating, maintaining, and enhancing good urban design and
\llvab111ty Those collective goals and values, the City’s spirit and intention, are articulated in the gurdmg
objectives and policies of the General Plan, Sustainability Plan, various area plans, etc., that codify the

. City’s values and intentions for the physical development of its private and public realm. ‘Thus, the -

required assessment in the Initial Study of Compliance with Zoning and Plans will be a first step in
‘identifying the full set of relevant City goals and policies required to further refine the 1945 Hyde pI‘O_]CCt
proposal. This information is also used by the project review team to refine the pro_1ect proposal n
support of an mformed project approval dec1s1on e

Of primary concern in any zoning revrew is compliance with the 40- Foot Height limit in the Russran Hrll
District and Nej ghborhood Land Use Compat1b111ty '
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40—F_oat Height Compliance. -In 1961 the Fontana Towers, “2-17 story slabs of concrete” rising near

" Aquatic Park caused a public outrage followed by major battles over proposed constfuction projects.. In

. 1972 a height limit of 40 feet was enacted on Russian Hill. The 40 foot height limit is sacrosanct on -
- Russian Hill. Plans at each step of the proposed project and building permit approval process should be

validated that this limitation is clearly respected and articulated, and will be achieved by following the

plans. Any project should be measured before framing to ensure that the-hclght limit is not exceeded,

. Neighborhood Land Use C"omp.atibility How does the pfoposed project relate to the applicable set of
guidelines from the Utban Design Element, the Residential Design Guidelines, and other plans, pohcles
- and regulations? Which guidelines would be violated and which design solutions would be required to
address them? What does the set of applicable guidelines say about the project proposal and required
_ rede51gn to work on the site and in the nelghborhood? g :

-E. Evaluation of Environmental Effects
1) Land Use and Planning
The propo&cd broject would have a substantial impact zgpon the existing character of the vicinity.

The,proposed project j ecpardi'ies the land use character and associated historic nature.of Russell Street
and the potential historic district surrounding it.

Russell Street is a quiet alley of sraall scale, post earthquake cottages. Itis one of the areas the HRE
describes as contributidg “...to the quiet and occasionally quasi-rural atmosphere of Russian Hill.” (HRE

. p-6) The seventeen'homes on Russell Street were built between 1906 and 1908. (ExhiBit 2) The mass of
the Valencia Parking Garage is substantial and additional helght adds additional mass that has a
substantive adverse effect on surrounding buildings

~ Given the downward slope of Russell Street, the1je; isa disjuncfion between the one and two story cottages

‘no higher than 30 feet on Russell Street and the 40 foot height allowed on H)?de Street, and the almost 60 .
feet which would be at the southwest corner of the proposed project on Russell Street. The garage is .
already out of scale to the small cottages which characterize Russell Street and are so valued in the HRE.
By adding a fourth floor and carrying it to the roof edge without a setback this proposed project only. !
exacerbates this dlscontmmty of scale. This is worthy of note because Russell Street retams a large
proportion of post earthquake construction and would qualify as a historic district for the Cahforma
Register of Historical Resources. -

Although the Planning Code genencally allows a chancre of Iand use within the NC-1 d1stmcts does the -
City need an adaptive reuse project on the proposed proj ect site and in the Russian Hill neighborhood that
changes a 90-year-old, viable, high-demand, eX1st1ng community parkmg land use into seven high-end
residential condorrumums‘7 Does the City need to increase the mass of an already excessavely massive
building? Would that be the highest and best value for the city for land use at that site? Would that change
be consistent with a myriad of other values, obj ectives, policies, guidelines, and regulations for land use
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at that site and for oitywide_com'mimity benefit? Would the proposed adaptive reuse increase or decrease
" the quality of urban design and livability of the Union/Hyde Neighborhood’7 Beyond this key value issue
" with which the Planning Commission must wrestle, there are a range of other projgct desrgn, review, and

approval issues that would require proj ject redesign or resolution’ otherwise. ' .

" 2) Aesthetics

The proposed project ‘would substantzally degmde the existing visudl quality of the site and its.
surroundings. .
Visual/View Impact. The aesthetlc Vlsual effect on the surrounding neighborhood, mcludmg view
blockage of the proposed fourth floor and the penthouse staircase, is hard to grasp. Existing elevations in .

- the plan set portray unrealistic views from Russell Street and omit views from other important vantage

poi;lts. The fourth floor addition, including modeling of the proposed rooftop appﬁrtenances,‘ requires
comprehensive assessmient from all key public and private vantage points before a determination of
environmental iﬁlpact can be adequately made. In any; case, this information would be necessary
independently for an adequate proj ect review and an informed decision over project approVaI.

Massing/l)esign Issues. One trieky design issue for this project is the combination of the permitted 40-
: foot-hei-ght on the downward slope to the West, and the large over-sized lot. The combination creates an
excesﬁsi{rely massive existing building. Such a structure would'otherwise not exist if development had
occurred on normal-sized lots, which would have resulted in a gradual steppmg up of building height,

" with rooﬂmes reflecting the topography. Instead, we have a massive exrstmg structure that creates an
excessrve cliff-like transition to the normal—sued Iots on Russell Street in direct violation of all deS1gn
principles discussed in the City’s Urban Design Element the Re51de11tlal Design Gurdehnes and other
design-related Clty codifications. ; '

_ Impact on Russell Street. The project proposes to add about 7 feet of height and assocmted mass to an
already excessively bulky structure, thereby exacerbating the urban design massing and burldmg
transition issues on Russell Street—one of San Francisco quaint mid-alley-street urban design treasures
and neighborhood. The environmental issué is whether adding any mass at all, e.g., the fourth floor

. ‘residential penthouse addition, would be a significant aesthetic impact under CEQA, or, Signiﬁcant or-not,
_ WOlﬂd require some redress urtder the City’s applicabl'e goals, obj ectives,- policies, guidelines, and codes?

The impact of the vertical wall of frosted glass on the south (Russell Street) side of the mechamcal

y penthouse/stamvell is unknown.

Impact on Union Street. The inordinately large staircase penthouse adds a monolith to the south side of
Union Street rising over 50 feet and dominating the view from the north side of Union Street.

" Light & Glare Impact. The proposed project, with its residential occupancy, the large windows of
existing floors fronting Russell and Hyde Streets, the new fourth ﬂoor residences, and the mechanical”
" penthouse/ staircase réoftop addmon create the potential for s1gn1ﬁcant nighttime light and glare- unpacts
" Such impacts are listed in the City’s Initial Study Checklist Topic Item 2.d: “Would the project: ... Create
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a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely affect day or mghttn:ae views in the atea
or which would stbstantially impact other people or propertles?” As such, the proposed project’ s light
and glare impacts require assessment in the Initial Study. The Project Sponsor should provide examples in
San Francisco where 4 comparable design exists so that impact can be evaluated. Leff unassessed, the
imagination goes to the newly renovated bu11dmg appearing as an a11-perva51ve glowing alien spacécraft
invading the neighborhood 24/7/3 65 for the next 100+ years before the next bu11d1ng renovation pro_] ect
would occur at the site.

3) Ho ﬁ sing
Ti he proposed project wzll adversely affect the aﬁ’ordabzlzty of housmg on Russian HilL

For almost a century the Valencia Parking Ga.rage prov1ded from 40 to 60 off-street parkmg spaces for
the automobiles on Russian Hill, The existence of this Russian Hill community parking facility
alleviatéd the pressure for persons to construct garage additions to the existing houses and bmldmgs on

' Russian Hill. Consequently the existence of the Valencia Parking Garage forestalled the construction of .. -

garage facilities in the existing housing structures on Russian Hill. When a garage is constructed in an
existing housing: structure-on Russian Hill, this inflates the market value of that structure by $100,000+/-.

for each off- street parking space added to the housing structure. Thus, the existence of the Valéncia
Parkmg Garage over the past century contributed to mamtammg the- emstmg affordablhty of housmg on-.
Russian Hill. .

The loss of approximately 60 parkmg spaces in thls commumty parkmg fac111ty over time will adversely
meact the affordablhty of housing on Russian Hill.

5) Transportation and Circulation ,
T ransportati'on, T raﬁ‘ic and Parking issues ofcoﬁcern are identified

Parking Garage meets a nelghborhood need. The parking garage at 1945 Hyde StIeet was bullt atatime
when automobile ownership was’ growing and parkmg became a critical issue because street pa.rkmg
could not accommodate the volume of automobiles and most homes and apartment buildings did not have
garages. This same sifuation occurs today. There is a need to address if not accommodate the need for

parkmg facilities. i

The City has accommodated that need with pubhc parkmg at Bush and Polk and’ W1th two facilities in the
.Cow Hollow area, among others. These new faCLhtles have gained a negative aesthetic reputation, desp1te

landscaping and vines crawling up the s1des

~ Valeéncia Parktng Garage is Russmn Hill’s de facto commumty parklng facdity. The pa.rkmg garage at
1945 Hyde Street has the capacity to contmue to meet the needs of 40+ monthly parkers (poss1b1y more
with modem stacker-technology) and 30 to 40 hourly parkers

~
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' Parking IngTess—EgTess would be a Dangerous Circulation Design Feature. The parking access off
Russell Street i$ not simply an issue of ingress-egress geometry, but of traffic loading onto Russell Street,
with an increase in cars circling the mid-block streets to access the garage. Ingress -Egress directly onto

-Hyde Street would be preferable to the use of two streets, and would reduce the long-standing existing’
arrangement to one of the existing three driveways. The proposed parking egress and ingress onto . ‘
Russell Street at the mtersection of Hyde will create a traffic hazard as cars trying to enter Russell Street

meet cars trying to exit the garage, or even enter the garage simuitaneously. The new off- street parker— '
residents will interfere with theé high volume of two- -way, often. speedmg, through traffic on narrow, two-

- lane Hyde Street, including the frequent passage of the Hyde Street-cable cars and illegal parking on Hyde

Street in the Cable Car ﬁght of way or in the middle of Russell Street at Hyde While patrons drop off and

pick up their dogs from the do g grooming business. The irlterferenc:e will create dangerous traffic

conditions for autornobiles and'pedestrr'ans, alike. The potential traffic increase on the mid—bloc}c Rus_seII-

Street will be out of scale to a hgid-block street’s transportation function as codiﬁed in the General Plan;

thereby creating traffic safety issues for neighbors-and families as they use the street for recreation, '

. 'soc1allzmg, and other- aspecfs of the pubhc open space asset that such streets have in a large, hvable City

like San Francisco and as identified and protected in the General Plan.

Constructioh Traffic: and Staging C'ongesiion and Hazards. Increased constructiori truck trip traffic’
related to the Iarge scale renovation of a building already out-of-scale for the neighborhood would . '
increase congestion and hazards on Hyde, Union, and Russell streets beyond Jevels of more construction
projects on more typically-sized buildings in the nelghborhood, and even those appropriate-scaled levels
of construction i_ulpacts are unacceptable. Construction worker parking would exacerbate the already
difficult daytime parking‘ situation for neighbors on Russell and surrounding streets. Materials and supply
staging, supplying, etc., would also create unacceptable congestion, noise, and drsruptron of

net, ghborhood living.

Displaces 60+ Existing Off-street Parkers. The project would displace 60+/- existihg off-street
neighborhood parkers (and there is capacity for more) thereby reducmg the supply of off-street parkmg
and i mcreasmg competltlon for on street parkmg ) :

Increased Displaced-Parker T rafﬁc Congestzon The dlsplaced nelghborhood parkers will i mcrease
traffic congestion and associated hazards and safety issues dunng peak hours as they 01rcle the.
neighborhood leoking for pa.rkmg

Elimination of Short-term Oﬂ “street Parking Supply The 1945 Street parkmg facility began prov1dmg
short-term parkmg ‘during the afternoon and evenings two years ago, which has been a boon to nelghbors
entertaining their friends and to patrons of the local busmesses and restaurants

6) Noise

The proposed project would cause temporary or periodic increase in ambzent roise levels in the project
vzczmty above levels axzstmg without the prOJect.
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Constrz_zction'Noi_se, Materials Management, and-PrableI'n—Solﬁing' Plan. The demolition, excavation,
interior constmctiorr, and addition of the fourth floor in such a massive stricture relative to the
neighborhood presents a special set of substantial construction noise; méteﬁal_s, and logistics issues. What
specific comstruction noise sources would potentially eXceed the SF Noise Ordinance? Even if the ° _
ordinance would not be exceeded, what sources would be an exceptional and unwanted disturbance to _
adjacent residents, how frequently, and oVer"what time period? What speciai measures would the project
sponsor take to reduce peak construction norse to no more than 45 dba at the adjacent Russell, Union, and
Hyde.Street property lines? What level of noise attenuation will be achieved? Will there be a construction
. complaint phone hne set up with DBI to facilitate fast problem solving should problems arise?

After all, surrounding buﬂdmgs are mostly 50- 100 years old and do not possess modern wall or Wmdow
insulation. As a résult, they provrde little attenuation of air borne noise flowing into residential mtenors
(m direct contrast to a key assumptlon of the City’s Noise Element), and they should not bear the burden
of mitigation for an adjacent constructlon n01se impact, nor suffer the pain of that construction noise;
particularly when there is a range of best practices construction methods, beyond those recommended in . -
the SF Noise Ordinance, for on-site noise attenuation. These issues, their regulator.y requirements, -and

any special exceedances, significant impacts, or unacceptable nuisances require assessment in the Initial
Study and identification of required mitigation measures, monitoring procedures problem—solvmg

procedures, and Lrnprovement measures.

T 19) Mendatory-ﬁndings of Significance

This project needs to be considered W1thm the context of the City’s strateglc plan for the hrstorlc garages
of San Francisco. Once lost it cannot be recaptured.
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7. Non Environmental
Project De51gn Review, and Approval Issues

Beyond the envnonmental issues requiring assessment and mitigation through CEQA the

- proposed project raises a set of project design, review, and approval issues. Although the
Planning. Code generically allows a change of land use within the NC-1 districts, does the City
need an adaptive reuse project on the proposed project site and in the Russian Hill ne1ghb0rhood
that changes a viable, high-demand, existing community parking Jand use that has been in
operation for 90-years into seven high-end condominiums? Is that the highest and best valie for
the city at that site. Is that change consistent 'with a myriad of other values, objectives, policies,
guidelines, and regulations for land use at that site and for citywide community benefit? Would
that increase or decrease the quality of urban design and livability of the Union/Hyde
Neighborhood? Beyond the key values i issue with which the Plam]mg Cormmsswn must wrestle
there are a range of other pro_] ect des1gn, review, and approval issues. -

1. Negative Project Impact/No Benefits. One problem with the proposed pro;ect is its extensive set
of nelghborhood and citywide unpacts without any offsettmg benefits. o

a. Eliminating Historic Neighborhood Parking Asset for Unaffordable H, ousing. The
- project changes a 90~ -year-old (historic) neighborhood parking land use asset into seven
- units of unaffordable housing with more than the permitted one private, off-street parking
space per unit in-a city that needs ne1ghborhood parkmg and affordable housing, and that’
champions transit first. ~

b. Displaces 60+ Existing Off-street Parkers. The project displaces 60 existing off-street
neighborhood parkers (and there is capacity for more), thereby reducing the supply of
off-street pa:kmg and increasing competmon for on street parkmg

" c. Increased Dzsplaced -Parker Traffic Congestion. The dlsplaced neighborhood parkers .
increase traffic congestion during peak hours as they circle the neighborhood looking for

parking.

d. Increase Unaffordable Hozlsing, both in the new units, and in existing residences when
residents add parking garages as replacement parl(_mg : :

. e. Elimination of Short- term Off-street Parking Supply. The 1945 Street parlcmg facxl1ty
~ began providing short-term parking during the evenings two years ago, which has been a_
boon to neighbors entertammg their friends and to patrons of the local businesses and
-restaurants. :

£ Accentuates Already—Excesszve Bulk Impacts The proj ject adds height and mass with an
~ entirely new fourth floor to a building that is already excessively massive and too tall for
the neighborhood context in general, and to the quaint mid-block Russell Street in )
particular, The existing cliff-like transmon from l945 Hydeto Russell Street is already a
. .violation of urban des1gn .

g. Construction Noise Assault on Netghborhooi The project would add a COuple years of
ungodly construction noise in the renovation of an out-of-scale industrial structure in the
midst of a 100-year old neighborhood whose dwellings mostly do not have the front-wall

. insulation or glazing to attenuate such noise adequately Unfortunately, the standard
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environmental mitigetion measure, compliance with the city’s Noise Ordinance, typically -
will not attenuate noise sufficiently to meet the City’s land use noise policies in the
' Envn’onmental Protectlon Element of the General Plan.”

‘b. Construction. T raffic and Staging Nzohtmare Increased construcﬁon truck trip traffic
" related to the large-scale renovation of an out-of-scale building for the neighborhood
. ificrease congestion and hazards on Hyde, Union, and Russell streets beyond levels of |
more construction projects on the smaller, more typically-scaled buildings in the
- neighborhood, and even those impacts from cénstruction on the appropnate—scaled
buildings are unacceptable. Construction worker parking would invade the already
difficult daytime parking conditions for neighbors on Russell and surrounding streets.
Materials and supply staging, supplying, etc., would also create unacceptable congestmn
noise, and disruption of neighborhood 11V1ng

i Creating a 12/7/365, 100+ year, nglzt & Glare Spaceship. The light and glare
emanating from the glass walls of the new fourth floor, from the other floors’ residential
uses with their Iarge industrial windows facing Russell Street, and the rooftop, would
create the irritating spectacle of an alien space ship invading the neighborhood each

_ night, 365 days of the year for the next 100+ years of this new land use, even with
compliance with the City’s hghtmg ordinance. :

I Creation of a Parking-Related Traffic Hazard. The proposed parkmg egress and ingress
onto Russell Street at the intersection of Hyde will create a traffic hazard as cars trying to
-enter Russell Street meet cars trying to exit the garage, or even enter the garage .

. simultaneously. The new off-street parker-residents will interfere with the high volume of -
two-way, often speeding, through traffic on narrow, two-lane Hyde Street, including the
frequent passage of the Hyde Street cable cars and illegal parking on Hyde Street in the
Cable Car right-of-way and in the uuddle of Russell Street at Hyde while patrons drop off
and pick up their dogs from the dog grooming business. The potentially increased traffic.
on the mid-block Russell Street will be out of scale to a mid-block street’s transportation - -
function as codified in the General Plan. As a result, the project would create a traffic ~
safety issue for neighbors and families as they use the Russell Street for recreation, :
socializing, and other aspects of the public open space asset that such streets have in a
large, livable City like San Francisco and as identified and protected 1 in the General Plan.
Similarly, trafﬁc dangers and safety issues would be created on Hyde Street.

k. Added Retail Parkmor Demand Offsets Benefit of S idewalk Activation. The commercial
benefit of activating the 30 or so feet of existing sidewalk length presently taken up with
the existing garages entrances and exits would be more than offset by the increased '

. congestion caused by adding parking démand related to the retail uses, only some of
which would be met by the three off-street parking spaces provided by the proposed
project. The rest of the demand would need to be met with the project-reduced on-street
parking supply. In addition, the proposed off-street parking egress/ingress would not |
eliminate interference with pedestrian traffic along the newly activated sidewalk, as-that
pedestnan traffic crosses Russell Street at the very pomt of mgress/egress mto the
proposed parking garage. -

' 2. Hyde Street Off-street Parking In/Egress is clearly Superior The clear preference of the .
Neighbors is for the entrance to the parking, if there is to be any off-street parking, to be on Hyde .
Street at the southeastern corner of the building. Such a location would eliminate the extra traffic
on Russell Street, the interference, and congestion with existing traffic on Russell Street, would
still activate a majonty of (about 80 percent) of the ex1st1ng buﬂdmg frontage, substantially
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reduce or. elumnate mterference with traffic on Hyde Street. Overall the Hyde Street ingress-
egress for the proposed off-street parking is a supenor option.

3.. Massmg/Desxgn Issues. Please see the discussion above, of the same topic, and under the
' Historic Resources topic in the section above on “Environmental TImpact Review Issues for the
~ Initial Study.” The massing and design issues are articulated in many of the City’s Urban Design

Element Gereral Plan objectives and policies, Residential Design Guidelines, and other
codifications of the City’s values and goals for physical development. One of the Planning
Department’s resp0n51b111t1es is to develop further project proposals-from the gross fit with

- zoning requirements and developers’ maximniized real estate value proposals to the finer
articulation required for a project to “work”. in its particular-site conditions and neighborhood
context. This further development is required so that the proposed project would make the -

. maximum contribution to the livability; design, and urban functionality of the City’s physical
development. The direction for such refinement is contained in the City’s many planning and
design-related ob_]ectwes policies, and gu1delmes

4. Russell Street Setback of Fourth FIoor ReSIdentlaI Penthouse Addition. The proposed fourth
. floor conflicts substantlaﬂy with the proposed Russell Street Historic District. Adding an
additional seven feet of height to the south facade of 1945 does not enhance the street.

- All of these design issues and concerns of the neighborhoodfequire further project conditions and/or
rede31gn in order for the proposed project to reflect the set of the city’s objectwes and values for good
‘ ne1ghborhood urban design and livability. '
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- 8. Exhib_its

- Exhibit 1: Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve Reuse The Good (Not Great) Garage .
Bu11dmgs of San Francrsco” o

“Exhibit 2: Historic Russell Street — Assessment Cluster — Sitex Data Corp
Exhibit 3: Significant People: — Cassady & Kerouac

_ 'Exhibit 4 S1gmﬁcant Event -- Crty and County of San Francisco — Proclama‘uon for
: Valencra Parking Garage March 31 2007 '

Exhibit 5:- Slgmﬁcant Ne1ghborhood Impact Russell, Umon and Hyde Streets

Exhjb‘it 6: Hlstorlcal Significance
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preéer\}e, Reuse:

- The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco™ Unedited Draft
— T . : : ~ not for distribution

AlA Report on University Research

Preface
This paper examines parking and repair garages built on the streets
of San Francisco between the Great Earthquake and the Great Depression. It also docurnents a

. related study undertaken by students in my undergraduate studio class at UG Davis, who were

assigned particular buildings to research, document and analyze. The study includes demolished
and existing garages, as well as buildings adapted to new uses. Towards the end of the quarter,

- students developed original adaptive reuse designs for buildings they had researched. A sampling

of the study, along with three reuse designs, is compiled as an Appendix at the end of this paper.
On December 11, 2008, the students made a presentation to the San Francisco Planning

Department (SFPD). Taking the research outside the classroom and participating in the civic

arena was a central pedagogical goal. Hopefully, the experience will encourage the students to

become politically engaged as design professionals. I S

- This study is not comprehensive in scope, as there are too many buildings for twenty-five

students to cover in a ten-week studio course. However, the Appendix does constitute a

._ representative sampling of the building type, and the scope is fleshed out by photographs
- included in the body of this paper. Note: numbered references to figures in the Appendix are -
' preceded by the letter "4." S S '
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark 'Kes_s!e'r, “Educate; PreSEEVe, Reuse:
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco”

The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco

Figure 1: 7.
Urban Context

Sight unseen, many would assume garages to be
“amongst the least deserving of attention, study and
preservation. While the buildings are presented in a
manmer that suggests an somage to an overlooked
aspect of architectural history, the goal is not a
revision of the historical record. The garages are
emiployed as a foil to argue in favor of increasing
the scope and- nature of our tommitment to

architectural preservation. So, while this work is-

undertaken - with genuine affection for these

particular buildings, it also exemplifies an approach .

that has more general application. The same
arguments apply to the erntire gamut of low-brow
historicist structures located - on city streets,

including bariks,. theaters, utility buildings, train

" stations, piers and warehouses. Ultimately, the goal
is, to preserve the unique character, scale and
-diversity of our cities. ]

Why. are these buildings worthy of consideration?
They possess character by virtue of age, scale, use,
structure, material, composition, style,
omament,. The fagade often exerts a monumental
presence, interrupting - the flow of continuous
building fronts that define the street (Fig. AS5).
These are extraordinary buildings in ordinary
contexts.

The - facades-—whﬂe—collar compositions for a
blue—colla: use--are semiotically rich and allusive.
.Most are symmefrical and employ classically-
derived elements to emphasize the

‘and -

center. |

History Center San Francisco Public Library.

" Oftentimes presenting a portal to the strect, the
facades recall triumphal arches, train stations, and
the pier buildings along San Francisco's
Embarcadero. Based upon Renaissance, Baroque,
Gothic, dnd Mission-style precedents, these facades
exemplify the inventive mix of styles that is tYp1cal .
of academic eclecticism (Fig. A7) .
.The garages are the improbable heirs to several

grand architectural traditions. The same Beaux-Arts

 architectural principles and City Beautiful
ambitions that guided the design of the city's larger
civic buildings and transportation hubs are applied
to these smaller buildings. The" designers of this
new building type looked to older; local precedents
for; inspiration. Moreover, both the garage and these
local precedents share a common heritage-in 19th-
century structures that . fuse the neo-classical
compositions of the architect with the structural
feats of the ergineer. .

Present Situation

- The garages are old, industrial and retail, and, not
.surprisingly--they are vulnerable. Despite the odds,
most have not fallen into disuse and continue to
¢ontribute to the economic and street life of the
~city. Convenient to locals and flexible in layout, -
these buildings continue to facilitate small anto
repair and parkmg busmesses eighty to ninety
years after . construction. This' is remarkable,
-considering the technological advancement in
automobile design over this span, and the changein
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the garage business from one based on repair to one

of maintenance and upkeep.

Roughly, half of the 300 garages listed in the
1928 city directory “still stand.?> The majority of
those are still used for parking or repair: However,
most have undergone modifications that have
altered their outward appearance for the worse,
- including the stripping of omament, removal of
parapets, widening of garage doors, and the
- addition of standard doors. Modem fabric awnings
that obscure composition and ornamentation are
ubiquitous in the Tenderloin (Fig. A9: 460 Eddy).
A bulldmgs neglect hastens its demise, as its
present condition, and not its original design, is the

basis for assessment by government agencies. Who -

‘would guess, for example, that the shabby garage at
740 O'Farrell once looked as stately as it did. (Flgs
1-2)?

Since jgarages are less monu.mental and far more
DUmMErous, demohshmg one does not provoke the
same level of concern or scrutiny -that would a
proposal to raze a major transportation hub, like
San Francisco's Ferry Building. However, as a
group.of buildings that are part of the transportation

and cultural history of the city, they should not be

“taken for granted.
The gradiial disappearance of these smaHer—scale

buildings is the consequence of the city's growth .

and modernization. Judging from the consistently
good-to-excellent quality of the demolished garages
~ for which there are photographs,” it appears that
many additional fine examples have been lost. The

garages at 240 Pacific, 410 Stockton, 375 O'Farrell

and, 1737 Jackson, would be amongst the finest

examples of the type—if they still stood (Fig.-A10)..
.It's important to consider the impact of their |

absence when assessing .the need for mcreased
protection for these that remain.

While structures of historic note, . like the Ferry
. Building, may be saved to exploit the marketing
potential of the old architecture and appease the
preservationist commumty, common buildings of

lesser merit don't fare. as Well Those who value -
such structures are on the defensive: the structures |

are not landmarks, they may be dilapidated, and if
so, they can contribute fo the visual malaise.of a
neighborhood in decline. This is, the argument
advanced by the San Francisco Redevelopment

Agency for the Transbay Terminal, a project that.

- will necessitate the demolition of several older
structures. Consider the first stated objective of the
projéct: .

Eliminating bhghtmg mﬂuences and con'ectmg-.
environmental deficiencies in the Project Area,
including, but not limited to, abnormally high
vacancies, deficient -and unsafe buildings,
incompatible land “uses, poor ecomomic
performance of retail businesses, underutilized
and vacant land, high crime rates, and inadequate
or detenorated public improvements, fac1hﬁes
and utilities.> - . : ’

In addition to demolition that results from the larger -
patterns of city development, many. garages and
‘industrial buildings are lost due to a single property
owner's decision to develop a particular piece of -

replaced with a larger ome. Today, the most
common Teason for. garages to be demolished is the

" developmerit of the properties for residential use.
The motivation 1s greater financial return. If the site
is zoned for bigger bulk, full development of the
property could reap 'substantial rewards.

Building owners have an understandable interest
in maximizing the potential .of their properties. One
landlord and mechanic told me that if he did not
own his own buildings, his auto repair business
would not survive. "The rents are very high and the
profit margins are very low." He owns one garage
building in a very desirable ne1ghborhood and plans
to develop three houses on the property "if the city
lets me" While. he freely -acknowledges the
"distinetive . look" of these buildings, and takes
pride in ownership, he. believes they will not
endure, and that he should not be asked to make a-

. personal financial sacrifice by preserving the
examples that he owns.

To , many, the suggestion of holding -up the
growth ‘of a city to preserve a“ collection of
antiquated garages--even  architecturally . and
historically significant ones—is absurd. - However,
the environmental crisis and ‘the developing
response in the .design and building communities
introdices a dynamic new. factor into the opposition
of preservation and development: sustainability.
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“There is a new notion of progress—one ironically
predicated on the acceptance of a finite set of
‘resources—that is 4 viable -alternative to the
traditional marriage of progress and growth. These
buildings are indeed an existing resource, and their
preservation would hkely limit the economic return
on their properties.

In order to fully appreciate the irnp.act of
sustainability on historic preservation (i.e.,
the salvaging of building material), it is helpful to
. reference a global definition of sustainability, one
not rooted exclusively in "green design." Dr.
Vandana. Shiva, physicist and environmental
activist, defines sustainability simply as’ "the

sustenance of the public good and the common,

good.™ She regards natural resources as a
collective asset—a "commons"-- to which all have:
access in order to sustain livelihoods.” While Dr.
Shiva writes about the preservation of the

biodiversity that is a foundation. of . traditional

Indian farming, hér approach is relevant to ‘the
architecture of American cities.

The city can also be regarded as a conumons that

nourishes and sustains. Its physical - dimension
includes streets and built form specific to-its culture
and “history. Its. building stock is a man-made
" version of a natural resource, offering -a . rich
diversity of types, scales, materials and ages. This
" diversity is- irreplaceable, because the buildings

. ‘were built over time, and the conditions that gave -

rise to them will not repeat. -

Jane Jacobs said that a mingling of "buildings
that vary in age and condition"®
essgentlal pre-conditions to the generation of an

"exuberant diversity in a ‘city's streets and
districts."’ She goes on: S ’

‘Cltles need old buildings so badly it is probably “

impossible for vigorous streets and districts to
grow without them. By old buildings I mean not
museum-piece old buildings, not old buildings in
an excellent and expensive state of rehabilitation-
" -although these make fine ingredients—but also a
good lot of plain, ordinary, low-value old
_buildings, . including some rundown
buildings.g' '

beyond .

is ope. of the -

old.

The call for architectural diversity has an’ economic
. basis. Jacobs explains that so many of ‘the -
businesses that contribute to the vitality of the city,
like "neighborhood bars, foreign restaurants and
pawn shops,"” can't afford the ~higher rents
associated with new construction. Cultural,
economic and architectural diversity are mutually
dependent and inseparable properties of a vibrant,

'sustammg city.

financial intérests and vulnerable resources, we do
require sacrifice, accommodation and coexistence.
For example, the logging industry in northem
" California has been impacted by the mandate to
-save the spotted owl. The fishing industry has.
endured financial sacrifice--the cancellation of the
‘season—to give salmon a chance to rebound in the
ocean waters off the coast of Oregon and
California.”  These  examples demonstrate -
govemnment's power to halt overdevelopment in

of a species.
We can embrace'an approach to architecture that
is comparable to recycling and the salvation of
threatened species. ‘A preservation movement .
influenced by sustaigability assumes a broader
mandate that includes both the conservation of
materials and -the. preservation of  architectural
"diversity. We can consider, for example, imparting
"endangered species” status to building types. The
goal is not to stop growth, but to achieve a greater
balance between the interests of development and -
the general good of the inhabitants of the city.
.The principles of sustainability - and typology

| ‘encompass a .holistic view that inspires greater

respect’ for . existing structures and - their
‘intetrelationships. Both architectural- typologies and
biological morphologies create classifications that
heighten our awareness of the diversity of our
surroundings. If we do not classify, we generalize, -
and we stand to- lose that diversity and anm
irreplaceable  inheritance ° _through laissezfaire
indifference. We can say that there are other owls
and other industrial buildings, or more precisely,
decide that these distinctions. do not deserve our
aftention. This negligence fosters - vulnerabjlity
because it enabIcs the- developer to ISOIEtC the
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Figure 3: San Francisco Ferry Building, as renovated by Simon
Martm Vegue Winkelstein Morris (2003)

~resource as commonplace or inessential. Education '

and heightened consc1ousness are , therefore
essential to preservation.

AdapthC reuse is a tme—honored means of giving
valued existing buildings’a new economic life. It
applies to "large-scale and- small-scale buildings
alike.. The Ferry Building, a” once-vulnerable
landmark that had fallen into disuse, has been
converted into offices, restaurants and high-end
food shops (Fig. 3). Reintegrated into the fabric of
the city through the demolition of the Embarcadero
freeway, the building has become a "destination
architecture” for tourists and locals alike. While the
building has lost some of its industrial grittiness, its

“prettified" central space s agam enjoyed by
thousands.

- The garage buildings are small-scale analogues
of the Ferry Building, particulartly in the
combination of historicist’ exterior and industrial
interior.. Remarkably adaptable, a list of new uses
* includes 2" clothing store, pharmacy, art gallery,

“

" Mark Kessler ) L ’ ’ ) -

music agency, architectural office, high school,

illustrated in Figure A11.
" The unevern quality of the new designs suggests

was the primary motive for the adaptations. Some
of the facades have been renovated sensitively, like
the Patagoria store at 770 North Point, while others
have been stripped bare. The interiors vary, too.
The music agency at 636 Shrader exploits the
building's tall ceilings and exposed trusses (Fig. 4),

Al4) is indistinguishable from any other pharmacy.
“While adaptive reuse is crucial, it is a mixed-bag
as presently conceived and executed. The financial
motive must be accompanied by a mandated
restoration program so that the integrity of the
building is not compromised. The goals of giving

. 1dent1ty are not mutually exclusive.
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while the Walgreen's Pharmacy .on Polk Street (Fig

" the building new life and respecting’ its _aesthetic _'

Unedited Draft
not for distribution -

[



EXH!BIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve,'Reuse:
The Good (Not Greéat) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” Unedited Draft

not for distribution .

The Good (Not Great) Garage Eufldings of San Francisco

H Condommm.ms 520 Chcstnut Street

- Government Oversight .

The San Francisco Department of Plannmg reviews
all proposals to modify the garages, which lately
have been officially recognized as "historical
resources."'® However, the review process seeks to
balance the financial interest of the property owner

with the preservation interest of the public. Due to-

its public nature and superior architectural quality,
the fagade is deemed to be the éxclusive source of
the historical significance of the entire infill

structure.'’ Indeed, the fagade is the only portion of

the building that most San Franciscans encounter.
The review of a proposal to alter a significant
.garage therefore focuses on the preservation of the
fagade. The interiors--industrial, anonymoeus and
private--are. considered insignificant.” This policy
usually enables owners to alter or demolish the
industrial interjor. It facilitates the development of
* the property and its conversion to residential use.
However, I don't believe that it is possible to
preserve the SIgmﬁca.uce ofa structure by saving its
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i ewels, Panama-Pacific Intematlonal
Exposmon (1915). Szm Francisco History Center, San Francisco
Public Library. )

most public fragment. The result is a stage-set that
lacks architectural -integrity. Plus, the functional

| requirements of the new use can adversely affect’

the fagade. This is evident in the condominium
project at 520 Chestnut Street (Fig. 5). The facade
maintains its original proportions, Main Street-style
parapet, decorative recessed lancets beneath the
parapet, and strip of windows across the 2nd. floer.
The bulk of the new construction is set back on the
lot, so that the fagade maintains its presence on the
street. However, despite these concessions, the
fagade is thoroughly integrated into the prevalent
residential imagery. Its industrial roots are
thoroughly obscured.’ ' '

Dichotomy of Fagade and Interior
-Finally we shall argue for the symbolism of the

ugly and ordinary in architecture and for the’
particular significance of the decorated shed with
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a rhetorical front and conventional behind: for

architecture as shelter with symbols on it.
Venturi, Scott Brown and Izenour
Lea:nmg from Las Vegas, 1977

These garage bu11dmgs are typical of small—scale :

commercial and residential -structures  situated on

ity streets. Front and side walls are built on -the’

_ property line, with no more than a few inches
separating adjacent structures. From the corridor of
the street, perception of the structure is limited to
the fagade. The- tight packing of rectangular
buildings placed side-by-side precludes any notion
of architectural object or dutonomous form. Instead,
the street becomes . the, primary architectural
staternent, defined by the continuous, if diverse,
‘wall of building fronts that separate public from
private property. }
All of these buildings might be referred to as
"decorated facades" rather than "decorated sheds"
due to the extent to which the building is concealed

and the fag:ade relates to the theater of the street. In
the service of a commerc1al venture, the facade
assumes the thinness and communicative potential |-

of a billboard. Rather than attempt to restore unity
by treating the front as simply the fourth side of the
industrial box—as a modern movement architect
- might do—the architects of these buildings revel in
the 0pp051t1011 between inside and out and celebrate
the public nature of these facades. -
- The dichotomy in the treatment of the outside
and inside,k can be ‘expressed as a series of

oppositions:  historicist/industrial, public/private,
light/dark, - - planar/spatial, solid/void,
semiotic/tectonic, . - _ composed/engineered,
finished/unfinished. o

Developed so late into the Beaux-Axts era, this
building type was amongst the last to employ this
dichotomy. The large-scale new building types of
the I9th-century, train stations and exposition
buildings in particular, pioneered and perfected it.
But these ‘types had the dual responsibility of
éxpressing the aspirations of the urban polity while
‘accommodating thousands of visitors. The
. Symbolic program was deemed the province of

architecture, which responded with monumental
"head buildings" that employed giant portals to
celebrate passage. The engineer, responsible for

Sspanning great distances while admitting. natural
light, designed sheds of iron and glass. Sheds and
trains were united as products of the industrial age.

The contrast between head building and shed was-
controversial throughout the evolution of the
building type. Historfan Carroll L.V. -Meéks,
describing the tenswn in the latter half of the 19th
.'century, said,

Some architects felt that the two elements [head : -
building and shed] were so discordant in
character that unification was -impossible, and
that no relationship more subtle than contignity
could be atternpted. St. Pancras was unique in
_that its shed was designed before the architect of
‘the station had been selected. Whether or not the .
architect was concerned with both, the outcome
was that a masonry forebuilding usually emerged
victorious, with the alien metal shed -hidden
" behind it, visible only from the sides.™

The garages are noteworthy: for the adaptation of
this dichotomy to buildings of such small scale, .
modest use and limited technical requirements.
While the garages lack the extreme opposition
between symbol and space that characterize train
stations and exposition buildings, the constituent
elements of the. dichotomy function similarly: the
facades communicate through signs and: symbols,

the structure efficiently spans over the interior
space. Despite the similarity however, the
significance and meaning of the formula is
transformed in these later, smaller structures.

The garages housed a progressive technology in
an . architecture both  conservative and ot
technically ambitious. While the automobile
represents - technological progress relative to the
train, the interior structure of the garage is mo -
advance over the train shed. -And, when viewed
retrospectively through a modemist lens, both the
head buildings of train stations and the garage
facades are stale ~and corrupt architectural
expressions, regardless of whether the buildings
accommodated trains or cars. _

‘Wheri confronted with a new program, the
architects relied on precedent, adapting a formula
that had worked for a host of bmldmg types, large
and small, including tram stations, stables -and ﬁre
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Figure 7: 1725 Sacramento Street.

stations. But the adaptatlon is devoid of the tension
between architecture and engineering (inclusive of
both shed and train) that is characteristic of the
great urban station. Quiter the confrary, the
automobile is celebrated as a "liberated" form of
. progressive technology that literally jumps the
tracks, assuming its rightful place as the object
whose passage is framed by the portal on the head
building. Indeed, this shift is already evident in
photographs ‘takem at the Panama-Pacific
International Exposition (PPIE) of 1915 (Fig. 6).

Here, automobiles and neo-classical architecture |

appear i perfect harmony-as evidence that human
endeavor links a glorious past with a promising
future. -

The garages lack the scale, civic purpose and
pomp of the extérior architecture of the PPIE,

which was not designed -with the antomobile in:

~ mind. The exposition architects' unilateral focus on
the exterior half of the dichotomous equation is
partly responsible for the frivolous aspect of their
courtyard architecture.”® By contrast, the garages,
which were designed with 'the automobile in mind,
display a gritty integrity. In part, this results from
the appearance of industrial windows and doors on
-the fagade. More importantly, this integrity is
Tooted in the ability of the automobile, as a scaled-
down and portable new mode of transportation, to
sustain an  analogous, scaled-down, and
~ decentralized building type: The garage architects
mediated the extreme opposition of architecture and
" engineering that characterized the earlier building

" Figure 8: 830.Larkin (date unknown). San Francisco History
" Center, San Francisco Public Library.

types, replacing it with an urban grittineds and an
urbane humor appropriate both to -the automobile
and to city streets. In domg S0, thcy remv1gorated
the formula. .

The frain ‘station -appears as a ubiquitous
influence on the designers of the garages. This is
evidenced in the simulation, on 4 micro-scale, of a
juxtaposed meo-classical - head’ building and
industrial shed. On comer lots, for example, the
historicist vocabulary and parapet of ‘the fagade is
applied to the fust bay of the side élevation.
Beyond that, the side wall assumes the' rough.
industrial treatment of the interior, .i.e., the shed. -
" This creates the illusion of an architectural volume
in the front of the lot, defined by an.historicist
vocabulary that turns the comer (Fig. 7). In othér
instances, - the ' extension of the historicist
vocabulary to the side. does have volumetric
integrity, wrapping around a front bay that is
uniquely two-stories in héight.

These examples reveal the self-consciousness .
with which the designers of these buildings pursued
this dichotomy as a finction of architectural
precedént. They also expose the shortsightedness of
applying current -preservation criteria to these
buildings. When we bisect these buildings in our
assessmenfs, ©  extending  "significance" ‘and
protection just to one half of a balanced equation,
we fail to . appreciate and forever ruin the
conception of the architect. The significance of
these buildings resides not in the facade alone, but

in the adaptation of the dichotomy to a new
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" Figure - rior, 3536

Figure 9: 541 Ellis Street.
building type devoted to an_eicéiting technology.

The Buildings.

The garages are either onme or two stones .the
former generally around 18-feet in height, the latter
averaging about 30-feet. The neo-classical
"skyscraper" garages, designed by the same
architects, employ the smaller garage type as an
architectural pedestal for a much taller building
(Fig. A10: 375 O¥Farrell). Their widths vary with

the lot, but are generally between ﬁfty and one-

hundred feet.

One feature that dlstmgulshes 4 garage ﬁ-om its
residential or commercial neighbors is the scale and
frequency of its entry doors, which are sized to

accommodate automobiles. The lack of a standard.

door distinguishes the garage -from most other

building types on the street. While adjacent shops .

and apartment buildings may also offer over-scaled
portals to invite entry, the composition ‘ultimately
frames a conventionally-sized door. .

The large voids dematerialize: the wall at the
street level. Even when the ratio of solid to void is

still large, the contrast between the heavy exterior-

-and the poorly-lit interior is striking—more so than
a comparably composed fagade of wall and glazed
openings. Amongst the various building types that
present a fagade to the city street, this feature is
unique to those—including garages and fire stations-
- that are usually open and dedicated to ’rhe passage
of vehicles.

When the business is closed, the door~usua]1y a

: i Erect. Potop
Sharon Risedorph.- : ‘

modern metal roll-up type—serves as a symbolic
stand-in for the industrial interior: If the building

has steel sash industrial windows, doors and °
windows both project the interior aesthetic onto'the -
facade. The facade at 830 Larkin, which boasts vast -
-glazed openings separated by elaborately decorated
pilasters, illustrates the balance that can be achieved
between the historicist and the industrial (Fig. 8).

The facade always includes a parapet, 2-3 feet in
height, that liberates the top profile of the facade
from that of the roof behind. There are three major
types -of parapet profile, flat-topped, bowed, and
pedimented. Mission-style and/or Main Street-style

. parapets are hybrid variations that string together
flat and inclined segments, and arcs, all in the .
service of an overall symmetry that peaks -at the
center (Fig. 9). : :

The interiors are rugged, dlrty and in various
states of disrepair. Rational expressions -of
structure, the space is divided imto rectangular,
equally-spaced, structural bays. The program favors
a clear span at the top level, which is usually
accomplished with wood or metal trusses, the top
chords of which match the profile of the shed. In
perspective, the chords of the trusses foreshorten
and gather together, forming complex, ovcrlappmg '
thythms (Fig. 10). Wooden bowstring trusses are -

often filled-in with a stabilizing grld of dJagonal
latticework (Fig. A8). ,

Flat roofs -and floor slabs are supported by deep -

concrete beams; this structure--shallower than the

' truss—requires one or two rows of freestanding
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‘columns to break up the span. At the side walls, the
_ spanning members drop their load on structural side
walls, or applied brick or concrete piers.

Natural light is limited. On stories beneath the
top level, natural light comes through the garage.

.door ‘bpenings. Occasionally there are windows
across the rear. Skylights bring natural light to the

middle of the top level, but they are usually too few. |
in size and nuraber to flood the space. In two- -story'.

garages, the darkness, squat proportions and heavy

.concrete ceiling of the ground floor contrasts with .

.the light open space above.

Programmatically, these are simple buildings: a
enclosure provides shelter for
automobiles, mechanics/attendants  and  clients
(Figs. A1-9: plan views). Tall ceilings and clear
open space define a flexible interior that facilitates
* parking, circulation and service. Typically, a small

administrative office’ is located on the facade,

adjacent to the eptrance--a good location for
customer support and general monitoring. In a
single-story, smgle-span structure, the facade might
", provide' a single; central wide-bay opening, and
. flanking windows to light the mterior and the office
(Fig. Al: 4419 Geary). However, the single office—
a programmatic asymmetry—demonstrates just how

_elusive simplicity can be. The office precludes the .

possibility that identical windows symmetrically

disposed about a central garage-door opening will

" correspond to identical plan events behind.
‘The earlier brick garages from the 1910' are

usually one story in height. Given the limitations of
spanning over large openings, these facades have

“fewer and smaller openings than their concrete
counterparts. As a result thcs;: garages are more
expressive of wall. When the brick is exposed—as

opposed to covered in stucco—the fagade imparts -

considerable weight and mass (Fig. A4).
Many of these buildings are converted stables

(Fig. A1-2). Roughly half of the. brick buildings -

featuire a mezzanine that is inserted into the front
structural bay. The floor aligns with the. lower
chord of the truss. While some building owners
believe that these mezzanines were built as hay-
lofts; they are generally detdiled as small
apartments. The mezzanine enables the architect to
-design the fagade as if it were two-stories in height
(Figs. A2-3). This "deception" is conceptually

related to the false suggestion of a head building,
‘discussed above; both strategies amplify the scale
of the building as perceived from the street. ,
The buildings built in the mid- twenties are likely
to have second stories and/or basements, both
served by ramps. In one prominent sub-type that
features two wide ground-floor arches, the ramps—
up and dowu—are recessed several feet behind the
fagade (Fig. 7). In garages with threé or more bays,
ramps are articulated ‘on the ground level of the
fagade as dedicated wide-bay openings. A common
facade solution for a two-story building with
basement includes three arched openings, one
serving the street level, and the other two devoted

to ramps leading up or down. If an office is. not

present in the fronmt, this tripartite symmetrical
composition is balanced and works well (Fig. A9:
460 Eddy). If an office needs to be accommodated,
a 5-bay solution, with a bay rhythm of ABCBA,
can mcorporate the office behind-one of the narrow

" "B" bays. (Fig. A3:469 Eddy). -
The . rampps run--like = the  automobiles—
perpendicular - to . the fagade, and along the
building's side walls. The accommodation of ramps

" in.dedicated bays exerts considérable- influence on

facade composition. Typically, this structural
arrangement, i.e, a multi-bay frame beneath a
single-bay roof, is expressed on the fag¢ade as a sub-
divided wall subsumed beneath a unifying roof-line -
or parapet. And while some garages present this
sub-division as a wall with punctared openings
(Fig. A3: 469 Eddy), and others as-a gridded

- elevation (Fig. A9: 1550 Union), all of the true two-
story buildings (as opposed to one-story buildings .
with mezzanines in the front) are related by this
compositional organization:

The fact that the ramps begin their incline at the
facade, and don't have an internal landing,
‘maximizes the square footage devoted to service or
parking. The ramps create levels that, while’
vertically stacked, are mutually exclusive because
there is no internal link. This stacking is analogous
to double and triple-decker houses with separate
front doors and dedicated stairs for each flat. ° .

The garages appropriate the public right-of-way
to complete the circulation loop. Conceptually, this
arrangement prystéllizes attention on the facade as
the thin membrane separating inside and out. As the
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Figure 1 1 Front ;nd rear elevations, -66 1;a'ge"5treet (1 925) o

ramps always occupy the end bays, and as the
inclines—up and down-- terminate at the plane of
the fagade, and as the circulation loop extends
beyond, the fagade, vehicles gomg from The

basement to the 2nd floor engage in a complex '

three-dimensional rotation about the middle of the:

- facade. While. this particular excursion may only -

occur rarely, its possibility - illuminates . an
opposition between a stable and symmetrical two-
dimensional - -elevation, and a2 * dynamic,
asymmetrical circulation pattern.

As the mumber of cars increased in the 1920's,
San Francisco passed ordinances limiting the time
“that cars could park by the curb to less than an

“hour. This was a major impetusto build garages.

. Also, the increasing number of cars required
additional repair garages to service: them,
Analogous to train stations, the garage was-a depot,
a home for the automobile. The car was still a status
-symbol, even tbough Ford had already . greatly
--reduced the price of buying a car.”® A portal-like
enfry -into a stately fat;ade enhanced pride of
ownershlp

While the combination of historicist: fagade 'and
industrial shed is a formulaic imheritance, it also

‘works well in ‘accommodatifig the programmatic’

reqmrements of parking ‘and repair. The facade
glorified the comings and. goings. of a status-
‘cofiscious clientele; once inside, the conceit bf
décorum was abandoned in favor of a raw space
responsive to the needs of the automobile.

The garages are efficient and compact. working
buildings. Examnples of this efficiency include the
dedicated ramps, the tall, clear-span space at the top

level, and the -small offices. Even the original -

omission of conventionally-sized doors, now
regarded as an oversight, is evidence of an efficient
building catering to.vehicles~not to people. The
rational, - concrete garages  with  ramps,
contemporaneous with LeCorbusier's houses of the

1920's, can be interpreted as - machines  for .

automotive living.
An appreciation of the entire arch1tectura1

conception reveals to us again why it is

shortsighted to determine that only’ one half of the -
| dichotomy--the fagade—is architecturally significant

and worthy of preservation. When we demolish the
shed, we forever disrupt the integrated, three-
dimensional conceptualization ‘and reveal the

- shallowness of our own grasp of the importance of
- these buildings. When we deem certain facades to

have arehitectural integrity, based on the quality of-

. the historicist overlay, we misunderstand that this -
overlay. functions in a Jarger, more contemporary,

architectural conception. ,

The formal compositions described above exist
independently of the historicist overlay and
semiotic communication that is such a compelling

aspect  of these facades. However, the

orpamentation and historicist elements are deployed
to visually reinforce™ structure and composition.

Medallions and shields align with the centerline of
major columns or structural bays (Fig. A9: 1550
Union). Panelized transoms form a horizontal band-
~continuous or discontinuous—above the ground

floor openings ard beneath the second floor

windows. Arches define major bays in the
composition, and appear on either the ground or
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Flgure 12: 415 Taylor Steet (1929). San Franmsco Hxstoxy
Center San Francisco Public Library.-

second floor (Figs. A6 7). Entablatures typically
extend straight across the facade, wnifying the(
composition by placing a cap on the sub-divisions

.below. The continuity in the placement and
function of the historicist elements—-as opposed to
the specific historical style employed—bmd thc
buildings together as a type.

We can also distinguish between composition
and historical parrative by comparing the front and
back facades. At 66 Page Street, designed by the
O'Brien Bros. in 1925, both-front and back share an
ABCBA composition, but only the front receives
the Neo-Tudor treatment of shallow-pointed arches,
crenellated parapet and medallions (Figs. 1, A9).
By confrast, the rear fagade—which fronts on an
alley--has a singularly industrial appearance.

Consideration of the organizational
compositional patterns of the facadés, as an
‘underlying source of continuity that exists
.independently of stylistic overlay, is a modem
mode of classification ~ that. we  apply
retrospectlvely It emphasizes form over content,
structure over sign and symbol, and type over
individual building. While useful in defining the
-abstract integrity of the type, this approach does not
-address the historicism that is central to these
facades.

‘A comparison of the archival a.nd contemporary

photos of the garage at’415 Taylor reveals the |

power of architectural signs to engage and
communicate (Figs. 12-13). Originally, the facade

Ao )%

§ E i
TR O£

and.

e
‘Figure 13: 415 Taylor (2008).

relied on the active inflections of insubstantial
parapet profiles to recall Mission style train stations
in general, and the San Francisco train depot, in
particular. By contrast, today's stripped facade is
like a blank billboard. This example demonstrates
that while a structural approach tends to devalue
historicist overlay as arbitrary and superficial, that
overlay is nevertheless crucial to the typology.

The O'Brien Brothers dressed up their garage
facades in different styles, including Mission,
Beaux-Arts, and Neo-Gothic. While the choic_é of
style - appears .-to. have - been . arbitrary, the
commitment to decorate was mot. We may never
know why one garage became Mission and another
Neo-Tudor. However, the arbitrary. reduction of
entire stylistic vocabularies- to . two-dimensional
facades provides further evidence that the
dichotomy was appropriated for reasons other than
the original symbolic program of the train station.
Pride of ownership replaced civic grandeur as the
message commupicated, an ironic if fitting
expression for this new techmology that
personalized and privatized mobility.

The irony was not lost on the architects, who
approached their appropriations with a wry sense of

- humor, rather than naiveté or misguided adulation. |
One example is the garage at 142 Tenth Street (Fig.
14), that incorporates its side elevation to complete
the symmetry of the front elevation (AABAA). -
Another example is the garage at 1335 Fulton, that
mimics the classic train station motif of the triple

‘pediment with arched openings (Fig. 15). The
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Figure 14, 14

des1gn quotes Atwood's station at the World's ‘

Columbian Exposition, the waiting room at Penn
Station, and - countless reincarnations
America. The humor resides in the ﬂattem'ng of the
volumetric reference into mere signage, and the
application of the motif-to the lowly car garage.

.-Ty_polog'y \ |

Like'any group of buildings constituting a type, the

garages share essential properties, including siting,
use, age, materials, and design approach (i.e., the
dichotomy). Circumscribed within this
commonality is a rich diversity of designs,
attributable - to  the  umique
surrounding each project. A typological approach
encompasses the simultaneous awareness of the
. continuities and disconﬁnuities
examples.

.The bmldmgs vu]nerabﬂlty increases ‘when they
" are considered in either of two wadys, .as a large,
undifferentiated -group, or as isolated buildings
disconnected from .one another. Both approaches
.are symptomatic of a critical myopla that stops a
layered and detailed reality from coming into focus.

The anonymity . of the bmldmgs contnbutes_

* significantly to this myopia, either by precluding a
collective appreciation, or by permitting the
isolation of individual examples.

The garages are anonymous both in ten:ns .of
attribution and the tendepcy of infill buildings to
blend into the urban fabnc Attribution is difficult,

across

circurnstances

amongst the

Figure 15: 13

. diffuse and uncerfain. In many instanees, the -
architect is unknmown. In other cases, design -

responsibility appears to have been assumed by a
property owner, engineer, or building contractor.'®
Many of the garages were designed by architects
well-kriown in their day, but less so ‘today. Two
notable examples are the firms of Crim and Scott
and the OBrien Bros., who designed many
exemplary. and mﬂuentlal garages. However, while
they enjoyed excellent reputations, and while their
work often appeared in the pages of Architect and
" Engineer, thelr garage buildings were aJmost never
published."” ' s
The overall’ vagueness in authorshlp——m
combination with the low-brow: use--confributes to
ambiguity in assessing architectural merit. In the
absence. of aftribution to an architect of universal
acclaim--Julia Morgan, Willis Polk or Bernard
Maybeck, for example--the criteria used to establish
-merit shifts from the definitive and fixed to the
relative and equivocal. Significance becomés a -
function of considerations that are literally and
figuratively external: context, historical association
and subjective evaluation. :
The preservatlon of just the 'facade of an
integrated /(and willfully dichotomous) architectural
staternent is consistenf with a relativistic approach_
that views the facade as 4 bit player, a "contributory
building," in a continuous streetscape Ironically,
the preserved fragment acquires an even greater
degree of anonymity, as loss of character results in
banality. The building's autonomy and ' integrity,
either as a "machine for aufomotive living," or as a _
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late example of Beaux-Arts design applied to a
transportation use,-has no inherent value.

 This study organmizes the buildings iato a
typology to counter the ill-effects of anonymity and
indifference. The classification - into sub-types
" establishes  parallels and. differences  that
encapsulates the group and fosters a fmer—gramed
appreciation of the type.

 The elemental components of the dichotomy--
fagade and plan type--are essential. "Fagade" refers
to composmon and stylistic overlay. "Plan type"
encompasses lot dimensions, structure, the number
of stories add program. The plan type exerts
influence over the facade in the number of
structural bays, the profile of the roof, and the
presence 0f ramps, mezzanine, and office. Whether
the enclosing walls are brick or concrete is another
" basic means by which structure impacts fagade.

The plan types divide into three major categories:
-one-story brick, one-story brick with mezzanine in
the front, and two-story concrete. Basements, which
are accessed by ramps and therefore influence the
-facade, can occur in any of these categories. The

number of bays, a significant property of fagade
- composition, is a function of lot width and the

.pumber of stories—the latter because basements and
second - floérs require ramps, - which are
accommodated in dedicated bays. . :

The historical styles that grace the facades fall
into three large categories: Mission, neo-Gothic and
Beaux-Arts. While these labels are broad and
intended to facilitate very basic divisions, there is
some overlap -and ambiguity resulting from an
eclectic approach. The ambiguity is not only
-evident 10 the garage facades, but in the historical
precedents - upon - which they are based. The

architecture of the Panama-Pacific International
synthesized many -

Exposition,. for example,
antecedents into 2 generalized eclecticism (Fig. 6),
referred to in contemporaneous accounts = as
"Medlterra.nean ni8

A matrix of categories charting facade style over
plan type—-a mix and. mateh approach to the
dichotomy—would yield nine groups. For example,
Mission/one-story brick (Fig. 9), or,
Gothic/two-story concrete (Fig: A9). However,
while these ‘groups do indeed underpin the all-
important relationship of fagade to industrial shed,

neo- |-

The Goad (Not Great) Garage Bulldings of San Francisco

they fail to adequately capture the salierit
identifying characteristics that ' link particular
buildings. For example, while 66 Page Street (Fig.
A9) and 1725 -Sacramento (Fig. 7) both qualify as
neo-Gothic/two-story concrete, Sacramento has a
-stronger visual connection t¢ both 240 Pacific (Fig.
‘Al10)—a one-story building—and 830 Larkin (FiO.

8), a Gothic/Renaissance hybrid.

The matrix is inadequate because it fails to take
“into account two influential factors: (1) overall
width and number of bays, and (2) specific design
motifs with strong identifying properties. Thus, in-
the example cited, a designation of "Gothic/two-

- story concrete" is too generalized in that it fails to
acknowledge the identifying potential - of a
particular motif, the twin basket-handle arches.
Axnd, due to an eclectic approach, the Gothic motif
does not always appear in the context. of a

" singularly Gothic vocabulary.

" However, if the basic categories of fac;ade. and
‘plan’ type are acknowledged, we can introduce a
‘more flexible classification system that is more
responsive to 'the - associative link between
buildings. In some cases, _
particular motif~like the basket-handle arches. In
other cases, it will be the number  of bays, - the
material, the historical style, or reference to a
precedent building type. The proposed sub-types
are therefore not mutually exclusive. For example,
a particular building might reasonably fall into two
categories simultaneously, like "Mission” and
"Statioh," precisely because many train stations

- 'were designed in the Mission style. However,

" despite the occasional ambiguity, the basis by
which' buildings are ‘grouped should always be
intuitively clear and straightforward, - .

The typology is one of fagade. This is ironic,
given the centrality of the argument against )
preserving just the fagade of a garage building.
-Hopefully, that argument has been convincingly
made, ie, that these buildings are integrated
responses to the conditions that caused their
construction. Here is a synopsis of the categories, -
each one referred to as a "type™

+ Adams Type: Named after' the Henry:
Adams House, -designed by HH.

Richardson  (1884-1886, . Washington
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D.C.). The lower two floors describe its
basic. form: two adjacent basket-handle

arches that are the primary features of a t

base that supports a piano nobile with a
row’ of discrete, deeply-sef, vertically-
oriented windows (Figs. 7,8). It transforms

into other sub-types with symmetry built .

around an odd number of bays (Fig. A9:
460 Eddy, 1550 Union).

'Gothic T Type: D1sp1ays one .or more

characteristic miotifs: elliptical, Tudor or
depressed arched windows and garage
door openings; "battlement" parapets of

crenels and merlons; and, drip _aild Iabel .

-moldings. Whether one or two stories,

these are typically concrete bﬁildings built

in the 1920'. They are closely related to
the Adams type, but with livelier parapets

. that peak.over 2 wide center bay (Fig. A9). .

Related buildings with Western or Main
Street-type parapets .are inchided here
(Flgs 16, AB). ‘

l\ﬁssion"Type: Displays. one’ or “more

characteristic motifs: a large portal-

centered " beneath a cresting parapet
composed of stepped and arced segments;

shallow clay-tile roofs and eaves, used as | -

ornaments applied to the vertical surface
of the facade; Churrisgueresque window
surrounds; and, multiple two-dimensional
- vertical projections—topped with
curvilinear profiles--that represent towers.
The . -facades~ are  symmetrical
compositions, usually composed of an
- odd-number of bays, Reflective of an early
date of construction, there. is a
preponderance of brick facades, both one-
story and one-story with. front mezzanine
(Figs. 9,12, A3)."-

Arcade Type: A wide fagade that is sub-

divided into an arcade of arched openings.

(Figs. A6-7, A8: 1945 Hyde, All: 750
Post). An early and influential example is
at 64 Golden Gate (Fig. A3), a Mission-~
style garage designed by Crim and Scottin

- 1910. - Includes. all categories of
construction and stylistic overlay.

-+ Station  Type: Displays one of two
characteristic portal motifs: a large arched
opening centered beneath a pediment; or,
three arched openings centered beneath a
pediment or flat parapet (Fig. AG). While
similar to the Mission type in composition,
its stylistic overlay recalls Burnham-style
train stations rather than Mission stations
“(Figs. 15, A2: 636 Shrader). Compositions -
are symmetrical. This type includes some
of the most dramatic and monumental
older brick garages, including 2405 Bush

" - (Fig. A4) and 1641 Jackson (Fig. A5).

» Palazzo Type: ‘A more generalized and .
. inclusive . classification that refers to
- rectangular, boxy fronts containing two
stories and 3-6 bays. Usually the bays are
outlined in applied pilasters  and.
entablatures of Italianate derivation. This .
type .includes  three - extraordinary -
demolished examples, 1737 Jackson, 410
.Stockton and the base of 375 OTFarrell

‘(Fig. AIO)

. Head Building Type: Always situated on-

corner lots—which expose one sidé
elevation to view—this type mimics the
+ classic - train station combination of
historicist head building fronting industrial
shed. The typical garage facade assumes a
volumetric expression. The head building
occupies the front structural bay of the’
building, and often involves a second story
or miezzanine; the resultant side elevation
‘exhibits a dramatic shift in height at the
. juncture between head buﬂdmg and shed

(Fig. 14).

This classification is visually based, giving priority
to physical, sensory motifs over abstract, formal
considerations. As a result, the typology confers
respectability on  the seemingly " arbitrary and
shallow - assignation of historical “style. Viewed
retrospectlvely through a modelmst sens1b1hty (a.nd
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Figure 16: 2050 24th Street.-

A

“a post Post-Modemn sensibility),. the historicist

overlay is frivolous. As discussed earlier, there is -

even -evidence that the architects themselves
recognized the thinness of the historicist overlay.
However, despite their apparent bemusement, the

 architects always dressed up the fronts of their
. garages. The overlay is the means by which these -

architects celebrated the street, as well as the
businesses within. " Through this historicism, the
architects met an intertwined civic and professional
responsibility to beautify the surroundings. The
academic. skills that the architects brought to bear in

this regard were the only tools at their disposal, -

" given their training and .the context in which they
practiced. Trained ir the Beaux-Arts tradition, they
_knew nothing else. .

When.we allow style and precedent to influence
the classification criteria, we accept the priority
bestowed on this aspect of design by the architects
themselves. We also acknowledge the stréngth of
historical motifs and symbols to establish identity
in our consciousness. This communicative potential
does not depend upon a viewer's firm grasp of
historical styles. These buildings are eclectic, and
are memorable as images rather than examples of
historical style. The garage-at 830 Larkin, for
example, includes = Gothic and Renaissance
elements, but is memorable despite any COIlfllSlOIl
caused by its hybrid inspirations (Fig. 8).

Thus, while the criteria references particular
styles, the identifying element is usually a o

particular motif derived from that style. On the
facades, these motifs appear out of context from.:
any comprehensive representation of the full set of
elements associated with a style or the rules that_
govern their combination. Thus, the presentations '
are caricatured, which is con51stent with the notion '
-that these facades are billboards. )

" And, in the development of a particular historicist
billboard, the parapet is especially influential.
Whether flat (Fig. 8), pedimented -(Fig. .Al),
curvilinear -(Fig. 9), segmented (Fig. AS8), or some
combination of all of these, the parapet is allusive
‘and a source of identifying character, This is so

_ despite its obvious lack of architectural integrity. If

we- employ’ a traditional typological criteria—one -
based on wunderlying formal relationships—-to
classify and compare the garages at 2050.24th
Street (Fig. 16) and 1550 Union (Fig. A9), we will
conclude that they are essentially the same
building. However, if we concede that the profile is
a powerful determining motlf the bmldmgs are:
indeed different.

Conclusion

Regarded mdlwduaﬂy, these bulldmgs would not
‘be as special or noteworthy.  Some examples are
better than others, a truism that today must take into
account horrific. modifications and benign neglect
as well as original execution. The tendency to take
these structures for granted results . from. the,
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-unevenness in the quality of individual examples
the prosaic, industrial nature of the enterprise, and
the aura of anonymity that surrounds them.

_ When the buildings are reframed as a group, they -

assume an -importance that transcends individual
- merit, becoming urban in scope. As examples of a
type, the buildings refer to one another and to the
. elusive, abstract ideal. In the mind of an observer
whose consciousness has thus been raised, a
particularly mangled example transforms itself
from urban detritus to a diamond-in-the-rough,
followed by a conceptual restoration that reinforces
and enhances the complete set of buildings.

The notion of typology is incompatible with

either the demolition of examples or their reduction -

to stage sets that are preserved only to maintain the
continuity of the street. When a garage is reduced
to its facade, it ceases to exist as an example of the
‘building type. By contrast, when preserved--as a

‘furnictioning garage or through an adaptive reuse

that respects its industrial character—it maintains its
connection to all of the other examples of the type,
city wide. The preserved building knits the fabric of
the city together through the repetition of motifs
that recall the city's transportation heritage.

While fagade motifs are the most visible elements
of the connection that the buildings have to each

other—and to us—the rel_atibnshipg run deeper than
arches, crenellated parapets and ornamental friezes. -

‘These small monumental buildings, that house
retail and light-industrial businesses, with large
ground floor openings that invite the public to
observe .their cavernous interiors,
essence of heritage and character:

The typologwal approach extends protections fo
' anonymous buildings and works against their
jsolation. It substitutes relationship for attribution
" and/or architectural distinction as the sourcé of
value. A building may merit preservation not for its
individual excellence, but for its continuity with
other examples of the type: The distribution of
.garages throughout the city, in neighborheods on
opposite ends of the economic ‘spectrum--like the
Tenderloin and Russian Hill--is a fortuitous source
of harmony that the typological approlabh
recognizes and celebrates.

We may glean valuable insights into the

" colléction ‘as a whole, and into our history and

are 'the very

heritage, through the preservation of thctenﬁfc:
collection—and other -collections just like it. Yet
older-buildings are everyday threatened by bland
new construction. If we “go with the flow” and
abandon the past, we cede the high’ moral ground
and encourage the process by which our c1tles Iose
anthenticity and all look alike.

‘Architectural history has a vital role to play in
raising - public awareness about the comnection
between preservation—which many take for granted
as the province of a few civic-minded celebrities
and community activists—and sustamablhty, which
has galvanized the nation. The historian .is in a
unique position to explain how the impulse to study
and value a cultural and architectural legacy is
compatible, if not identical, with the urge to sustain
a diverse urban environmient. To explain why bulky
new live/work developments may not be preferable
to existing urban fabric. To demonstrate that the -
common garage is a valuable artifact of
‘architectural history. And once the notion of
sustainability through preservation gains general
acceptance, the historian has an active role to play
‘in assisting local govemment i the responsible
exercise of its functlon. .
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Regulations," San Francisco Chronicle, Tuly 6, 1924.

' Stephen W.. Sears, The American Heritage Histary of The
Automobile in America New York ‘American Heritage Books,
1977) 143.

16 US Dept. of the Interior, National Park Service, National
Registration of Historic Places, Nomination of Uptown
Tenderloin: section 7, 31-34. The article "Architects, Designers
and Builders" describes the varjous relationships between the
parties involved in design and construction of buildings in the
neighborhood during this period. My research of original permits
issued for the construction of garages confirms that the
arrangements described in the a.rm:lc apply to garages located
throughout the crty

7 pn architect's rendeﬁng of the wonderful Palace Garage at 111
Stevenson, designed by the. OBrien Bros., was published. See
Architect and Engzneer 64, no.1 (January 1921) 78.

B Beu Macomber, The Jewel City (San Francisco and Tacoma:

- John H. Williams, 1915) 27. Macomber wrote, "While the
palaces differ widely in details of decoration, they all have a
common source; they are all Mediterranean,—-not all Byzantine,
or Roman, or Itahau, or Spa.msh, or Moorish, but something of
€ac.

I
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. EXHEBH 1: Mark z(ess[er “Educate Preserve, Reuse: ; _
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buridmgs of San Francisco” . Unedited Draft -

Mark Kesslér

APPENDIX

University of California, Davis
Design Program
~ Design 180a Fall 2008

Con‘te'nts:

Figure At: . 1336 Grove Street + Adaptive Reuse ’

Figure A2: 1776 Green Street
Figure A3: 624 Stanyan Street

- Figure Ad: 2405 Bush Street
- Figure A5: 1641 Jackson Street

Figure A6: 1076 Howard Street
‘Figure A7: 525 Jones Stréet

Figure AB: 2715 Hyde Street + Adaptive Reuse

- Figure A9: 66 Page Street +Adaptive Reu’se L

Figure A10:  “Demolished Buildings”:
.+ 240 Pacific Street .
* 410 Stockton Street
* 375 O'Farrell Street -
1737 Jéckson Street - -

" Figure A11: “Bulldlngs Adapted to New Uses”
. T « 1770 North Point

+ 2120 Polk Street

+ 750 Post Sfreet -

Research by:’

not for distribution

Mark Kessler

Rabi Asghar
Rachael Cacharelis
Patrick Caughey -
Jennifer Chang
Shiuan-Han Chang

" Michelle Claudio

Lindsay Cooper

- Megan Edgley )
" Melanie Aspeitia Gong
Katrina Goodwin

Kristina Greenshields
Jennifer Lee )

. Tracy Lee

YuTing Li

Cari MacPhail
Tao Pang
Roshan Patel
Yuan Fu Peng
Nicole Pierce - -
Josue Quintero
Cindy Seo

Diana Sharkawy
Elizabeth Whyte

" . Chiistine Yun

This project was undertaken with the generous support :
of the AIA Research. Program : oo

Research was presented to the San Francisco
Department of Planning on December 11, 2008 -
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educa’cé, Preserve, Reuse:

The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” .

’

1336 GROVE STREET |

Constructjon Date: 1894

Jobn Peters Livery & Stable
- . Lewis Merlo Cor_lstru'ction
Williarn Smith & J. Freeman

Historical Némg:
Pres‘e‘n@ Name:
Architects: -

Site Dimensions: 48 ft. x 135 ft. )
Strufure: ¢ . . Brick Masonry and Concrete 4419 Geary
Zoning: =~ NC-2 (Neighborhood Com-

mercial, Small Scale) .

Facade Type: Italianate & Rennaissance

.Revival

Elevation

Lideny «

~ - Section Second Floor
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessfer, “Educate, Preserve, Reuse: »
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” Unedited Draft
- . : B ~_.hot for distribution’

Mark Kessler

‘ ' ADAPTIVEREUSE o o o o
| 1336 GROVE STREET _ ' R | - PerspectiveVieV\-rs._

Graduate Student Architecture Studios

cf

Front Section’ - Longitudinal Section
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EXHiBFT.‘fq Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve, Reuse: , ,
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” - Unedited Draft
: not for dis%rébuéigﬁ

The Good {Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco

1776 GREENSTREET 1V e

Construction'Da‘te: _ 1914
Historical Name: California Gmage
Present Name: Green Street Auto Body
Architect: ! Unkown | g
SiteDimensions: -~ 50f.x120f. : . Eir
Struture: o Masonry/Concrete SR 636 Shrader 1675 Pacific
Zoning: . " "RH-2 (Residential—House,- - ' - : : o
e . Two Family)
Facade Type: - - Station

i)
T

Elevation’

¢

e

"
a
W'""\n

Section Ground Floor



624 STANYAN STREET -

Construction Date:

- Historical Name:

" Present Name:
‘Architect:

_ ‘Site Dimensions:
Struture:
Zoning:

‘Facade Type:

EXHIBIT 1: Mark -Kess[er, “-Eéiézpate, Presérye, Reuyse: _ A
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” Unedited Draft

Mark Kessler

1911

Seiler & Nolan Garage

Ted and Al’s SerVicé Center
Crim & Scott

100 ft. x 100 ft.

Masonry and Coencrete . _
NC-1 Commercial . 64 Golden Gate " - 469 Eddy-

Mission

Secfion v Ground Floor




2405 BUSH STREET

EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve, Reuse:
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” Unedited Draft

Construction Date:

" Historical Name:

" Present Name:
Architect:

Site Dimensions:

Struture:
Zoning:
Facade Type:

The Good {Not Great) Garagé Buildings of San Francisco

1916
Unknown -
Hayes Auto dey Repair

_ Unkown

145 ft.x 100 ft.

Brick, Steel and Woo
RH3 -
Station Typé -

. Section

Grpund Floor

1270 Bush

1675 Pacific

[
I

i

"
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G
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- EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve, Reuse: |
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” Unedited Draf

Mark Kessler

1641 JACKSON STREET
Cdnétruction Date: 1914 '
Historical Name: Jackson Garage

Present Name: - Phaedrus

Architects: = Unkﬁown

Site Dimensions:  96.6 ft. x 124.25 fi.

*Struture: Brick and Steel Beams
Zoning: " ‘Neighborhood Commercial
Facade Type: Station Garage
A B c B Ay

mﬁﬁ:;r/f_\\\?\\\\ ==.;== :

T oo

AH

[ i S—
- il
i x| laEnsuy
Elevation

N

g

Ground Floor .
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark K’essfer, “Educate, Fresewé, Reuse:
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco”

The Good (Not Great} Garage Buildings of San Francisco

)

1076 HOWARD STREET

.Construction Date: 1923

Historical Name:  Unknown
Present Name: N/A
Architect: Unknown
Site Dimensions: 48 ft. x 90 ft.
Struture: Concrete Masoﬁry . :
Zoning: SR2 (Light Industrial, Residential,
. ; : Commercial) ‘
Facade Type: Station
i Ay B ' -] B - A
X
| [ 1 =

Elevation

Section  Ground Floor

*Photo: San Francisco History Center, San Francisco

Public Library

. Unedited Draf
not for distribution
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educafe, Preserve, Reuse: ‘ . _
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” Unedited Draft

Mark Kessler

525 JONES STREET

Construct[on Date' ‘1922
. Historical Name:  Aetna Car Garage
- Present Name: Best Parking LLC Company

"Architect: O‘Brien Brothers
Site Dimensions: 525 fix 13125/ - _ E -1
Struture: . - Reinfofced Concrete’ R C 410 Stockton 375-0'Farrell
Zoning: "~ RCH4 (Residential - Comme101a1 .

: ngh DenSIty)
Facade Type: Arcade

Elevation

All photos comtesy San Francisco History Center
San Franc1sco Public L1brary

‘Section Ground Floor
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve, Reuse:
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” Unedited Draft

The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco

2715 HYDE STREET

Construction Date: 1925 ,
Historical Name:  Vallej6 Garage #2
Present Name: ,  Blazing Saddles Bike
. : " -Rentals and Tours
Original Builder: . - * Pasqualetti
Site Dimensions: N 52 ft. x 137.5 ft.
Struture: : Concrete
Zoning: - NCI Commezcial 1945 Hyde . 1565Bush’
Facade Type: . : Gothic ) ,

Section Ground F!qor
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve, Reuse: _
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco”  ° Unedited Draft
: : o ‘ . . . not for disfribution

Mark Kessler

ADAPTIVE REUSE

2715 HYDE STREET

Cafe and Bookstore . .

i

Perspective Views



EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve, Reuse:.'

The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco”

66 PAGE STREET |

‘Construction Date:

‘ 1925 _
Historical Name: - Grand Central Garage
PresentName:  N/A ’
Architects: * O’Brien Brothers
Site Dimensions: 55 ft.x 121 ft.
‘Struture: - Concrete-
Zoning: NC-3 (Page Street Neighborhood)
Facade Type: Gothic -
cae A - B, c

z T S T Ty
il § I an i

¥ |

i1 0 L e o

{1 HEN I

[efije]I® felifiifeofii]iel)

e ] = )| T T - e

|

'Section. "

Groun.d Fioor

The Good {Not Great) Garage Buildiﬁgs of San Francisco

460 Eddy

1550 Union
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve, Reuse:. _ _
) . The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco” . . Unedited Dratt

LongitudRiiEadisifibution
- f

Mark Kessler

ADAPTIVE REUSE

66 PAGE STREET

Urban Cohousing Apartment Complex Units




EXHIBIT 1: Mérk Kassler, “Educafe, Preserve, Reuse:
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings. of San Francisco”

The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco

DEMOLISHED GARAGES

!

240 Pacific

Demolished: 1960°s

REPRN

375 O’Farrell  Cunningham Car Distributing Agency

‘1757 Jackson . : _ ' Géraéé
All photos courtesy San Francisco History Center,
San Francisco Public Library.
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EXHIBIT 1: Mark Kessfér, “Educate, Pre;érvé, Reuse:
The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Franciseo”

Mark Kessler .

BUILDINGS ADAPTED TO NEW USES

770 North Point

‘ Built: 1924
Historical Name: J.G. Barsotti & Co. Automotive Service

*750 Post S Built: 1913
Historical Name: Post Street Garage

*Photo: Sart Francisco History Center, San Francisco
Public Library :

)
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Histo-ri'c Russell Sireet-Assessment Ciuster—Siteg Data Corp |

EXHIBIT 2-a:

FIAS

iz

158
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_ EXHIBIT 2-b: Historic F{ussel[ Street, Assessor Property Records
All homes built between 1906 and 1918 at 30°H

Russell Street contams 17 assessor property records

15-17 Russell Street San Francisco CA
“This 3 bathroom home has 2, 700 square feet and was burlt in 1908;

21 Russell Street San Francisco CA
This 1 bathroom home has 740 square feet and was built in 1906.

29 Russell Street San Francrsco CA

Th(S 2 bedroom, 2 bathroom heme has 1 166 square feet and was bu1lt in 1906

30—32 Russell Street San Francisco CA )
This 6 bedroom 1 bathroom home has 1,692 square feet and was built in 1906

. 37 39 Russell Street San Francrsco CA
This 2 bathroom home has 1,424 square feet and was burlt in 1918:

40-42 Russe” Street San Francrsco CA ‘ _
This 2 bathroom home has 1,920 square feet and was burlt in 1906.3.'

43 Russell Street San Francrsco CA _ ] _
~ Fhis 1 bathroom home has 800 square feet and was built in 1907

46-48 Russell Street San Francisco CA~ SR |
 This 2 bathroom home has 1,512 square feet and was burlt in 1906__: : Lo

A7 Russell Street San Francisco CA o
ThlS 2 bathroom home has 2,124 square feet and was burlt in 1907;—.

' '47-49 Russell Street San Francrsco CA

This 2 bathroom home has 2,124 square feet and was burlt in 1907, -

"_51 -53 Russell Street San Francisco CA '
This 2 bathroom home has 1,400 square feet and was buut in- 1908'.

_57 59 Russell Street San Francrsoo CA .
' _Thrs 2:-bathroom home has 1,760 square feet and was burlt in 1907

60 Russell Street San Francnsco CA )
- This 1 bathroom home has 745 square feet and was built in 1906:

) 64 Russell Street San Francisco CA ~
- This 2 bathroom home has 1 350 square feet and was bullt in 1906’; '

65 Russel[ Street San Francrsco cA
Thls 1 bathroom home has 740 square feet and was built in 1908

t

69-71 Russeu Street San Francrsoo CA
Th[S 2 bathroom home has 1,800 square feet and was bu1|t in 1905.

- 70-72 Russel[ Street San Francisco CA'
Thrs 2 bathroom home has 1 ,520 square feet and was built in 197 B
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B EXHEB}T 3-a: Significant .E\'fents, On the Road

e e EdHan

frogm: work st Ef*z: df.h.i@f
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Neal Cassady and Jack Kerouac, cover of On the Road
" seminal novel of the beat movement, written while living at 29 Russell St,
shot on the south facing wall of the
1945 Hyde Street Parking Garage, circa 1948
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. EXHIBIT 4: Significant Event,
_ City and County of San Francisco,
“ ° Proclamation f_or Valencia Garage, March 3, 2007
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*EXHIBIT 5-c: Significant Impact, Russell Sireet an
- - - topview looking West
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EXHIBIT 6-a: Historical Significance, San Francisco Parking Garages
S.F. parking garages part of the current, “House of Cars,” exhibi,
at the National Building Museum, Washington D.C. g




EXHIBIT 6- b: Historical Slgnlfzcance Hoyle’s Garage,
P 1945 Hyde Street and Russel[ St. ad 1921

1, bl
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- Attachment D: Russian Hill Community Association

(RCHA) Submittal to Planning Department “Summary of
Potential Environmental Impacts of Pro;ect Requmng an
| EIR 7 August 9 2010
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Russian Hill Community Association

18 Delgado Place - . "San Francisco, CA 94109 .415l77'6-2014_ :

" 1945 Hyde Street Project
Russian Hill’s Communlty Parking Facility
Summary of Potential Env:ronmental Impacts Requmng an EIR

Project Background

- Proposed Project. On May 17, 2010, Building Application No 2010.05.0162 was submitted to
‘construct a 5,330 square foot fourth floor addition to the three story building located at 1945 Hyde Street and
convert the nearly century old historic use of this 58 space commumt[parklng facility to residential use — _
- resulting in a 25,069 square foot four story building to include 7 high-end condominiums, 15 off street
parking spaces for the condormmums and 860 square feet of commercial space.
Environmental Issues-and Application. An Environmental Evaluation Apphcat1on dated March 9,
2010 was submitted by the project sponsor. The application included: 1) Historic Resource Evaluation’
* Report dated February 10, 2010 evaluating the structure built in 1920-as a historic resource, and 2) Phase I
Environmental Site Assessment dated March 5, 2009 pertaining to the past storage of 2,000 gallon
underground storage tanks and the possible d1sturbance ‘during demolition of suspected asbestos containing
mhaterials in the building. : :
' Need for Initial Study This documentatwn of the historic resource de51gnat10n of this 90 year old
- structure and the project site’s past exposure to hazardous materials, in addltlon to CEQA’s requirements for
public participation (CEQA Guidelines Section 15083 and 15087), CEQA requires that an “Initial Study”
(CEQA: Guidelines Section 15063) be prepared by the Planning Department because of the significance of
- . the proposed project’s potential environmental effects and the need for public transparency. During the
preparation of the “Initial Study,” the public — espec1a11y the nearby property owners, residents, businesses
"and community organizations — will have the opportunity under CEQA to communicate concerns about and "
~ identify potential environmental effects of the proposed project.
Initial Public Comment. On June 10 2010, the Major Environmental Analysis sect1on of the -
Planmng Department issued the “Notification of Project Receiving Environmental Review” inviting the
‘public to 1dent1fxpotent1a1 environmental effects about the proposed project and communicate their
CONCerns. - con
-On July 8, 2010, the Russian Hill Commumty Association (RHCA) submitted a 69 page report
“Response to Notlce of Prdject Receivirig Environmental Review,” identifying numerous potential
significant environmental effects of the proposed project to be analyzed for their significance during the
preparanon of the “Imt1a1 Study” of this proposed project. .
EIR or N egatlve Declaration. Upon the completron of the “Initial Study,” the Planning Department
- will determine whether the identified potential envxronmental impacts are significant enough to require the
preparation of an Environmental Impact Report under CEOA for the proposed project or whether toissue a
Preliminary Negative Declaration for this project: . : . :
- Impact Summary——N eed an EIR. In order to facilitate the expedltmus review and ana1y51s of the
many potentially significant environmental 1mpacts identified in the RHCA Response, this “Summary of .
Potential Environmental Impacts of Project Requiring an EIR,” was prepared fo highlight them. From this -
review, it is clear that the proposed project’s pumerous significant potential envuonmental impacts
require preparation of an Environmental Impact Report under CEQA _ o

N (Contlnued) RHCA 1 945 Hyde Sireef - Summary of Potentlal Environmental Impacts of Project Requmng an E/R - Page|1
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Summary of Pofential Project lmpact's That Requ_fre an EIR

.CEQA requires the preparation of an EIR when (1) routine mitigation measures cannot obviously reduce
a proposed project’s potentially significant environmental impacts to a less than significant level and the '
project sponsor agrees to incorporate those measures into the project in the Mitigated Negative

" " Declaration, and (2) when a project is controversial (CEQA Guidelines Sections 15064 and 15070). The
proposed project is controversial with the public and would have significant impacts that routine measures
. would not mitigate. In addition, the proposed project may have some impacts that measures will not be
able to reduce to less than 51gn1ﬁcant For these reasons, the proposed project requires an EIR.

This Summaly also 1dent1ﬁes some related soctoeconomic CEQA. impacts and planmng issues that the
. EIR should address. The San Francisco Planning Departiment considers these i issues important in its -
* current planning pohcy and project decisions. In the interests of good planmng, CEQA does not prohibit
an EIR from addressing related planning issues in an EIR. Doing so in the EIR is good planning for three
_reasons. First, the issues and options assessment occurs early in the planning process when changes can
be made casily at low or.no cost. Second, planning and environmental issues are often interrelated, *
. therefore addressmg them together is essential, efficient, and effective. Third, it allows development and

‘consideration of planning altemauves to resolve related plannmg issues in addition to an EIR’s traditioral

environmental alternatives .analysis that focuses exchlswely on 51gmﬁcant envir onmental u:npact
reduction through pI’O_]eCt redemgn

A Key Potentially SigniﬁcantEnvironm/ent,al Impacts Requiring an EIR °

1. The proposed land use change from the property’s character-defining, 90-year historic use

-‘as a community parking facility to 2 modern residential use would be an unavoidable
‘significant impact and require preparation of an EIR. The building’s existing historical land .
use associates it with the first criterion for listing on the California Register: important historical .
events, namely (1) association with a component of the early period of automotive transportation
system development in San Francisco—the 1920s-era parking garage—and (2) association with
the earthquake reconstruction period building on and around Russell street. These associations
makes the building a potential contributor to both a potential discontiguous 1920-Era Parking -
.Garage Historic District and a potential Russell Street Reconstruction Period Historical District.
The Historical Resource Evaluation Report attached to the Envuonmental Evaluatlon Apphcatmn
ruisses this pomnt and the authors must mclude it to correct the report. - .

2. The proposed land use change would have a 51gn1ﬁcaut and unavoidable off—51te Impact on
‘two potential historic districts (see A1, above) because of the property’s potential to be a -
conmbutor building to those dlStl’lCtS

3. The proposed land‘use ehange would be an unavoidable considerable contribution to the

potentially significant and unavoidable cumulative impact on 1920-era parking garages

citywide because of the proj ject’s significant and unavoidable off-site impact on the potential

discontigious 1920-Era Parking Garage Historic District. This cumulative Impact arises from

- the historic loss to date of about half of the approximately 300 1920-era garages in San Francisco
and the absence of a formal d1scont1guous 1920-era parking garage historic district to protect
a.gamst the continued loss of these precious historic neighborhood commumty land uses a.ud

" resources citywide. -

(Continuéd) RHCA 1945 Hyde Street - Summary of Potential Environmental Impacts of Project Requiring an EIR ‘ . Page | 2 .
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B. Other Important Potentially Si’gniﬁcant’ Environmental Impacts Requiring an EIR

1.

* Aesthetic view impact§ from the 360 degrees of project visibility.

Land use character and nelghborhood impacts on Russell Street, the quiet m1d block aHey
street (one of San Fra.nc1sco $ nelghborhood treasurers) and surrounding neighborhood.

Excessive nrban de51g11 mass effects from adding a new fourth floor to an existing overly
massive structure set amidst a residential neighborhood with much finer-grained lot patterns and -
buildings, and the associated issue of establishing the correct significance criteria for massing
impacts when an existing structure’s mass is already excessive (e.g., zero additional mass).

Aesthetic light and glare issues from new 24/7 residential uses behind large industrial windows .
facing Russell Street and the rooftop appurtenances, the glass stairway penthouse in particular

Urban de51g11 and livability impacts on Russell Street a mid-block alley street and one of San
Francisco’s nelghborhood treasurers. . r .

Dangerous crrculatron design 1mpacts created by the proposed parkmg ingress and egress on
Russe]l Street.

- Dangerous nelghborhood construction congestlon and hazard 1mpacts created by
. construction and staging. :

Hazardous and toxic material 1rnpacts at the project site 1dent1ﬂed in the Phase I

‘Environmental Assessment (attached to the Environmental Evaluation Application). [The EIR

should evaluate the Phase 1°s completeness and accuracy of potential hazardous materials — -
gasoline storage-tanks, asbestos, etc. — which were or are present at the project site.] :

Construction noxse impacts persxstmg at unacceptable levels above ambient noise levels and
General Plan and commonly accepted standards after requ1red comphance with the ‘City’s Noise ..

Ordinance.

C. Environmental and Planhing Impacts Requiring Examination in an EIR

In addition to the proposed project’s potenually significant impacts that requlre~—under CEQA—
preparatxon of an EIR (summarized above), there are a set of unusual potential environmental impacts
associated with the change in land use itself that are not necessanly apparent upon first examination. .

Some of these issues—affordable housmg and job loss—are social and economic effects that fall under the
-purview of CEQA However, they are also important citywide planning policy and political issues,
including the sufficiency of neighborhood parking. CEQA does not prohibit pIanmng related issues to be
-examined in EIRs because this is often the appropriate, efficient, and effective point in the plannmg
process for such examination. Thus; these issues are discussed below for inclusion in the EIR.

- Significant cumulativeé adverse environmental inipact en the Russian Hill community of the

I.
conversion of the use of this 90 year historic community parking faeility to residential use
and the elimination of the 58 off-street parking capacity provided by this'community parking .
facility. This changé would have the following effects. -
(Continued) RHCA 1945 Hyde Street - Summary of Potential Environmental Impacz‘sof Project Requiring an EIR ‘ Page | 3
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a. Exacerbate the already crttlcal scarcity of on-street parkmg on Rus51an Hill by producing
such a sighificant potential cumulative environmental impact to require under CEQA the
preparation of an EIR to assess the increased number of cars searching for these critically
limited on-street parking spaces and to assess the increased traffic congestlon and associated”
air pollutton caused by cars circulating seatchmg for parkmg spaces.

b. Create a significant cumulative adverse envuonmental impact due to the many _'
disruptive. construction projects that would be initiated by homeowners and owners of =
. apartment buildings on Russian Hill to construct garage additions to their residential
buildings which lack garage facilities in order to replace the off-street parking spaces that
presently are prov1ded by this 58 space community parking facility.

' ¢. Diminish the affor,,dabxhty of the housmg on Russian Hill caused by the tncrease in the-
* prices of those houses and apartment buildings to which additional garages would be
constructed so to recoup the cost of construction of these additional garages to these
residential buildings which presently lack garage facilities. 7

2. Establish a precedent inducing the citywide significant cumulative adverse envirommental
impact on neighborhoods throughout San Francisco through the potential conversmn to
residential use of dozens of community parking facilities located in San Francisco
nelghborhoods and accordmgly having the following effects '

a. Exacerbate the scarc1ty of on-street parking in those neighborhoods creatmg a 51gmﬁcant
. potcntlal cumulative adverse environmental impact requiring under CEQA the preparation of
~an EIR to assess the increased number of cars searching for on street parking spaces and the
increased traffic congestion and associated air pollution caused by cars circulating searchmg
for parking spaces in those neighborhoods. : SRS

b. Cause the cumulative environmental impact of the many disruptive construction. .
projects initiated by homeowners and owners of apartinent buildings in those neighborhoods
to construct garage additions to replace the off-street parking spaces provided by the
'commumty parkmg facilities located i in those nexghborhoods

c. Diminish the affordability of the housmg in nelghborhoods throughout San Francisco
' caused by the inflation of the prices of those houses and apartment buildings to which
" additional garages ‘would be constructed requiring higher housing prices in order to recoup
the cost of construcnon of these additional garages.

3. Potential signiﬁcaut adverse environmental impact in the commercial district by depriving
" destination restaurants and retail stores parking for their clients in the community parking facility
and thereby cause traffic congestton and associated air pollution throughout the residential '
community as theu' customers circulate their cars searching for parking spaces and causing
estimated business volume to decrease as much as 33% resulting in the layoif of many employees
and some bankruptcies. - o

(Continued) RHCA 1945 Hyde Street - Summary of Poteritial Environmental Impacts of Project Requiring an EIR Page | 4
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. Attachment E: Russian Hill Comnﬁunify Association
- (RCHA) Submittal to Planning Department “Addendum
to Response to Notice of Project Receiving

o - Environmental Review,” January 26, 2011
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Russmn Hl]l Commumty Assomatlon

18 Delgado Place . San F ranc1sco, CA 94109 415-776-2014

 Jamuary 26,2011

Ms. Chelsea Fordham, Environmental Planner
San Francisco Planning Department -
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

‘San Francisco, CA 94103

‘RE: 1945 Hyde Street Case No. 2010. 0162E
" Proposed Conversion of Community Parking Fa(:lhty to Residential Use -

" Addendum to RHCA Response to “Notice of PI‘O_] ect Recelvmg Enwronméntal Rewew” ‘

De;ar Ms. F ordham:

This Addendum supplements the Russian Hill Coﬁ;tmunity Association’s “Response to Notice of Project

Receiﬁg Environmental Review” (NOP) submitted on July 8, 2010 and the “Summary of Potential '

* Environmental Impacts of Project Requiring an Envir onmental Impact Report (EIR) ” submitted on August 9, -
2010. At that time, we noted that additional information Would be forthcommg and you confumed that all

additional information would be considered.

- Oﬁ December 1, 2010, the Russian Hill Community Association advised you by email that an Addendum
to the RHCA Response to the “Notice of Project Receiving Environmental Review,” (NOP) would follow. As we
discussed on January 18, 2011, the Russian Hill Community Association submitted an Addendum to Response to
NOP via email on January 13, 2011, which was bounced back from the sfgov.org server. You advised us that the
Environmental Review had not been completed and you would welcome addltlonal input from the RI—ICA '

This “Addendum to the RHCA Response to NOP” stresses and elaborates on four mgmﬁca.nt ‘potential
-environtnental u:apacts that clearly demonstrate under state law of the California Envirornmental Quality Act,
~ (CEQA,) that an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) must be prepared for the proposed construction project. A
- summary of four significant impacts of the proposed constructlon project at 1945 Hyde Street are listed beIow »

- followed by descnptlons of each key point:

. -Inaccurac1es, omissions, ,and dlsputed ﬁndmgs of the Historical Resource Evaluatlon,

* Proposed prOJect’s change in ex1stmg hlstorlcal land use from nelghborhood parking to »

residential condominjums, resultmg in a range of significant impacts for which there are no

' routme mmgatxon measures: Some significant impacts Would be unavmdable

* Change in use will reduce neighborhood mixed uses, thereby reducmg nelghborhood hvablhty,
resiliency, and adaptablhty In particular, it will foreclose-the extension of a. 20™ century .
‘community parking facility that is part of a larger neighberhood network of adapted 1920s-era
garages, into a 21% cenfur'y parking facility for electric vehicle parking/ solar recharging/car-

. bike-share,/and bike parking —a key component of the City’s emerging sustainable -
transportation infrastructure. The preservation of the exisﬁng use is the gréenest alternative.

ol

»  Substantial community controversy, concern and epposition.’
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| RHCA:C.Fordham NOP Addendum 1945 Hyde 1-26-11

1. Hrstorrcal Resource Evaluatron of Kellev and VerPIanck is Incorrect EIR Requxred

. Umver31ty of Cahfom1a—Dav1s Professor Mark Kessler, AIA, authored a'study on San Francisco’s 1920-era
parking garages. This study was included in'the RHHCA’s July 8, 2010 “Response.” Professor Kessleris
writing a book on San Francisco’s community parking facilities. He advised the Russian Hill Community
Assocratlon in a letter dated December 13, 2010 that (emphasis: added)

“The assermon that ‘the subject building would not contribute to thls [Russell Street] district due to
dissimilarities of scale, materials, form and building type’ (p19) may not be supportable. Earlier in the
Evaluation, the authors acknowledge that the building is contextual: “Although not a classical design similar to the
\surroundmg Classical Revival apartment burldmgs the building still exhibits an order and symmetry intended to
blend well with the existing bu11d1ngs (p 18) In addition there are also other. garages of this era in the
neighborhood. Even if there were not, I suspect thata bmldmg of this quality would not be listed as non-
contributing on the basis of the criteria cited. For example, the State Garage at 818 Leavenworth is listed as a -
contributing building to the Lower Nob Hilt Apartment Hotel District even though it does not conform to the

predommant use, scaIe, etc.

I also do not agree with the E.valuation’s_conclu'sion that the proposed project compliés with Standard 1 of the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The Standard states: ‘A property will be used as it was historically or be .
given a new use that requires minimal change to its dlstmctrve materials, features, spaces and spatial relationships.’
(p22) While I have not had the opportunity to review the archltectural drawings, I believe that a conversien to

- condomuuum use would necessarily constitute a significant change to the spaces and/or spatial relatronshrps

Snmlarly, wrth respect to Standard 2, I believe that the orrgrnal use js strongly related to hlstonc character.
-Yn this case, _that character is industrial. The conversron ‘to condomlmums aIters the character of the
burldmg, even, even if the architecture is malntamed

My sincere belief is that the .. . project does compromise the- SIgmﬁcance of the bulldrno
The full text of Professor Kessler s December 13,2010 letter is mcluded as Attachment 41!

2. The Change in the Proposed Land Use and Assocrated Ehn:unatwn of Fac111tv’s Industnal Character is
a Slgnrﬁcant Impact Without Mrtrgatron EIR Required. : :

" Section 153010f Article 19 of the California Edvironmental Quality Act dealing with Categorical
: Exemphons n 1ts definition of Class 1, states that “The key consideration is whether the pro_]ect involves

_ neghglble or no expansmn ofan exrstmg use.”

The proposed pro_]ect results in the elimination of the existing fac1hty 8 1ndustna1 character, the elimination of
*its existing use, a Substantial expansion of the existing use by filling in the parking floors Wlth residential
units and a substantial expansion of the structure by the addition of a fourth story that reqmres a variance.
. Not only would the proposéd project be a substantial expansion and intensification of the existing building,
but it does not retain the building’s emstmg use of historic community parking. These four project
characteristics generate impacts that exceed significance thresholds for land use, aesthetics, and historical
resources. Therefore because these impacts would be significant and would not have routine mitigation _
measures to reduce.them to less than significant, CEQA- requ.lres that an EIR be prepared to fully evaluate arid

.mitigate them.

. Page2of5
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3. The Proposed Project Reduces San F rancisco’s Strategic Sustamablhtv Optmns EIR Required
" The proposed project’s land use change from a commumty parking facility to condominiums would cause

undesirable parking impacts and crowding in the neighborhood, indirectly i increase housing costs through
pressure to add garages, and foreclose meeting the community transportation-storage-and-renewable-energy-
rechatge-facility needs of the sustainable, 21% century, San Francisco. g

*  Given the fundamentally inadequate supply of on-street parking in the Russian Hill community, the
elimination of the existing 58 off-street public parking spaces currently provided in the 1945 Hyde
Street structure would result in a cluttered visual effect in the neighborhood Streetscape, which would -
be significant and constitutes a significant adverse aesthetic impact under CEQA. »

< The proposed project would dramatically increase the cost of housing in the Russian Hill community
as owners of residences and apartment buildings without garages would be forced to construct garage

-additions to their buildings in order fo provide off-street parking for their automobiles. The cost of
. constructing these additional garages would increase the cost of housing on Russmn Hill, needlessly
inflating housing prices and making housmg less affordable.
~ = In addition, the elimination of the community parking facility would conflict w1th the sustamablhty
goals of the Transportahou Element or the General Plan

POLICY 145
Encourage the'use of alternatlve fuels for Cxty VEhICIES tranisit vehicles and as feasible, any other motor

vehicles as a means of reducing toxic automobile emissions and conserving energy.

POLICY 28 z :
Provide secure bicycle parking at eX|stmg CIty bwldlngs and factlltles and encourage it in eX|st1ng

commercial and residential bulldlngs

Because the land use change Would also foreclose the evolution of nevtr forms of parking, uses to meet future
neighborhood transportation needs, the proposed project’s land use change would be an irréversible and
uteplaceable neighborhood u:npact that would reduce hvab1hty, adaptability, and resiliency. -

.,The RHCA’S 1945 Hyde Street Proj ect Team under the guidance of Project Team member and sustamahlhty .
k planner Scott Edmondson, AICP has studied the status of and potential for the 1920s-era parkmg facilities in
the City. The Russw.n Hill Community Parking Facility at 1945 Hyde Street was one of the first of 300
. community parking facilities constructed during the past century in neighborhoods throughout San Francisco
. to provide off street parkmg for the homes and apartment buildings’ whlch were constructed without parking
- facilities after the 1906 earthquake. The facility at 1945 Hyde Street is one nelghborhood garage of a larger
cxtyw1de network of unprotected 19205 -era historic garages. Approxmnately 150 garages of the ongmal 300
are still in exlstence . ‘

. CEQA Sectlon 15300 deals W1th exceptions to Categoncal Exemptlons for proj ects in classes other than Class
- 1 projects which is the class 1945 Hyde Street is assigned. However, Section 15300. 2(b) regarding
“cumulative impact” of projects could apply to the proposed project since the rationale is similar, i.e. “All
exemptions for these classes are inapplicable when the cumulative impact of successive projects of the same
type in the same place, over time is sigm'ﬁchnt ” The community parking facility at 1645 Pacific is just the -
" most recent 1920s-era community parking facility to be lost to-development.-'As a result, other community
,pa.tkmg fac1ht1es in San Francisco are at risk of being lost to furture development prOJects There is a potentlal

Page3 of 5
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, cnmulatwe impact in the.loss of remamrng 1920 era cornrnnnrty parkmg facrh’nes that needs be acknowledged
and addressed : '

* Most importantly, the’ ehrnrnatron of the community parkmg facrhty at 1945 Hyde Street Would
deprive the City of the optxon of extending into the future the industrial auto-related use of 1945 -
Hyde. When one contemplates the poss1b1e value that this unique citywide parking asset ¢ould play in
the future sustainable-San Francisco, such as creatmg a neighborhood network of future electric s
vehicle parking/solar recharging/car-bike-share,/and bike parking facilities, the larger community
value and risk embedded in and illuminated by the 1945 Hyde Street Project becomes clear. The
value of this point is underlined now by the Department of Environment, which, in cooperation with
federal initiatives to support the market transition to electric vehicles by providing the charging
statron 1nfrastmctura1 requrrernents is already seekmg locations and installing such charging stations. . -

The fact is that the use change, historic or not 1rrep1aceably reduces part of the mix of uses the ne1ghborhood
needs for livability, resilience, maintenance of its current aesthetic character, and adaptablhty for future
conditions, partrculally those of a sustzinable San Francisco. In this respect, the change of use proposed by
_the 1945 Hyde Street construction project would be a srgmﬁcant and unavoidable environmental
‘neighborhood impact under CEQA. and would require an EIR. Attachment #2 addresses this issue in
' connectlon with the City’s transit first pohcy n further detail.

4. Pubhc Concern an-d Extenswe Controversy Demonst'rated at Community Meetin;c.r EIR Required.

On November 10, 2010 the RHCA hosted a nerghborhood meeting with standing room only attendance of
over 100 people concerned about the proposed project for the Russran Hill Connnumty Parking Facility at
1945 Hyde Street and other similar prOJects :

‘Concerns focused 1rnrned1ate1y on the d1splacement of 58 exrstrng off-street parkers and the dire effects
perceived over increased on-street parkmg congestion in the Russran Hill area. Historically there- ‘has been an
extreme scarcity of on-street parking spaces on Russian Hill. This is demonstrated by the fact that Russtan
Hill is home to thie inaugural Neighborhood Parking (Sncker A) program mstrtuted more than 30 years ago
because res1dent1a1 densrttes and intense on-street parking congestion were and are legendary. A Google Earth

. 'survey of the 3 block radius surrounding 1945 Hyde Street indicates there currently- are 125+/- on- street - :

. parking places available and used, (see Attachment #3) Adding displaced parkers to the residential streets

- would increase on street parking demand by an untenable 48%. The number of new garage additions to homes
‘on Russian Hill has increased.. The RHCA is tracking the number of applications for permits to construct
garages because of the closure of 1945 Hyde Street antrcrpatmg a s1gn1ﬁcant loss in avarlable on-street

v parklng places for the public. . ,

' Speaking at the Communrty Meeting, Professor Kessler strongly ernphasrzed his position on the San
Francisco’s unprotected 1920s-era commuriity parkrng garages: the exrstlng nelghborhood parkmg use is an
essential defining feature of the historic character of 1945 Hyde Street and other fa0111t1es and the historic use
must be retained to maintain the historic integrity of the building. Representatives of the RHCA’s 1945 Hyde

_ Street Prolect Team presented information on the need for snategrc transportatlon pIannlng and cons1deratron

. of the opportumty cost of a change 1n use decision.

In conclusron, because of the outstandmg public controversy regarding the proposed construction project at
. 1945 Hyde Street and the many unusual, non- rontme and msufficiently examined environmental, legal historie,
* Page 4 of 5
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nerghborhood and planmng issues surroundmg the proj ect the valid mplementauon of the California -
Envuonmental Quality Act requires that an Environmental Impact Report be prepared for the proposed -
construction project. - :

We ‘trust this “Addendum to the NOP” and the attachments, in addition to our prev1ous submittals facilitate
your Environmental Review of the proposed pr0_1 ect and ensure that the proposed project is implemented in
compliance with CEQA.

If ybu have any questions, do not hesitate to email me at icherrv@rhcaef.com.

Sincerely,

Jamie Cherry, Charr ,
RHCA 1945 Hyde Street PI‘O_]BCt Team

Attachment #1 Letter dated December 13,2010 from Mark Kessler, AIA, to .T amie Cherry, RHCA
#2 Assessment of Unique Issues Involved in PrOJect by RHCA PI‘O_] ect Team
o : #3 Google Earth view of parking spots within vicinity of 1945
" Ce: Mz. Rick Crawford, Planner, Northeast Team, San Francisco Planning Department

Mr. Moses Corrette, Historic Planner, San Francisco Planning Department
Honorable David Chi, Pres1dent San Francrsco Board of Supervisors

‘Page 5 of 5
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. . if the architecture is maintained.
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ATTACHMENT #l 'to ADDENDUM TO RESPONSE TO .NOP

S  Mark Kessler, AIA .'
1155 Leavenworth St. #15 San Francisco, CA 94109

- December 13,2010

Ms. Jamie Cherry :
Chair, 1945 Hyde Street Project Team

. Russian Hill Community Association

18 Del‘gadoPlace
San Francisco, CA 94109

" Dear Ms. Cherry:

As your project team requested, I have reviewed the Histpriéa] Resource Evaluation for 1945 Hyde Street
prepared by Kelley and VerPlanck. ' ; - S

- I do not concur with the Evaluation’s conclusion that 1945 Hyde Street would not qualify as a contributing

building to a potential historic district.

The assertion that “the subject building would not contribute to this district due to dissimilarities of scale,

‘materials, form and building type” (p19) may not be-supportable. Earlier in the Evaluation, the authors

acknowledge that the bui Iding is contextual: “Although not a classical design similar to the surrounding -
Classical Revival apartment buildings; the building still exhibits an.order and symmetry intended to blend well’ : -
‘with the existing buildings.” (p18) In addition, there are also other garages of this era in the I

‘neighborhood. Even if there were not, | suspect that a building of this quality would not be listed as nori-

contributing on the basis of the criteria cited. For example, the State Garage'at 818 Leavenworth is listed as a
contributing building to the Lower Nob Hill Apariment Hotel District even though it does not conform to the

predominant use, scale, etc.

" lalso do not agree with the Evé]uati;)n’s conclusion that the proposed project'comp'licé with Standard I of the
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The Standard states: “A property will be used as if was historically orbe -

given a new use that requires minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, spaces and spatial

relationships.” (p22) While I have not had the opportunity to review the architectural drawings, [ believe that a

conversion to q'o.ndominium use would necessarily constitute a significant change to the spaces and/or spatial
relat{ionshﬁips. . : . . o )

Similarly, with respect to Standard 2, I believe that the original use is sfrongly related to historic character. In
this case, that character is industrial. The conversion to condominiums alters the character of the building, even

As an acgdeﬁnic, T advocate for theprgserv.é_tio_n of all of the buildings, in the broadest sense of the term. This
advocacy predates any knowledge of this project. My sincere belief is that the neighborhood does not benefit
from condominiums and that the project does compromise the significance of the building. '

"Sincerely,

Mark Kessier
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- Russian Hlll Communlty Association
: 18 Delgado Place - San Francisco, CA 94109 . 415—776—2014

i

~ ATTACHMENT #2 to ADDENDUM TO RESPONSE TO NOP
Eﬁsﬁng Use is Transit;First Friendly . :
Proposed 1945 Hyde Street Project Requires an EIR -

‘The Russmn H111 Commumty Assocmtlon s 1945 Hyde Street Pro_]ect Teamprov1de the followmg for cons1derat10n

- Transit First? Counter mtultlvely, the proposed prOJect is not Transit-First friendly, whrle the exrstmg use is
Transit-First friendly. : A

T he City’s T rzrnsit First Policy is not anti-car. Numerous objecti\}es and policies of the General Plan, the )

) Transportatlon Element in particular, codify this point, require a balanced approach, inc¢lude neighborhood parking as

part of the mix of uses needed for a livable commumty Notthg in the C1ty § poh01es calls for the eradication of all

‘cars from city streets.

Transit first ongmated arozmd a speczf ¢ type of vehicle trip, downtown commute, and to some degree downtown
shopping trips, and it is really focused on new development, new mvestrnent particularly transportation 1nfras1:ructure

-investment. It makes sense to target a large proportion of new investment in transportation and- development in ways

that expand transit and the modes of other non-single-occupancy vehicles of a future sustainable multi-modal

 transportation system inteégrated with a land use pattern organized around optimizing access to uses, not mobility. But . .
 the same logic does not justify reducing the City’s off-street parkmg supply by removing existing and historic off- -

street parking structures that were designed and still function as accessory parking for the nelghborhood_

: Elzmmate Proposed Parking from the Proposed Project to Make it Transit-First Friendly. If the proposed project

were to go forward, the only way to make ittruly transit first, or as close as possible with new development, would be
to forbid the inclusion of parking in the prOJect as is advocated in the Market-Octavia Plan area as well as in the
Eastern Nelghborhoods area and current planmng policy more generally In San Franc1sc0

In the case of tke proposed pr0]ect the most T ranszt—F irst, frzendly pro]ect the most envtronmentally sound project,
would be retatnmg the exzstzng use, : o
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Russian Hill Community Association
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ATTACHMENT #3 to ADDENDUN[ TO RESPONSE TO N OP -

3 block radms surrounding 1945 Hyde Street Goocle Earth Map
mdlcates there currentIy 3re 125+/— on-street parkmg places available 2nd used
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@”? FARELLA BRAUN+MARTEL LLP

Attorneys At Law

Russ Bmldmg / 235 Montgomery Street
San Francisco /CA 94104

T 415.954.4400 / F 415.954. 4480
www fbm.com

July.27, 2011

Hon. David Chiu, President
~ San Francisco Board of Supemsors
City Hall, Room 244

STEVEN L. VETTEL
svettel@fbm.com
D 415.954.4902

THY
gG:OlHY 82TINr e

I Carlton B. Goodlett Place T | .
’San Francrsco CA 94102 ‘ ' '

RE: -1945 Hyde Street: Opposmon to Appeal of
Categorical Exemption
File No. 110759 »
August2, 2011 Hearing

Dear President Chivand SupeIVisors:

We represent the project sponsor Green Garage, LLC (“Green Garage ’) and its prmc1pa1
J ohn Parker Willis, the owner of the property at 1945 Hyde Street (between Union and Russell
Streets) on Russian Hill. We write in opposition to a Categorical Exemption appeal filed by.the -
Russian Hill Community Association (Appellant). Appellant desires no change in use of a -
private repair and parking garage and would have the Board reverse its and the City’s long
standing Transit First policy that does not treat private parking concerns as CEQA issues. We
urge the Board to confirm the Transit First policy by rejecting the Appeal.

Project Description. Green Garage proposes an adaptive reuse converting the existing
two-story plus basement vacant repair garage with ancﬂlar'y private parking to 7 two-bedroom
“dwelling units and a ground floor commercial space, while preserving 17 basement parking
spaces (7 for the 7 dwelling units and 10 for community use). The repair garage ceased
operations in 2007, and the building has offered a small amount of hourly parking only since
2008, while monthly parking used by about 20 vehicle owners has been available for several
years. The project includes a new third floor addition with a contemporary but compatible -
design, within the 40-foot height limit and set back from both the front, back and side property
lines to render it minimally visible from most vantage points and to preserve light, air and views
- for adjacent properties. Curb cuts and garage doors would be reduced from four on Hyde Street
* (where they conflict with pedestrian travel and the Hyde Street cable car line) to one on Russell -

Street. The Project archltects are O grydmak/Prrlhnger Archltects Plans are attached as-
Exhibit A. .

~ The Project will pay an Affordable Heusing Fee to the Ciijf of approximately $468,000
and generate about 30.construction jobs over the course of the one-year construction period.
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors
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Unaﬁimous.Planning Commission Approval. The site is zoned NC-1 and is within a

40-X height and bulk district. The Project is principally permitted (up to 8 unitsand 12,035 -

square feet of commercial space are allowed as of right) but requires a “rear yard modification”

- for the configuration of the new third floor. Appellant and Russian Hill Neighbors filed two

discretionary review requests. The Planning Commission and Zoning Administrator (who issues
rear yard modifications) first heard the Project at'a D.R. hearing on March 10. The Commission
continued its consideration to May 19, and then again to June 16, 2011. During these . .
continuances, Green Garage met many times with Appellant, Russian FHill Neighbors, area
merchants, adjoining property owners, and with Supervisor Chiu’s office. As 4 résult of those
meetings, Green Garage incorporated several revisions.into the Project, including the 10
community parking spaces (none were originally proposed), certain design refinements, and a

- reduction in the size of the third floor addition.

The Planning Commission unanimously approved the Project on June 16 and directed the -

| Zoning Administrator on the issuance of a rear yard modification that remains pending (once the

Cat. Ex. was appealed, the ZA must await resolution of this-appeal before issuing the final rear
yard modification letter). By the.conclusion of the June 16 hearing, only Appellant, who desires
no change of use from a private repair/parking garage to a mixed-use building of homes, -
businesses and parking, remained in opposition. Russian Hill Neighbors have not joined this

 Class 32 Categorical Exemption. 1945 Hyde was built in 1920. and hasbeen
determined to be an historic resource. The adaptive reuse preserves all of the character-defining
features of the building, and the Planning Department determined the proposed alterations and
addition are consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for a rehabilitation project.
That, in combination with the minimal environmental impacts associated with a mere 7 dwelling

‘units and the City’s consistent Transit First policy that does not treat the reduction of private

non-accessory parking as a CEQA issue, led to issuance of a Class 32 In-fill Development -

- Categorical Exemption Determination on May 16, 2011.

Unlike a Class 1 exemption (reuse of existing buildings) or a Class 2 éXemption (small

: additioné), both of which this Project likely also qualifies for, the Planning Department prepares

a detailed analysis for any Class 32 exemption. . In this case, the Department’s Class 32 -

. Exemption Certificate provides a comprehensive explanation why the Project could not have any

significant adverse impacts on the environment, including a discussion of zoning and General -
Plan compliance, traffic, parking, construction noise, air quality, historic resources, hazardous
materials, and aesthetics and neighborhood character. :

. Itis difﬁculfﬁom Appellant’s one-page-Appeal letter to understand on what basis it

believes the Categorical Exemption is inappropriate. Nonetheless, the Planning Department has

prepared a comprehensive Response to Appellant’s current and past objections, and we join in

No‘Mei‘it to Appeal. From the beginnjhg, Appellant’s oppdsition has focused on'the
conversion of a private parking garage. The Planning Commission facilitated a favorable

. compromise on that issue by requiring 10 parking spaces in the Project to be set aside for
-community use. That apparently is not good enough for Appellant, however, and at the June 16
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hearing they continued to argue for no change to the existing garage, or at most the conversion of °
only the top floor to residences, leaving about 33 monthly or hourly private parking spaces.
Alternatively, they argued for demolition of the existing garage altogether, despite its historic
status, belying any real concern they have for the historic mtegnty of the garage and Green -
Garage S sen51t1ve rehab1htat10n desrgn _ .

The right mix of uses was a matter for the Planning Comrmssron to decide (appeals of
D.R. decisions are to the Board of Appeals, not the Board of Supervisors); what is before this
Board is only whether the Project as approved is exempt from CEQA. A review of the Class 32
Categorical Exemption Certificate clearly estabhshes that it is. Accordrng to CEQA Guidelines

Sect1on 15332

Class 32 consists of projects characterized as m—ﬁll development meeting the condrtrons
described in this section. : . .

(a) The project is consistent with the applicable general plan desrgnatron and all
applicable general plan pohc1es as Well as with apphcable zomning designation and
regulations. : :

(b) The proposed development occurs within city limits on a pI'O_] ect site of no more than
five acres substantra]ly surrounded by urban uses.

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

(d) Approval of the project would not result in any 51gn1ﬁcant effeots relating to trafﬁc
' noise, air quality, or water quality. - o » ,
' (e) The site can be adequately served by all reqmred utrlr’ues and pubhc servrces

In addl’non to qualify for any exemptlon, CEQA Gu1de11nes Section 15300. 2 specifies in -
relevant part: ‘

(t)’ Pﬁstorical Resources. A categorical exemption shall not be used for a project which
may cause a substantral adverse change in the significance of a historical resource.

There is no questron but that 1945 Hyde occurs within San Francisco’s City limit, is less
than 5 acres in size, is surrounded by urban uses, has no habitat value, can be adequately served .

by all required u‘uhtles and services, and that there are no successive projects of the same typein

the same place, over time. The remainder of this letter focuses on the other questions:

| "conslstency with zoning and the General Plan; effects relating to traffic, parkmg and noise;

unusual circumstances; and historic resource impacts.

A The Project is consistent with zomng and neighborhood character and furthers numerous

- General Plan policies: retalmng a pnvate single-use private parkrnggarage does not.

It is undisputed that 7 two—bedroom dwellrng units, 860 square feet of ground floor
commercial space and 17 parking spaces in a structure up to 40 feet in height complies with the
NC-1 zoning and 40-X height and bulk district. The neighborhood’s mixed use character will be
enhanced by the Project. Like most of the buildings in this NC-1- district along Hyde Street, the

- Project will provide housing above ground floor commercial space. The incompatible existence

of a multi-story reparr and parkmg garage and four curb cuts and garage doors facmg directly
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onto Hyde Street will be eliminated, with the new Single curb cut and garage entrance moved to

Russell Stre_et‘-.

. Because the Project will conform exactly to the NC-1 district controls and eliminate a use
that was in conflict with current zoning, the Project enhances the area’s mixed-use character,

HOW_evef, Appellant previously.argued that the Proj.ec_t is the wrong land use for this sife

| because the General Plan favors retaining existing private garages, even though they were not

able to find any such a policy in the General Plan. To the contrary, there are numerous General

Plan policies and Citywide goals that favor this Project over retaining a single-use parking

garage. o

First, the Project provides 7 family sized units, a type of housing in great demand in the
City and promoted with great emphasis in the 2009 Housing Element. Second, these units are
located near downtown in a transit rich neighborhood, promoting both sustainability principles
embraced by the City through the General Plan and other policies and the City’s long standing
commitment to Transit First. ' S _ : ‘

o Appellant’s position that retention of a private parkmg garage is favored by the General
Plan is in direct conflict with Objective 34 and Policies 34.3 and 34.5 of the General Plan’s
Tr;insportation- Elemenf[, which discourage excessive parking in areas like Russian I—Ile;

OBJECTIVE 34 - | : N
RELATE THE AMOUNT OF PARKING IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS AND
NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICTS TO THE CAPACITY OF THE
CITY'S STREET SYSTEM AND LAND USE PATTERNS. '

The increasing level of vehicle ownership by city residents indicates the need for
improved transit services throughout the city. It also indicates the need for parking
facilities is continuing and raises serious questions about the level of automobile
ownership which can be supported by the street and parking system. Since much of the -
city's housing, especially in the more densely developed areas, was built prior to the time
-, when the automobile became, the dominant mode of travel, off-street parking spaces do
not exist in adequate numbers. The size of many streets and the need to provide free "
flows for traffic limits the number of on-street spaces. Just as the street system cannot -
accommodate all potential traffic, so the city cannot provide for an unlimited level of
~automobile storage. A reasonable level must be provided for and measures should be
considered to discourage vehicle accurhulations beyond that level. '

POLICY 34.3 : \ .
Permit minimal or reduced off-street parking supply for new buildings in residential and
commercial areas adjacent to transit centers and along transit preferential streets.

Where there is a high concentration of transit service, as in the northeastern portions of
the city, census tract figures indicate that residents are less likely to own automobiles and
more likely to use public transit. High-density housing and housing for the elderly are
- already eligible for reductions in the standard provisions for off-street parking, enabling
. the building sponsors to build more economically. These buildings should be encouraged
_ Where transit service is plentiful and comprehensive. L B
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POLICY 34 5 : ,
'Minimize the construction of new curb cuts in areas where on-street parking is in short
supply and locate them in a manner such that they retain or mlmmally diminish the

number of existing on-street parkmg Spaces.

. B. . TheProject will not result in anv smmﬁcant environmental effects relatm,qr to the
reductlon of monthlv parkm},r spaces. -

Appellant’s real argument is their claim that the potential ehmmauon of about 20
monthly parking spaces is a significant impact on the physical environment. First, that argument
flies directly in the face of the City’s standard CEQA analysis: that parking shortfallsarean -
inconvenience to drivers but are not adverse impacts on the envitonment. Below.is the standard
language that is inserted in every one of the City’s CEQA documents including ﬂllS Categoncal ‘
Exemption Certificate (see page 7): ‘ ,

San Francisco does not consider parking supply as palt of the permanent physical
environment and therefore, does not consider changes in parking conditions to be -
~ environmental impacts as defined by CEQA. Parking conditions are not static, as
parking supply and demand varies from day to day, from day to night, from
‘month to month, etc. Hence, the availability of parking spaces'(or lack thereof) is
not a permanent physical condition, but changes over time as people change their - \
modes and patterns of travel.

Parking deﬁcrts are considered to be social effects, rather than impacts onthe
physical environment as defined by CEQA. Under CEQA;, a project’s social
impacts need not be treated as significant unpacts on the environment.

Thrs approach to analyzmg parking effects was upheld by the California Court of Appeal
in San Franciscans Upholding the Downtown Planv. City and County of San Francisco (2002
102 Cal.App.4th 656). In that case, petitioners argued exactly as Appellant does there ~ thata.
potential parking shortfall associated with the San Francisco Center/Bloomingdales project was a -
significant impact on the environment for which CEQA required analysis and mitigation
measures. The City Attorneys office ably briefed and argued to the contrary (that parking
shortfalls are a social inconvenience to drivers, not an adverse impact on the physical
environment). Both the Superior Court and the Court of Appeal agteed with the City, and held
that the City’s Transrt First policy correctly removed analy51s of parklng shortfalls from CEQA -
review. SR

Even if parking shortfalls were cons1dered a top1c for CEQA ana1y51s Appellant have
failed to show that reducing community parking from up to 58 spaces (whrch have never been
fully occupied and much of which has been available only since the repair garage closed in 2008)
to 10 spaces will 31gmﬁcant1y inconvenience Russian Hill res1dents and busmesses .

Hourly parkmg has been provided in the evemngs only since  October 2008 and it is used' ,
by a small number of diners at a few neighborhood restaurants on Hyde Street on weekends, but
gets little use during the week. Since the hourly parkmg began only in October 2008, its removal
would simply return the neighborhood to the conditions that existed prior to that time. ’

- Nonet.heless at the request of Russian Hill Nelghbors Green Garage is retaining 10 community
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spacés, and the Pl,aﬁnjhg'Comrhissibn’ s.conditions of ap‘provalv require those spaces to have
priority use as Hourly parking for area restaurants. Evidence before the Planning Commission
indicates that is a sufficient number to serve the short-term parking needs for the small number

. of nearby restaurants. ,

‘ Monthly parking in the garage is not heavily used, iﬁdicaﬁng,little need for the parking.
Garage occupancy has been well below 50% over the last several years. When Green Garage =
purchased the building in 2009, there were 23 neighborhood monthly parkers paying $400/month
to park, including the President of Appellant, Kathleen Courtney. That number has decreased

. since then to 20 monthly parkers. That means that contrary to the D.R. Requestors’ allegations,

- few neighbors have availed themselves of ﬂ:llS parking resource in recent years. Russian Hill is
" both close to downtown and has excellent MEUNI service, including three lines immediately -

adjacent to the Project site: Hyde Street cable car.and the 41 arid 45 MUNI bus lines. In

* addition, there are other private garages in the neighborhood that Consistently advertis‘e‘-avaﬂable
‘monthly spaces on Craigslist. ‘ L :

: .Based on the abox;e, Appellant’s argunient that the removal of a small »amou\nt- of monthly -

parking would have an adverse impact on the physical environment requiring preparation of an
EIR is both exaggerated-and contrary to CEQA and the City’s.Transit First policy. '

C. . The Project will not result in any significant effects relating to traffic.

| Appellant previdusly expressed concern about new traffic hazards arising from
construction traffic and access to the Project’s parking garage on Russell Street. Both concerns.

- are without merit, were addressed by the Exemption Certificate, and do not result in any
~ significant traffic impacts. . o _ . -

- There will be no unusual construction methods or equipment needed for this modest
project, the construction period of which will last only-10-14 months. ‘As the Categorical
Exemption explains, no traffic lanes need to be closed during construction, a maximum of 20
construction workers will be on-site at any one time, and construction-related truck trips would

- be regulated by DPT to avoid potential traffic disruption. Green Garage will make

accommodations nearby for construction worker parking. (Exemption Certificate, p. 5-6).

‘The Planning D,epartmenf determined that Project garage access from Russell Street was

~safer and more attune to City policies than maintaining curb cuts and garage doors on Hyde
- Street, a Primary Transit Street: (1) there is less traffic volume on Russell Street compared to
Hyde; (2) eliminating curb cuts and garage doors on Hyde Street will avoid conflicts that arise - -

with the cable car line; and (3) pedestrian volumes are much higher on Hyde Street than Russell.
(See page 4-of Exemption Certificate.) Rather than making access safer, access from Hyde

Street would have a greater risk of creating traffic, transit and pedestrian hazards, In addition,

the incline of the existing ramp from Hyde Street leading 'tc_> the lower garage level (that RHCA

| proposes to be retained) is so steep that exiting drivers cannot see pedestrians on the sidewalk,

creating a safety hazard. - | , o
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D. The Project will not. cause a | sitbstantial adverse change in the. ;gmﬁcance ofa hlstoneal _
resource. : . :

The Pro_tect proposes a vanety of exterior alterations, mcludmg closmg up  the four garage

_doors on Hyde Street and replacing them with the building entrance and commercial storefront
and replacing all of the building’s highly deteriorated existing windows with visually identical -

units. An Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) was prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck, dated
February, 2010. - (See Exhibit B). The alterations, including the new third floor, were determined . -
by the HRE to comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards, and none was found to

- result in a significant impact to an historic resource. The Planning Department coneurred in its
 Historic Resource Byaluation Response (HRER) prepared by Moses Corrette and pubhshed on
: July8 2010. (See Exhlblt ©) .

Appellant has argued in ‘the past that a change of use ﬁom parkmg to a mix of res1dences _

- commercial space and parking is inherently inconsistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s -

Standards and therefore a significant adverse impact on an historic resource. That argument
completely misreads the Secretary’s “rehabilitation” standards. The Secretary’s Standards define
a rehab1htat10n project as one that generally involves the change of use of an hlstonc resource:

Rehabilitation is defined as the process of returning a property to a state of utllrty,
through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient contemporary use while
preserving those portions and features of the property Wthh are significant to its historic,
architectural, and cultural values.

Aceordmgly, the change of use from a repa1r and parking garage to a mixed-use proj ect is wholly

- consistent with the Secretary’s Standards, provided the features of the property that are

significant to its historic, architectural and cultural values are preserved. Both Kelley &
VerPlanck and the Planning Department determined they were. . '

E. . Noise from construction w111 be rmtlgated bV oomphance with the City’s No1se
Ordlnance . S

Appellant claims that the duratlon of construction will create unnutlgable noise 1mpaots
To the contrary,-construction is subject to the restrictions of Article 29 of the Police Code, which
effectively reduces construction noise impacts to insignificance. Section 2907 provides: “it shall
be unlawful for any person to operate any powered construction equipment if the operation of
such equipment emits noise at a level in excess of 80 dBA when measured at a distance of 100
feet from such equipment, or an equivalent sound level at some other convenient distance.”
Section 2909 provides: “It shall be unlawful for any person, between the hours of 8:00 p.m. of
any day and 7:00 a.m. of the following day to.erect, construct, demolish, excavate for, alter or
repair any building or structure if the noise level created thereby is in excess of the ambient noise
level by 5 dBA at the nearest property plane, unless a special permit therefor has been applied for

* and granted by the Director of Public Works or the Director of Buﬂdmg Inspectlon Green

Garage will comply Wlth both of these ordinances.
The Categoncal Exemption noted that the noise generated hy Project construction is of a

type expected “to be experienced in an urban community.” (See Categorical Exempuon pp. 6-
8.) Moreover, as an adaptive reuse pIO_] ect, demolition and exterior. constructlon noise :
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(generally, the noisiest construction periods) will be minimized, since most work will be inside
the existing building. Accordingly, the Project will have no significant construction noise
impacts. - . : : : :

- No Unusual Circumstances. Finally, Appellant has identified no unusual circumstances
that would disqualify 1945 Hyde from the Class 32 Categorical Exemption. This is a standard "
small-scale in-fill development in a mixed-use neighborhood, in compliance with the Planning
Code and the General Plan, and well-designed to minimize neighborhood impacts. '

Conclusion. For the above reasons, the Appeal should be denied. The Project proposes
an infill development consisting of 7 family-sized dwelling units in a mixed use neighborhood
well-served by transit. The Project results in the conversion of an underutilized 58-space private
parking garage to a use consistent with the NC-1 zoning, and that furthers numerous General
Plan policies and citywide goals in a manner consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards for a rehabilitation project, while retaining 10 community parking spaces. The
Categorical Exemption correctly determined that this modest project could not have any

- significant impacts-on the physical environment. It should be upheld.

cc:  Jamie Cherry, Appellant
Bill Wycko - ; .
Chelsea Fordham, Planning Department
John Parker Willis C
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HIsTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION REPORT 1845 HYDE STREET SAN FRANCISCD, DALIFORNIA

L SUMMARY _ , )

ThIS bur[dlng appears fo be an hlstonc resource ellglble for hstlng on the Callfornla Register. lt is -

| _ not located in an exrstlng hlstonc district but is located in.a potential historic district. However,

" the burldlng would not be a contributor to that potentral historic district as it is out of context with
the potentlal district's unifying theme. The proposed project complies with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabrlrtatlon-and thus would not have a negative impact on this historic-

resource or on the potential historic district. -

. INTROBUCTION _
| 1945 Hyde Street is a two story over basement concrete parking garage located in the Russian .
* Hill neighborhood on Hyde Street between Union and Green Streets. The proposed prOJect isan -
adaptlve reuse that would convert the underutilized parklng garage to condominiums and
commercral space. The pro;ect does not propose demolrtlon of any extenor features. This report
examines the property to determme ifitis an hlstoncal resource; and evaluates the lmpact of the

proposed project on hrstoneal resources

L CURRENT HlSTORlC STATUS .
The Planmng Department database was searched fo determlne whether 1945 Hyde Street is
Jidentifi ed in any recognized reglster of hlstoncal resources. The specrﬁc reglsters mcluded are

listed below

A. Here Today

Here Today: San Francisco’s Archltectural Her/tage is one of San Francrsco s t" rst archltectural
surveys. Undertaken by the Junior League of. San Francrsco and published i in 1968, the survey
did not assign ratrngs fo burldlngs However, the survey does prowde bnef historical and .
blographlcal lnformatlon for what the authors believed to be S|gn|t' icant bu1ld|ngs The Board of
Supervrsors adopted the survey in 1970. The survey files, on file at the San Francisco Public

“Library’s San Francisco Hlstory Room contaln information on approxrmately 2, 500 propertles

ThlS property is not lncluded in either the published book or the survev files.

B Depan‘ment of Clty P/annlng Arch/tectural Quality Survey
The Department of City Planning’s Architectural Qualrty Survey, or 1976 Survey, was a _
reconnalssance survey that examined the entire City of San Francisco to identify and rate, ona

" FEBRUARY, 2010 - : - | KELLEY & VERPLANCK
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} scale of “0" (contextual) to-“5” (extraord-inary) archltecturally signifi cant buildings and sfructures. -
No historic research was performed and the potential historical SIgmﬁcance ofa resource was
not consrdered when assngnlng ratings. Accordlng to the authors, the 10,000 rated burldlngs
comprise only around 10 percent of the city’s building stock. Due to its age and its lack of
historical documentatlon the 1976 Survey has nof been otl' crally recognized by the San
Francnsco Plannlng Department as a valid local register of historic resources for CEQA
purposes, although it i is still used on a consultative basis. This propertv is not_included in the )

1976 Survey

- C. San Francrsco Architectural Herilage . _
San Francisco Architectural Hentage (Hentage) is the city’s oldest not-for-profit organlzatlon

‘ dedlcated toi lnoreasmg awareness of and advocatmg for the preservatlon of San Francnsco s
unique architectural heritage. Heritage has completed several major architectural surveys in
San Francisco, including the South of Market the Richmond District, Chmatown the Van Ness

-Corridor, the Northeast Waterfront and Dogpateh. Hentage ratmgs range from “A” (highest '
importance) to “D" (mrnor or no lmportance) and are based on both archrtectural and hlstorlcal

significance. This building was not included in any survey conducted by Heritage.

D Callfornla Hlstorlcal Resource Status Code |

Propertles listed in the California Hrstonc Resources lnformatlon System (CH RlS) or under .

- review by the California Office of Historic Preservation (OHP) are assigned status codes of “1"
to “7,” establishing a basellne record of historical signifi icance. Propertles with.a status code of

“1” are listed in the Callfornla or National Reglster Propertles wrth a status code of “2” have .
been formally determined eligible for llstlng in the California or Natlonal Reglster Properties with

 astatus code of “3” or “4” appear to be eligible for listing in either reglster through survey
evaluation. Properties with a status code-of “5” are typlcally locally srgnlf cant or of contextual

. -lmportance Status codes of “6” indicate that the property has been found ineligible for llstlng in
any register and a status code of “7" lndlcates that the property has not yet been evaluated No

. status code has been assmned fo this propertv
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- IV. DESCRIPTION
A. Site

1945 Hyde Street is located on the west side of Hyde Street between Union and Green Streets
ona 6,686 sq ft lot. It is built to the lot lines. The primary facade faces east on Hyde Street and
the secondary facade faces south on-Russell Street. A tertiary west elevation is partially vrsrbie
from Russell Street. Adjacent buildings abut the north and west sides of the subject building.

The parcel slopes downward to the south on Hyde Street and downward to the west on Russeli '

Street.
B. Exterior .

This buiiding is a two-story plus basement reinforced conorete parking garage clad in rough ¥

stucco and capped with a flat roof behind a stepped parapet. The prima.ry facade is cornposed

in five symmetrioal,b_ays. At ground level, each b'ay features a large archedo'pening. On the

s,eoond floor above each arch is a large rectangular mulii-lite steel-sash industrial window with

| horizontaily pivoted sections. The arched openings provide separate vehicular acoess fo each

level of the building. The far right'op.ening_ features a modern metal roil—up door; which leads to a

- concrete ramp ac_cessing the upper floor. The central arch features a seven over seven wood
sash window with an arched three by seven light wood-sash transom window. Flanking this

_ opening are two arched openlngs with modem metal roll-up doors and similar multi- -light’ wood-
sash transom windows. These two openmgs access the ground -level parking area. The far left
‘arch features a modem metal roll-up door with another arched multi- -light wood sash transom |

. above, and accesses a concrete ramp leading to basement IeveI parking. Each spandrei on the

primary elevation is ornamented with a trianguiar ornament of brick in low relief. Wmdowsrlls at

the upper floor are also bnok laid in rowlock. Above the second floor windows, brick i is used

again in low relief to outling a-dentil_ course punctuated by diamond and chevron.motifs at each

' pie.r. The parapet is also ornamented in brick, with a molded coping, a gabled central frieze, and

~ gabled merions at-the corners.

The s_econdar'y south fagade, five bays wide, descends a full story and a half fo the west and is
‘punctuated with symmetrically piaced steel-sash industrial windows on each floor. Glazingis °
fixed, with horizontaily pivoted sections. The far left side at ground level features a wood- panei

. door WIth muiti- -pane SIdeiights and a shallow metai awnlng The entrance is secured by a metal

FEBRUARY, 2010 ’ ) .- " KELLEY & VERPLANEK
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security Qate and accesses a partlal sub-basement utillty space; On the other floors, the |
western four bays contain multi-lite steel sash industrial windows, while the east corner bay;
only two stories high, ha_s a blind arch similar fo those on the primary e-levatlon' ,with a multi-lite
steel sash industrial window at the second story. The frieze and parapet in both end bays are
omamented as on the primary elevatlon and termlnated wrth a second gabled merlon Wmdows

in the end bays have brick snlls laid in rowlock

The tertiary west elevation is visible on the uppe'r stories above an adjacent building. This
elevation is utilitarian in design, of board formed concrete wrth mutti-lite steel sash lndustnal _

Wmdows at the north end of the top two storfes.

!

: C. Interlor

.The interior is open utilitarian parking space, with concrete slab floors, two rows of concrete
posts, exposed concrete beams and joists, and board formed concrete .wallst An enclosed
office space of wood frame and glazing occupies the southeast corner of the ground floor. At the
northv_veét corner is a light well and concrete stairs accessing the ot_her levels. The concrete

ramps leading from the _street to upper and lower levels are enclosed by concrete walls.”

* V. HISTORIC CONTEXTS
A. Russian Hill

Russnan Hill is one of the most architecturally heterogeneous nelghborhoods in San Francisco
“and includes some of. the oldest pre-1906 cottages, dense rows of post—quake Edwardian flats;
~ and towerlng modern apartment buildings. Russian Hill has been home to such varied
mdrwduals as Swedenborgian minister Joseph Worcester, architect Willis Polk, writer Gelett
Burgess photographer Dorothea Lange and parnter and poet Maynard Dixon. All of these
lndlwduals plus countless numbers of less promment working- class people of many dlfferent

‘ 'backgrounds, have made their home on Russian Hill throughout the past century and a half.

Accordlng to the San Fl'al’lClSCO Plannlng Department Russian Hill is a roughly rectangular

district comprlsed of more than fifty blocks i inan area bounded by Van Ness Avenue to the west,
Pacific Avenue-to the south, Bay Street o the north and Mason Street to the east. The dominant
physical feature of the’neighborhood is Russian Hill itself, with a summit that rises to 360 feet at

th_e intersection of Vallejo and Florence Streets. Russian Hill streets can be steep and the area

" FEBRUARY, 2010 KELLEY & VERPLANDOK ’
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. boasts three of the steepest blocks in the city: Filbert, between Leavenworth and Hyde; Jones
between Union and Filbert; and Jones between Green and Union. Several other blocks on
Russnan Hill were entirely foo steep to be graded for vehlcular traffic. Stalrs still remain today
that climb the nght—of-ways along Vallejo and Green Streets between Taylor and Jones, and
GreenWIch between Hyde and Larkln The combmed effects of dead-end streets, street stalrs
and the traffic-diverting Broadway Tunnel have contrlbuted to the quiet and occasronally quasr-

- rural atmosphere’ of Russian Hrll

The denvatlon of the name for Russian Hl” is rooted in the exrstence of a small graveyard atthe -
top of the hlll presumably placed there by visiting Russian sailors from Fort Ross who had lost
their comrades while visiting the tiny Mexican settlement of Yerba Buena during the 1830s and

- 1840s. The name Russian Hill was lnrtlally applied to the entlre ridge rearing up to the west of .
Yerba Buena Cove Eventually Nob Hrll got its own name and, thenceforth the name Russmn

Hill referred fo the ‘summit located north of Pacrr" ic Avenue

The first sectlon of Russian Hlll to be settled was the Summrt a compact two—block enclave |
bounded by Jones Street ta the west Green Street to the north Taylor Street to the east and
'Broadway to the south. The earliest Tecorded property transactlon for the Summit occurred
dunng the Gold Rush. The Summit of Russian Hill contains approx1mately two-dozen dwellmgs
that are some of the oldest and most srgnlﬁcant in San Francisco. - '

From 1848 through the 1880s, the Rorthernmost block of Russian Hill's Summit remained -
vacant, largely as a result of the sheer bluffs that cut off the block from many. of the surroundmg
‘ streets The notable exception to thrs state of affairs was Jobson s Tower, a commerczal ‘
observatory located on the block bounded by Jones, Green, Taylor and Vallejo Streets For
many years the Merchants Exchange had maintained a system of semaphores, telegraph
stations and observatorles at Land s End and Telegraph Hill in order to observe the arrival of

- 'ships through the Golden Gate. Thrs advance knowledge of arrival was a substantial advantage
Vfor merchants and could often dramatlcally affect the price of commodities. David Jobson .
sought to head off the competltlon by constructlng his own. 50-foot- hrgh observatory at the
Summit of Russian Hill in 1861 When it was not under use for commerCIal purposes, Jobson
allowed residents to scale the tower on Sundays for twenty -five cents apiece. A major- storm in

. 1869 weakened the tower and rt was then torn down.
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: Durlng the 1880s and 1890s, the S.u-mmit of Russlan Hilf became the-blr'thplace of the Bay. _
Region Tradition of ‘archltecture a Western variant of the Eastern'Shingle Style. :The demolition
of Jobson's Tower opened the way for development on the northernmost block of the Summit. In '
January 1 870 ‘David P. Marshall purchased the SIte of Jobson's Tower He left the SIte vacant
for erghteen years until 1888, when his wrfe Emllle asked her pastor, Swedenborglan mlnlster
-Reverend Joseph Worcester to design three houses for her husband s property Worcester,
one of the most mﬂuentxal cultural figures in late nlneteenth—century San Francrsco ‘was an
amateur archltect aswellasa 'man of the cloth, and he willingly obllged Mrs. Marshall. In the
process, he designed three of the 'most 'inﬂuentlal houses ever constructed in the Bay Area. Two
. of these houses at 1034 and 1036 Vallejo still exist. Although to the average passerby these
houses do not appear to be that special, their lmpact in the 1880s was tremendous Thelr -
srmple shlngled walls, minimal ornament and straightforward arrangement of openlngs
contrasted vrolently with the glngerbread excess of Victorian row houses commonly -built in the
- Victorian suburbs of the Western Addition and Mission Disrict. Generally held to be the earliest
_surviving examples of the '.‘WOOdSy" Bay Region Tradition, 1034 and 1036 Vallejo Street have-
influenced generatio.ns. of later architects ln search of the naturalistic_ and minimalist aesthetic »

espoused by Reverend Joseph Worcester.

Reverend Joseph Worcester was not the only cultural figure of promi.nence to attract a group-of
artistic a.nd,literary followers. Worcester's -neighb'.or_, Kate Atkinson, still lived at 1032 Broadway
_inthe house her father had built in 1853_. During the 1890s, a group of aesthetes rwho called
themselves Les Jeunes,'began meeting at Atkinson's house for late-night reverles and wine-
fueled dlscusslons The group, lwhich consisted at l/arlous times of Willis Polk, Gelett Burgess,
Bruce Porter, Florence Lundborg and Porter Garnett worked together to produce a literary |

Journal called The Lark.

Willis Jefferson Poll( had more-to do with the'exlstlngtappearance of the Summit of'Russian Hill -
‘than any other archrtect. Polk was particularly interested i in the tenets of the City Beautiful
movement. Polk was responsible for several lmprovements on Russian Hill that helped to glve
the district its unique character The most lmportant of these are the Vallejo Street '
lmprovements a series of classncally detailed retalnlng walls, balustrades and stalnlvays :
desrgned to accommodate the steep grades of Vallejo Street between, Jones and-Taylor Streets.
Made of unpainted concrete and erected in 1914, these lmprovements albeit now graffi iti-

‘scarred, still exrst close fo thelr onglnal condltlon
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The 1906 Earthquake and Fire destroyed the vast majorlty of Vlctonan San Franmsco Onlya
few enclaves were spared destruction wrthln the northeastern corner of the city; Jackson

ﬁ Square, the crest of Telegraph Hill, a few blocks along the Waterfront and the Summit of . .
Russian Hill. On Russian Hill, most of thé block bounded by Broadway, Jones, Green and
Taylor was saved, as well as the south side of Green Sireet between Jones and Leavenworth

Streets s S , .‘ ] \

Followrng the 1906 Earthquake and Flre the bohemlan traditions of the 1890s contlnued on lnto '
the twentieth century, at least on the Summlt The surroundlng streets partlcularly toward the -
south and west to Van Ness were quickly reconstructed with dense rows.of wood-frame flats .
and apartment buildings deSIgned ina vanety of styles. Following its rapid reconstructlon the
surrounding blocks fi lled up with worklng—class residents of various ethnic and rel|glous groups
and dlverse trade affiliations. . The higher elevatlons remalned somewhat more desirable,
resultrng ln the construchon of more elaborate and expensnve apartment buildings closer fo the :
_Summrt The majority of the apartment buildings and flats built on Russran Hill did not fit into this
- category. As.in nearby North Beach Russian Hill was almost entirely reconstructed within five

- years of the disaster. Most of the buildings that one sees standing foday i in the- nelghborhood :

date from the immediate post-quake reconstruction.

The 1913-15 Sanborn Map reveals that most of Russian Hill was fully reconstructed. Nothing
much changed physically or sOCially in the nelghborhood until the late 1920s, when developers
began constructlng several hlgh -fise concrete apartment bu1ldlngs in the-area. The 19205 also
witnessed the construction of a boomlng commercial district on Upper Polk Street.

Between the late 1920s and early 1960s, Russian Hill remained largely unchanged physrcally
Wrth very few exceptlons the neighborhood had long since been built out. ‘During the

Depression and the Second World War, very litile new construction occurred.

The 1960s witnessed one of the greatest penods of upheaval on Russnan Hill as dozens of
longtlme residents fought a second and much more threatenmg wave of high-rise development
Although a half~ dozen major burldlngs were constructed a major battle erupted over the

_ prop_osed construction of_ a massive project on the block bounded by Larkin, Hyde, Chestnut
“and Lombard Streets in 1972. The project called for'the construction of two separate high-rise
apartments, one 25 stories and the other, 31 storjes. After a series of protracted battles at the-
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San Franmsco Plannlng Commission and the Board of Supetvisors, the prOJect was ultlmately .'

defeated and a limit of 40 feet was enacted for Russian Hill.

From the ear.ly 1970s through the early 2000s, Russian Hill has undergone relatively few -
physical changes. With a limit of 40 feet in place, there is not much incentive fo' demolish
functional residential bu_lildings that are already at this h'el_ght or taller. Socially, Russian Hill
remains a diverse neighborhood with a mixture of ethnic groups-and income levels. Meanwhile,
unllke ‘many more transient neighborhoods many old—tlmers have remained on Russian Hill,
particularly at the Summlt where longtlme family-ownership pattemns have ensured the

preservatlon of many hlstorlc bLllldlngS and landscape features

- B. Commercial Parking Garages
- . With the onset of widespread automo,blle ownership beginning in 191 0, parking became a

* critical issue in-Urban’areas It quickly became obvious that street parking could not
accommodate the i lncreasmg volume of automoblles Congestron was not relieved by residential
garages, as most homes .and apartment buxldlngs did not have them Commercial parking .
garages provided a simple answer to this new urban problem. In the 19™ century, advancrng
technologies had spurred the development of new building types such as the frain s'tation and
- the factory, and this ‘group expanded in the 20" century to include parkmg garages These
garages have evolved over the last 100 years, respondlng to complex problems of space

height, location, deS|gn and form.

Early garages were located in existing stables, coach houses, and liveries. Many of these
buildings, however, could not be converted info a parking garages because of size and
acces'sibility'constrictlons Therefore the dem-and for a new building type emerged Early

, parkmg garage desrgn followed establlshed architectural lariguage, often wrth omamentatron

: reflectmg the new excitement of automoblle travel. In San Francnsco many garages adopted
hlstonmst vocabularles but thelr main character-defining features were promlnent ground level
openlngs and elaborate parapets These new buildings were easily: lntegrated into the ex:stlng
urban fabric. However, the existing architectural formulas for lntenor spaces did not meet the

© nNew needs for storage and malntenance of these cumbersome movable machines.

! Shannon Sanders McDenald, The Parking Garage: Desrgn and Evolutlon of a Modern Urban Form (Washlngton
D.C.: Urban Land lnstltute '2007),.169. . .
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With i lncreasmg automoblle ownershlp came the demand for more parking space, and the 19203
ushered in the era of multi- level parking garages However, the vertical movement of the
automobile within the building was a problem The initial solutlons employed ramps, elevators,
or a combination of both, in configurations that ordinary drlvers could not havigate safely But
these early automobile garages were tended by parking attendants who also: provided servrce_s
for the mamtenance and repair of vehicles. Professronal parkrng attendants were able fo

maneuver the vehlcles in these confined spaces

-However, as more people adopted the independence and freedom offered bv 'automoblle
transportatron the demand for self-parking increased. In addition, the need for quick movement
of cars became apparent; especially in locations near theaters and ballparks where

. simultaneous retneval was requrred Parking attendants could not keep up with the demand and
elevators moved cars slowly, which resulted in inefficient service in high volume garages
Elevators were more costly and harder to maintain than ramps. So, it became clear that ramps

‘were the'preferred solution. The use of elevators decreased in popularity as designers focused

-on more efficient ramp designs that took up less space while maximizing available parking
space. New technologies in ramp design and standardrzatron of vehicles led fo systems that
could more effi crently accommodate all makes and models of cars. Standardlzed ramp systems
were developed that could be confi gured in comblnatlons that met the needs of multlple-level

. parking garages

JFrom the-1930s to the1 9505 two major shifts in parking garage'design emerged—'the open- -
deck garage and the self-parklng garage® Self-parking garages forced designs with easy entry |
‘and exit, lntemal vertical clrculatlon user—fnendly ramps, and more parking spaces - While wrth
) advancements in paint and engine technologies, complete enclosure of vehicles became

| unnecessary as cars required less protectron from the elements, leading to open- -deck designs.
Open-deck garages changed the design focus to a more functlonal and practlcal approach with

less attentlon to architectural rntegratron with the nelghborhood

._As the modem parking garage took shape it became a comimon and ubiquitous’ bu1ldrng type.

‘ Garages were needed for the workplace retail, hotel and casino parklng public parking for

2 McDonald The Parking Garage, 40.
lbld ‘
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airports and hospitals, and municipal storage. Often these .needs dictated where the strut:tures '
-were located, and iocation dictated design. With a more economical and utilitarian approach fo
. design less importance was placed on architectural embellishment. Parking garages symbolized

modemnity, causing designers to question the use of beaux-arts styles.* .

in Europe, tne *honest” building d'esign' was a popuiar m_odemist approach,'whicn prized
' “structures _thatopeniy revealed their internal functions and purposes, and required no °
' orn'ament’ation other than what was inherent in the materials used. to construct them.”™ i:or o
parking garages, .this “honest” approach resulted in structures with large, bulky, concrete posts
and siabs vrsually unappeaiing and often incompatible WIth surrounding bu1ldings The
) emergence of underground parklng has reduced some of the negative impact garages have on
 the built environment. Overail, parking garages have gained a negative aesthetic reputation and
exciting modern designs ha\re often been overlooked, though today, ‘a more sensitive approach
to parking garage design has returned. This new approach, however, has had iirnite'.d:imp'act on
the overall appreciation of the building form. Older garages such as the s‘ubj'ect building, while

retaining architectural appeal, have become less viable economically.

C. August G. Headman

i August Gt Headman had a brief but prolific career as an architect practicingin San Francisco.

He designed in a wide range of styles and building tybesl Headman was born in Roseburg,

- Oregon and moved to San Francisco as a child. Headman was educated in San Francrsco
public schools and later worked as a draftsman for several prominent San Francxsco firms while

_ attending evening classes at Hopkins Art Institute, the Mechanics Institute, and the Humboldt

' Evening Technical School. 8 Headman founded the San Francrsco Architecturai Club in 1901

which provided architecturai training to draftsman. in 1907 he graduated from the University of
Pennsylvania D_epartment of Architecture and moved to Paris to supplement his training at-

‘ Ecole des Beaux-Arts in Paris. However, he did not graduate from Ecole desBeaux_-Arts for
reasons unknown. Retuming to San Francisco.._in 1909, Headrn'an'- partnered with Perseo

' Righetti until 1914 when he began his own practice. 'Headrnan died in 1925 following an-

extended illness due to an earIier operation. Some notable buildings designed'by Headman

-4 Ibid., 197.

lbld S ‘
® David Parry, “Pacific Heights Architects #29 August G.. Headman intemet Accessed from

_ hitp:/Awww.classicsfproperties. com/Architecture/AugustGHeadman htm
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‘include; Native Sons of the Golden Gafe 414 Mason Street (1909), Spring Valley School 1451
Jackson Street (1919), and 2525 — 2637 Lyon Street (1924);

VI. PROJECT SITE HISTORY
A. Sanbomn Maps

The first Sanborn Map showing the euhject block was pdblished in 1886 (Figure 1) ‘At this tlme.
the Russian Hill neighborhood was in its’ early stages of development which is reflected in the
Sanborn map showing the subject block and surroundlng blocks. These blocks show a modest
development with mestly one to two-story single-family homes and commercral bUIldlngs
concentrated on Hyde Street The project site then contalned a bakery and three small
dwellings. '

py
ERT AL RN

S8TREET .

e droT
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Figure 1. 1886 Sanborn Map with the approximate location of the subject parcel noted with arrow.

By 1899, the Sanborn Map s'h.ows the sobject block now fully developed, with this site
contarnrng the bakery and four frame dwellings. (Flgure 2). The surrounding blocks also appear

o be srmrlar with the exceptlon ofa few newly constructed srngle—famrly homes.
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Figure 2. 189’9 Sanborn Map with the approximéte location of the subject property noted with arrow

The 1906 Eerthquake‘an(.j Fire destroyed most of Russian Hill with the exception of a- small
portion located one block to the west of the subject block. The 1913 Sanborn Map illustrates the
quick recovery of the subject block with this site being one of the very few vacant parcels
(Figure 3). The previous pattern of a majority of single-family homes_ was not contlnued as more
multiple-family homes were r-econstructed The bloCk to the south reconstructed quickly as Well
while the blocks to the east were sparsely redeveloped The commercial bUlldlngS continued to
be located on Hyde Street. ' '
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Figure 3. 1913 lSanbom Map with the approximate lc‘)ca_ti.on eubfeet parcel noted with arrow

1945 Hyde Street was constructed in 1920. ApprOXirnately' 120 garages were listed in the San-

Francisco City Directory that year. 7 Atlas Garage at1444 Green Street (one block west) was the
nearest garage to the subject burldlng By 1928; 300 garages were listed in the City dlrectory

and roughly half still exist.? The 1950 Sanborn Map shows the surroundrng neighborhood almost
_completely developed (Figure 4). The surroundlng blocks were reconstructed with a higher-
.concentration of apartment buildings and multlple-famlly burldmgs and-far fewer srngle—famrly
homes.

" Crocker-Lan gley San Francisco City Directory 1920, (San Francisco: H.S. Crocker Co., Inc,, 1920)
Mark Kessler, “Educate, Preserve, Reuse: The Good (Not Great) Garage Buildings of San Francisco,” University of -
California, Davis AlA Report on University Research Presented to the San Francrsco Department of Planmng,
December 11, 2008
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Figure 4. 1950.Sanborn Map with 1945 Hyde Street noted with arrow

B. Construction Chronology
1945 Hyde Street was constructed in 1920 for the P Mlchelettl estate and deSIQned by August

G. Headman._The building has sustained very few exterlo\r alterations. Modern metal rollup
doors were installed at an Ljnknown date and in approximately 1960 the secondary westemn
fagade entrance was altered to accommodate a commercial furniture repair shop. it is unknown
how this entrance appeared originally. On the primvaryhfagade on the far right opening, it appearS'
that multi-light wood sash transom windows srmllar to the windows in the other arched openlngs

may have béen removed.

C. Perrhit Record -
No permits were found pertalnlng to any exterlor or lnter|or alteratlons The following permits are -

" on file at Department of Buﬂdmg Inspectlon (DBI):

Dec. 20, 1937 . Erect neon electric sign
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Nov. 26, 1940 Double face standard “76” sign '

“June 8, 1941 R Sign permlt
Aug. 20, 1963 Replacrng srgn on ex1$t|ng irons
" March 14, 1973 Sign permit S

May 15,2007 ~ Reroof

D. Owners and Occupants .

Prior o construction of thls bu1ld|ng, the subject parcel was dwrded into five smaller parcels. The
parcels contalned three commercnal bunldlngs facing Hyde Street and two smgle—famrly homes
'facrng Russell Street. The parcels were owned. by three separate owners; Charles Moeller
Joseph Mulhall and P. Micheletti. Eventually the estate of P. Micheletti purchased the two
smaller parcels facing Russell Street. These parcels were officially merged in 1940. This
building was constructed in 1920 fi lhng all five parcels and was leased to Reuben Hoyle. The
building has continued in use as parkrng garage and marntenance and repair shop with several
dlfferent name changes Reuben Hoyle (1920-1937), Hoyle & Meade (1937-1940), Hyde ‘Union
Garage (1941-1952), Royce Garage (1953-54), Dan’s Auto Repalr and Right Way Auto Garage
No. 2 (1955-1958), Dan s Auto Reparr and Jayne Garage ( 959 1962) Jayne Garage and Auto
Repair (1963 -1964), Hyde Street Garage (1966-1967), and Valencia Auto Serwce (1968
through 1982). From 1960 through 1982, Andersen’s Furnifure Ret' inishing operated out ofa
small area in the basement facing Russell Street. The building is currently inuse as a parklng

garage with no automobile reparr serwces

Subsequent owners (dates of ownership) include: George S. & Helen H. Danlels (1947 1953)
Welnstems (1 953 1954) Robert B. Keast (1954-1956), Lai Hung Ng & Wlllle May (1956 1958),
Lai Hung Ng & Gee Goon Chin (1958-1966), Edward & Elizabeth Tom, Edward & Priscilla Fong,
Hank & Frances Nogewa Chong M Fong (1 966—2007) SF Propertles LLC (current)

VIL. EVALUA1"ION OF HISTORIC STATUS ' o o

The subject property was evaluated to determine ifit was eligible for listing in the 'California
Reglster of Historical Resources, either individually or asa contnbutor to a historic district. The X
' Calrfornla Register is an authoritative guide to significant archltectural archaeological and
historical resources in the State of Calrfornra Resources can be hsted in the Calrfomla Reglster

'through a number of methods State Hlstoncal Landmarks and National Regrster—ehgrble

F'EERLI-ARY. 2010 . o ' ) KELLEY & VERPLANEGK
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properties (both listed and formal detenninations of eligibility) are automatically listed. Properties
can also be nominated to the Callfornla Reglster by local governments, private organlzatlons or
-citizens. This includes propertles identified in historical resource surveys with Status Codes of 1
to 5 and resources designated as local landmarks or listed. by city or county ordlnance The
.evaluatlve criteria used by the California Reglster for determining eligibility are closely based on - '
'those developed for use by the Natlonal Park Service for the National Register. In order to be
elrglble for listing in the California Regrster a property must be demonstrated to be 5|gn|t‘ icant

under one or more of the followmg criteria:

" Criterion 1 (Event): Resources that are associated with events that have made a -
significant contribution fo the broad patterns of local or reglonal hlstory, or the
. cultural heritage of California or the United States :

| Crlter/on 2 (Person) Resources that are assocrated with the lives of persons
important to local, California, or natlonal history.

Cnterlon 3 (Architecture): Resources that embody the distinctive characteristics
of a type, period, region, or method of constructron or represent the work of a
master, or possess high artistic values.

Criterion 4 (Infonnatlon Potentlal) Resources or sites that have yielded or have the
potential to yield information lmportant to the prehistory or hlstory of the local area,
California or the nation.

. The following section examines the ellgrblllty of the subject property for [lstlng in the California

Reglster under those criteria.
‘A. Individual Eligibility
e, Criterion 1 (Events)

This building is‘associated with the evolution and deyelopment'of anew 20" century building

- type, parking garages. The development and design of parking garages reflects the shift in the
public transportation from horse drawn to automobile."The built environment changed with the
addition of this new building type; With evolution-of new technologies in constructi_on,
engineering, design, and automobile production, each decade of parking garage design varied.
The 1920s era of parklng garage design was a pivotal period in the desrgn s evolution due to the
increasing pressures of self—parklng and expenmentatron with the use of ramps or elevators for
vertlcal movement of the vehicles. Garage desrgn still followed the accepted exterior
archltectural language while experimenting wrth rntenor space This building reﬂects this desrgn

period through its use of traditional architectural expression and use of ramps for movement.

FEBRUARY, 2010 KELLEY & VERFLANCK
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: However it does not appear the building is a particularly lmportant expression of thls pattern of ‘

' ‘events Thus, it does not appear eligible for llstlng in the California Register under Criterion 1.

- Cntenon 2 (Persons)

, ThlS building is not assocrated with any 3|gn1t' cant persons in the hlstory of San Francisco or the -
state of Cahfornla This burldlng is not eligible for Ilstmg in the Cahfornla Reglster under Criterion
2.

e Criterion 3 (Architeoture)
ThlS bu:ldlng embodles the drstmctlve charactenstlcs ofa type—a 1920 ramped parking garage
with an archltecturally embellrshed exterior. It was designed in a mix of Mrssnon Revival and

"Secessionist styles Although not a classical desrgn similar to the surroundlng Classical Revival
apartment burldmgs the burldmg still exhibits an order and symmetry mtended to blend well wnth
the existing buildings. After the 19205 parklng garage desrgn moved away from the vrsually
contextual design influence.fo a more functional and: practlcat design that did not necessanly
blend with its surroundmgs Becatise it embodies the distinctive charactenstlcs of its fype, the

- building is eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 3.
“e  Criterion 4 (lnform-atio.n Potential)

This criterion ordlnarlly refers to potential archeologlcal value. The property does not appear

ellglble for llstlng on the California Register under Cntenon 4.
B. District |

| A property may also become eligible for listing on the California Register as a contributor toa
: hlstorlc dlstnct Guidelines def ine.a dlstrlct as an area that “possesses a significant
conCentratlon linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, structures, or objects unlted hlstoncally
-or aesthetlcally by plan or physical development To be listed on the California Register; the.
district itself must be eligible under the criteria already discussed. The documentatlon of the
district must enumerate all properties within it, identifying eachas a contrlbutor or non-
contrlbutor The dlstrlct itself, as well as each of its contrlbutors then become hlstoncal

resources.

The area in which the subject property is located is not currently ident'rt"ed as a district. For
purposes of this report, a small portion of the surrounding area was vrsually examined to

determine if a potentlal dlstnct could be identified. The area examined lncludes the east and

Fearuary, 2010 ) : ’ - . KELLEY & VERPLANEK
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| west side of Hyde Street between Union and Green Streets consistlng_ of twelve buildings, and
all of Russell Street c‘onsistinfj of seventeen buildlngs'. ,l_n total, the area .contalns twenty-nine
single-family, multiple-family, and residential over comr_nercial buildings constrdcted'between
1905 and 1923, all frame construction. (Appendix). The architéctural styles include: Classical
Revl_val,-.Miss'lon Revival, Flat-Front Italianate and Vernacular. The buildings range in height
from one to three-ston'es. This block face contains a high concentration of resident_ial buildings
.constructed in the early years of reconstruction after the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. The-
" surrounding blocks may also contain buildings that fit. lnto a narrow penod of development as
much of Russian Hill was destroyed by fire. The bu1ldmgs contarned within this area are unifi ed
hrstoncally by theme and form, and therefore could be a potentlal dlstnct However the subject

- building would not contnbute to this dlstnct due to dlSSlmllanty of scale, materials, form and

bunldlng iype.

Vlll lNTEGRlTY .

In add|t|on {o. belng determined elrglble under at least one of the four California Register criteria,

a property deemed to be. significant must also retain. suﬁ" cient historical rntegr[ty The concept of
integrity is essentlal fo ldentrfyrng the lmportant physrcal characteristics of historicak resources.
and hence, evaluating advers_e change. For the purposes of the California Register, integrity i s
det' ned as “the authenticity of an historical resource’s physical identity evldenced‘by the survival

. of characteristics that existed dunng the resource’s period of significance™ (Callfornla Code of
‘Regulations Title 14, Chapter 11.5). A property is examined for seven variables or aspects that
together comprise integrity. These aspects, which are based closely on the National Regrster, |
are location, design;,settlng, materials, workmanship, feeling and association. National Register .
Bulletin 15, How to Apply the National Register Criteria for Evaluation defines these seven - .

characteristics:

s Locationis the place where the hlstorlc property was constructed.

. Desrgn is the comblnatlon of elements that create the form, plans space
~ structure and style of the- property

. Settlng addresses the physxcal environment of the historic property lnclusrve of
the landscape and spatial relatlonshrps of the building/s. :

. = Materials refer to the physical elements that were combined or deposited during
_a particular period of time and in a particular pattern of configuration to form the

hlstorlc property.

- FEBrRUARY, 2010 KEL_LEY & VERPLANEK
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~»  Workmanship is the physrcal evrdence of the crafts.of a partlcular culture or
' people during any given period. in-history. -

o Feelmg is the property’s expression of the aesthetlc or hrstonc sense of a _
particular period of time.

» Association is the drrect link between an important hlstonc event or person and a
historic property : .

According fo Callfornla Office of Hlstonc Preservaz‘lon Technlcal Ass:stance Serles #6,

"Callfornla Reglster and Nal‘lonal Reglster A Companson ;7

lt is possible that hlstoncal resources may not retain sufficient lntegnty to meet
the criteria for listing in the National Register, but they may still be eligible for = -
listing ‘in the California Register. A resource that has lost its historic character or
appearance may still have sufficient integrity for the California Register if it
maintains the potential to yield sngnlﬁcant or hlstoncal lnformatlon or specific
data

‘Thus, the California Reglster may include properties that have suffered a greater degree: of

damage to their integrity than would be acceptable for listing in the Natxonal Register.

1945 Hyde Street retains integrity of location, design, s_etting,' materials, workmanship, feeli'ng i

~ and association.

[X. CONTEXT & RELATIONSHIP v |

As reported above, this building is located in-an‘area containingtwenty—lnine residential and -
commercial b'uildings constructed between 1905 and 1923 These buildings are associated with
the early reconstruction years- followmg the 1906 Earthquake and Fire. However, the subject
property is assoctated with a building pattern connected to the evolutlon of the automobile not
- the reconstructlon period. '

X. EVALUATION OF PROJECT SPEC[FIC IMPACTS UNDER CEQA
- This section analyzes the project specrt' ic impacts of the proposed project on the environment as
required by CEQA. '

- A. Status of Existing Building as a Historical Resource
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1945 Hyde Street is not currently listed as an historic resource but appears eligible for listing in

the California Register under Criterion 3. -
B; Proposed Project: ‘

The proposed prOJect includes the followrng alterations:

1. - Conversion of the second floor and rear portlons of the ground floor to condominiums
'Conversmn of the ground floor front fo commerCIal space
Insertion of a pedestnan entrance to the resrdentral spaces in the northern arch on Hyde
Street ' ' Ny '
Infill of the remaining arches with compatible glaiing and a retail entrance
Converston of the blind arch in the first Russell Street bay.to a wmdow

Conversron of one of the ground floor windows on Russell Street to a vehicular entrance

‘:4-.07 SIS

Addltlon ofa penthouse structure set back 12+ feet from the Hyde Street elevation and

within the Russell Street parapet
8. Replacement of non-repairable ,wrndows'with visually identical L'vmitsg

C. Evaluatlon of Significant Adverse Change under CEQA

Accordrng fo CEQA, a “project with an effect that may causeé a substantlal adverse change in
the significance of an historic resource is a project that may. have a significant effect on the
envrronment 10 Substantial adverse change is deﬁned as: “physical demolition, destructlon
relocation, or alteration of the. resource or its lmmedrate surroundings such that the significance
‘of an hlstorlc resource would be materlally lmparred " The sngnrt' icance of an historical resource -
is materially lmpalred when a prOjeCt “demolishes or materrally alters inan adverse manner
- those phySIcaI charactenstlcs of an historical resource that convey its hrstoncal significance”
and that justlfy or account for its inclusion in, or eligibility for mclusnon in, the California

: Reglster Since this building appears to be eligible for inclusion in the California Reglster; the .
tollowmg section analyzes the potential impact of the proposed project on it and on the adjacent

potential historic district.

D. Analysis of Project Specific Impacts under CEQA

® A complete survey of the exnstlng windows has been conducted and is attached.
'° CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b). ) .
" CEQA Guidelines subsection 15064. 5(b)(1)

2 CEO.A Guidelines subsection 15064.5(b)(2).
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Tﬁe fol!oWing secﬁon 'analyzes the‘ proposed rehab_ilitation. scheme deVelbped- by the brojéct :

. architect, OgrydziaklPrillin’ger Architects, in drawings dated December 711 . 2009, according to’
the Secretary of the Interior's Standards. The Standards provide guidance for 're:viewing ’
proposed work on historic properties.'® The Standafds are used bSl Federal agencies in

' eva[uéting work on historic properties. 'Local govérnment bodies have also adoptéd the
Standards across the country (indludihg the San Francisco Historic Preservation Comhlission)

.for reviewing prdposec_j rehabilitation work to historic prqpérties under local preservatidn
ordinances. At;cording to the Standérds, “The tréatment"rehabilitatidnf as'sumes.that at least

' some repair or alteration of the historic building will be needed in order fo provide for an efficient
contemporary uéé; 'hbwevér, these repairs ahd'altératiqhs must not da‘mége or destroy
materials, features or finishes that are important in defining the building’s historic character.”
The Standards are a ﬁseﬁl analytical tool-to determine the éppfopriat_eness ofa proposed
project on a historic resource. With regards to élterations/additions, the Standards make the

: fo.[lowing recommendation, “Some exferior and interior altetatiohé to the historic building are.
génerally needed to assure its continued usé,,but it is most important that such alterations do :
not ra'digally'change, obscu_re; or destroy chérat:tér;deﬁning spaces, materials, features, or

finishes.”'

The following analysis applies each of the Standa'rds to the proposed project. -

1. " A property will be used as it was histqrically or be given a new use that réquirés minimal
-change to its distinctiye materials, features, spaces, and spatial relationships.

The proposed project c_omp.lies' with Standard 1 because the property will be given a new uée_

that requifes minimal change to its distinctive materials, features, s.paées, and spatial

relationships.

\

** Morton, W. Brown Ill, Gary L. Hume, Kay D. Weeks, and H. Ward Jandl, Secretary of the Interior's Standards for
Rehabilitation & lllustrated Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (Washington, D.C:: U.S. Department of the .
Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resources, Preservation Assistance Division, 1992). The Standards, revised -
in 1992, were-codified as 36 CFR Part 68.3 in the July 12, 1995 Federal Register (Vol. 60, No. 133). The révision
replaces the 1978 and 1983 versions of 36 CFR 68 entitled The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Historic
Preservation Projects. The 36 CFR 68.3 Standards are applied to ail grant-in-aid 'development projects assisted -

~ through the National Historic Preservation Fund. Anothér set of Standards, 36 CFR 67.7, focuses on "certified historic
structures” as defined by the IRS Code of 1986. The Standards in 36 CFR 67.7 are used primarily when property -

" owners are seeking certification for Federal tax benefits. The two sets of Standards vary slightly, but the differences
are primarily technical and are not substantive in nature. The Guidelines, however, are not codified in the Federal

Register.’
*“ Ibid, 7. - : = :
1 Secretary of the Inferior’s Standards for Rehabilitation, 10.
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2. The historic character of a property will be. retarned and preserved. The removal of
distinctive materials or alteration of features, spaces and spatial relatlonshlps that

charactenze a property will be av0|ded

‘The proposed prOJect will retam all of the hlstonc characterlstlcs of the property WhICh lnclude
its visible massing from the street, character def nlng features such as the parapets decorative

brick detamng, and arched openings, and overall spatlal relationship to adjacent buildings and-

the surroundmg nelghborhood

The project proposes fo add a penthouse fo the'buitding However, this new addition will be set
back from the existing front and rear bulldlng elevations, reducmg its visual impact at street-
level Addltlonally, the penthouse is partially blocked by the pnmary facade parapet The overall - '

massmg of the bUIldmg wrll be retalned
In summary, the proposed project complies with Standard 2.

3. Each property will be recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use.
Changes that create a false sense of historical deve[opment such as adding conjecturat
features or elements from other hlstorlc propertles will not be undertaken. :

" The proposed exterior rehabilitation comphes with Standard 3 because no conjectural features

.or elements from other historic propertles will be added.

4 Changes o a property that have acqunred hlstorlc SIgnn" cance in therr own right Wlll be
retalned and preserved. )

The proposed prOJect complres with Standard 4 because the prOJect Wl|| not affect alteratlons to

the property that have achJred historic srgmﬁcance

5. Dlstmctlve materials, features t‘ nishes, and constructlon technlques orexamples of
craftsmanship that characterlze a property will be preserved. .

" The proposed project comphes with Standard 5 because, other than replacement of the

windows as discussed helow, it will.not remove distinctive materials, features, finishes, or

construction techniques, or ei(amplés ot craftsmanship that characterize the property. Brieﬂy, .'

" the interiors will be modif ed in order to provide an eft" cient contemporary use for the building:

Therefore, the changes required i in the interior comply WIth the overall’ mtent of the rehablhtatlon

guidelines. .

FEBRUARY, ZD‘I.L‘.I KELLEY & Vr-:RPLAKl::K»
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" 8. Detenorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced Where the severity of
: deterioration requires replacement of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the
-old in design, color, texture, and, where possible, materials. Replacement of mlssmg
features will be substantrated by documentary and physical evidence.
" The existing steel—sash lndustnal windows will be replaced due to extensive deterloratlon and
“distortion of the steel sash A condition survey-of all existing wrndows has been conducted and
is attached It reveals overall heavy corrosion, deterioration, and. dlstortlon as well as
separation of the frames from the concrete openlngs. The project proposes to replace them with -
new windows thatrepllcate_ the existing sash profile and glazing pattemn. Since the result will be '

. visually identical to the existing 'windows, rt will comply with Standard #6

7. Chemical or physrcal treatments if appropnate will be undertaken using the gentlest -
means possible. Treatments that cause damage fo hlstonc materials erl not be used.
The proposed prOJect complles wrth Standard 7 because neither chemlcal nor physrcal

treatments are proposed

8 Archeological resources will be protected and preserved in place If such resources must
- be dlsturbed mitigation measures will be undertaken

" The proposed project complies w1th Standard 8. There are no known prehrstonc or historic.

archaeelogical sites in the vicinity. Furthermore excavatlon requrred to build the exrstlng

structure would have l|kely removed any subsurface objects

9 New addrtlons extenor alteratlons .or related new cohstruction will not destroy historic
“materials, features, and spatial relationships that characterize the property. The new
- work shall be differentiated from the.old and will be compatlble with the historic
materials, features, size, scale and proportron and massing fo protect the lntegnty of the
property and its envrronment ,
_The proposed project is in compllance with Standard 9. The new penthouse is set back 12+’
from the front and rear elevatlons and is ‘within the Pparapet on the’ Russell elevatlon With the
setback and screenlng provrded by the parapet, the visual impact of the additional story will be
minimal from Hyde Street. The new penthouse wrll be dn‘Ferentlated from the old and as stated
: above in Standard 2, the massing of the new addition has been desrgned in order to malntaln
- . the mtegnty of the property and its enwronment
The,project also proposes to convert two of the arehed door openings on the Hyde elevation to ‘

windows by infilling the bottom portions. In-addition, one basement window on Ru'ssell Street

FEBRUARY, 20703 B ' L Co " KELLEY & VERFLANEK
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would be Converted to a vehicular entrance and a blind arch on Russell- Street would be glazed. .
This would involve removal of the eX|st|ng steel window and portions of the concrete wall. These

alterations are on a secondary elevatlon leave the historic fenestratlon pattern essentlally in ‘
place and do not destroy character det' ining historic materials, features or spatlal relatlonshlps

- Thus, the project would comply wrth Standard #9.

10 New additions and adjacent or related new construction will be undertaken insucha . - -
“manner that, if removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the historic
property and its, enwronment would be unlmpalred

- While it is unlikely that this would occur, it would be possible to remove the proposed

. penthouse. As such, the proposed project does comply with Standard 10.

Rehabilitation is defined as “the act or process of making possible 'é compatible use for a
property thro.ughrepair, alterations, and addltlons while preserylng those portions. or features
_which convey its historical, cuitural, or. architectural values.”:16 In summary, the proposed projéct:

_ appears to comply with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.

E. Analysis of Cumulative Impacts under CEQA |

| The subject property is located in a- potentia‘l historic distn'ct composed of residential buildings
constructed during the early years after the 1906 Earthquake The property itself is not a k
contributor to that potential dlstrlct and the proposed project complles with the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabllltatlon. No other nearby buildings match the scale and massing
of this buildlng. Itis 'therefore'unlilgely that similar projects would be proposed in the foreseeable

future.

XL CONCLUSION :

_i 1945 Hyde Street is eligible for listing in the Calrfornra Register as a locally significant 1 9205 era
parklng garage. The proposed project was de5|gned as an adaptlve reuse prOject that mlnlmally :

lmpacts the building and the surrounding buildings. The character-defining features of the

building will be retained. The proposed vertical addition was designed for mlnlmal visual lmpact

from the street and in combination wrth the retentlon of the building’s character-defi nlng

1 Kay D. Weeks and Anne E. Grimmer, The Secretaly of theflnterior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic
Properties with -Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings (Washington,
D.C.: National Park Service, 1995), '61.‘

FEBRUARY, 2010 KELLEY & VERPLANEK

T 25

1120



I L

HisToric RESOURCE EVALUATION REFPORT 1945 HYDE STREET SaN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

featfures; this prciject does not negath)ely_ impact the signiﬁcanbe of the buil-ding itself, nor that of
the potential historic district. ' ' ' “

FEERUARY, 2010 - .o ) ‘ KELLEY & VERPLANEK'
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1650 Mission St

Historic Resou rce Evaluatlon Response_ s
Sar Francisco,
MEA Planner: Chelsea Fordham : ; A CA 94103-2479
 Project Address: - 1945 Hyde . : i R .
Block/Lot: " p123/002° : " 415.558.6378
Case No.: © . 2010.0162E - N o
Date of Review: ' Juys20t0 - - e 5585400
Planning Dept. Reviewer: Moses Corrette ' - .
- (415) 558-6295 | Moses: Corrette@sfgov org :; r:;“::;’;%m_
¢ : : | 4155586377
PROPOSED PROJECT =[] Demolition X Al_terationv
PROJECT DESCR[PT[ON

The proposed project is the adaptlve reuse of a 2-story over basement, existing concrete: parkmg garage
. .containing 58 spaces to a 3-story over basement, 7 unit re51denbal project, including'15 parking spaces
_ provided by 7 stackers and 1 car share space, and 1 commercial space of approxlmately 860 sf.

Specdifically, the project includes the following alterations: Conversion of the ground floor front to
commercial use; the second ﬂoor, and rear portion of the ground floor to residential condominiums;
insertion of a pedestrian entrance to the residential spaces in the northemn arch on Hyde St; infill of the
remaining arches with compatible glazing and a retail entrance; conversion of the blind arch in the first
Russell 5t bay to a window; conversion of one of the ground floor windows no Russell 5t to a vehicular
entrance; addition of a penthouse structure set back 12+ feet from the Hyde St elevation and within the
Russell 5t parapet' replacement of non-repairable windows with visually identical units’.

PRE-EX!STING HISTORIC RATlNG I SURVEY

"The subject property has no prior survey ratings. The building is considered a “Category B” (Potentlal .
Historic Resource) property for the purposes of the Planning Department’s California Environmental

Quahty Act (CEQA) review procedures.

. HISTORIC DISTRICTI NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT

The parcel is located on a shghﬂy 1rregu1ar—shaped lot on the west side of Hyde Street, nowth of Russell
Street, between Union and Green Streets in the Russian Hill ne.lghborhood The property is located
" within a NC-1 (Neighborhood Commercial Cluster District) Zoning District and a 40 -X Height and Bulk
District. The immediate area consists of single and multl-fam.lly homes, mixed-use and single-story
_commercial ‘buildings constructed primarily’ between 1906 and 1920. Russell Street to the west is
predornmately lined with smaller scale single-family dwellings constructed between 1906 and 1908.
Roughly half of those buildings are listed in the 1976 Architectural Survey or the Here Today Survey. -

1 A complete survey of the existing windows has been conducted and is in the case docket 2010.0;162‘5.

www . sfplanning.org
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Histdi'ic Resource Evaluation _Responsé L | " CASE NO. 2010.0162E
July _8, 2010 - : . 1945 Hyde St

1. Califomiai Register Criteria of Significance: Note, a building may be an historical resource if it
meets any of the California Register criteria listed below. If more information is needed to make such
a determination please specify what information is needed. ( This determination for California Register
Eligibility is made based .on existing data and research provided to: the Planning 'Deparﬁnént. by the above’
named preparer | consultant and other parties. Key pages of report and a photograph of the subject building are
attached.) ; ' ‘ ' _ -

Event: or _ " [dYes . XINo []Unable to determine
Persons: or ' [JYes [XINo [ ] Unable to determine
-Architecture: or X Yes ["INo []Unable to determine A E

Information Potential: D Further mvésﬁgaoritecommended-. s

- District or Context: Yes, may contribute to a potential district or significant context ‘
If Yes; Period of significance: This building may contribute to a significant context of neighborhood- '
serving automobile parking garages from the first half of the 20t century. The garages would store -
.pfivate automobiles, and provide basic maintenance services. In the case of 1945 Hyde Street, the
surrounding blocks of Russian Hill were served. ' o

) ‘The; Planning Department concurs with the findings of California Regié'ter eligibility as documented .
in the Kelley & VerPlanck report submitted by the project sponsor, specifically for the Criteria 1, 2
‘and 3: - ' ' S

Criterion 1: It is associated with evlénts that have made a significant contribution to ‘the broad
patterns of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of Californiia or the United States;

“Thiis building is associated with the evolution and development of a new 20t century building type, -
parking garages. The development and design of parking garages reflects the shift in the public
transportation from horse drawnto automobile. The built environment changed with the addition of
this new building type. With the evolution of new technoiogies in construction, engineering, design, -
and automobile production, each decade of parking garage design varied. The 1920s era of parking
garage design was a pivotal period in the design’s evolution due to the increasing pressures of self- -
parking and experimentation with the use of ramps or elevators for vertical movement of the |
vehicles. Garage design still followed accepted exterior architectural language while experimenting .

"with interior space. This building reflects this design period, through its use of traditional
architectural expression and use of ramps for movement. However, it does not appear that this
building is a particularly important expression of this pattern of events: Thus, it does not appear
eligible for listing in the California Register under Criterion 172 S I

As a member of a class of ‘buﬂdings in a significant context of neighborhood-serving automobile
parking garages, the property type came into existence as a result of the needs of the district's -
residents and because most homes and apartment buildings did not have residential garages. '

?Kelley & VerPlanck Historic Resources Consulting, Historical Resource Evaluation 1945 HYde Street San
Francisco California, February 2010, pi8

SANFRANCISCO - S c ' 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT . i - .
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" Historic Resource Evaluatlon Response . ' ' CASE NO. 2010.0162E
July 8, 2010 o _ : ‘ 1945 Hyde St

3

Crlterton 2: It is associated wtth the lives of persons ‘important in our local, regwnal or national

past : :

The subject property is associated with Reuben Hoyle (first lessee); owners: George S. & Helen
Danjels (1947-1953), Weinsteins (1953-1954), Robert B. Keast (1954-1956), Lai Hung Ng & Willie May
(1956-1958), Lai Hung Ng & Gee Goon Chin (1958-1966), Edward & Elizabeth Tom, Edward and

. Priscilla Fong, Hank & Frances Nogewa, Chong M. Fong (1966-2007) ; however, none of these
individuals seem to have made significant contributions to San Francisco or California history that

. would qualify this bmldmg for hshng per Cntenon 2.

The building at 1945 Hyde Street has an indizect association with Carolyn and Neal Cassady, theu- ;
home across Ru_ssell Street, at number 29 is-also associated with the Beat poet Jack Kerouac who lived
with the couple in ménage trios. This building provided the backdrop of a well known photograph
. of the twd men c. 1952 depicting the pair against the concrete wall, with the steel window in the
_ basement s the sole identifying element of the building in the photo. This indirect association does
not qualify this building for listing on the California Register per Criterion 2. ' ‘

Critérion 3: It embodies the- distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of
construction, or repfeseuts the work of a master, or possesses high artistic values;

“This building embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type —a 1920 ramped parking garage with
an architecturally embellished exterior. It was designed in the mission Revival and Secessionist -
styles. Although not a classical design similar to the surrounding Classical Revival apartment
buildings, the building still exhibits an order and symimetry intended to blend well with the existing

. buildings. After the 1920s, parking garage design moved away from the visually contextual design
influence to a more functional and practical design that did not’ necessarily blend with its ‘

~ surroundings. Because it embodies the distinctive characteristics of its type the bmldmg is ehglble _
_ for listing in the California Reg15ter under C_ntenon 3.7

Cnterzon 4 It ylelds or mdy be likely to yield z'nformation important in prehistory or history;
It does mot appear that the subject property is likely to yleld information lmportant to ‘a better
understandmg of prehrstory or hlstory

2. Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. To be a resource for the purposes of

" CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the California Register criteria, but
it also must have integrity. To retain historic integrity a property will always possess several, and
usually most, of the aspects. The sub]ect property has retained or lacks integrity from the penod of
si gmﬁcance noted above: »

Location: _ @ Retains D Lacks g Setting:,' @ _Retains D Lacks .
Association: Retains - [_]Lacks - Feeling: E] Retains D Lacks
Design: - @ Retains D Lacks .- Materials: @ Retains D Lacks

Workrnanship: E] Retains D Lacks

3 ibid
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Hlstorlc Resource Evaluatlon Response o ~ CASE NO. 201 0.0162_E
July 8 2010 . C : 1945 Hyde St

3. Determination of whether the properl-y is an “historical resource” for purposes of CEQA o

D No Resource Present (Go fo 6 below.) & Historical Resource Prése_nt (Continue to 4.)

4. If the property appears to be an. hlstoncal resource, whether the proposed project would
materally impair the resource (i.e. alter in an adverse manner those physical cha:actenshcs which
: }ustlfy the property’ s inclusion in any registry to which it belongs) ’

X The project will not cause a substantial adverse change in the 51gruf1cance of the resource such
that the significance of the resource Would be matenally unpalred ( C’anfmue toh zf the pro]ect is an
alteraﬁon ) .

] 'Ihe_'project is a significant impact as proposed. (i Conﬁnue to5 lf the project is an alteration.)

Staff has reviewed the pro]ect proposal and Iargely concurs with Kelley & VerPlanck’s Secretary of

- the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation - (Standards) analysis (see pages 22-25 of the submitted g
historic Resource Evaluation (HRE)). Based upon this analysis, staff finds that the project would not
cause a substantial adverse change in the resource such that the significance of the building would be

' matenally lmpa.u'ed The following is an analysis of the proposed project 1mpacts to the historic-

resource.

* The proposed project would retain the physmal si:ucture, but not use, of the h1stor1c'-
automobﬂe garage at the site. :

- @ The new use will require Irummal changes to the building’s distinctive matenals features,
' spaces, and spatial relationships.

* The proposed new penthouse would be designed in a con_temporary.style that uses a simple.
- vocabulary in order to create compatible design that is distinguishable as 'a new feature
within the site. The penthouse would rise approximately 7 feet above the parapet heighton -
- the Russell Street elevation; a roof terrace with 42” clear glass railing would be set back
approxm'la’cely 15 feet from the bul.{dmg wall, which'would not be visable from Russell
Street. :

1

* The new ﬂoor could be removed entirely in the future without hamung the }ustonc mtegnty '
of the building.

« . The Steel wind.o’v_v at the basement level of the Russell Street elevation wh‘ich can be seen in
the ¢. 1952 photograph of Jack Kerouac and Neal Cassady will be retained and rehabilitated.
The remaining existing steel sash industrial windows will be replaced due to extensive .
deterioration and distortion of the steel sash. A condition survey of all ex1stmg windows has
been conducted and is available in the case docket. It reveals overall heavy corrosion,
deterjoration, and distortion, as well as separatmn of the frames from the concrete openirigs. .
The' project proposes to replace them with new windows that replicate the existing sash
profile and glazing pattern.

SAN FRANCISCO . . , : . : . 4
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response ‘ — : . ~ CASE NO. 2010.0162E .
July 8, 2010 , o - ‘ 1945 Hyde St

5. Character-defining features of the building to be retained or respected in order to avoid a

- significant adverse effect by the prdject presently or cumulatively, as modifications to the project
- to reduce or avoid impacts. Please recommend condxhons of approva] that may be desirable to
§ mitigate the pro;ect’s adverse effects. :

The character—defmmg features of the. property mclude its visible massing from Hyde Street
parapets, decorative brick detailing, and arctied openings, large industrial sash windows, and overall
spatial relationship to' adjacent buildings and the surrounding neighborhood. The Steel window ‘at
the basement level of the Russell Street elevation which can be seen in the c. 1952 photograph of Jack
Kerouac and Neal Cassady will be retained and rehabrhtated

X

. 6. Whether the proposed project may have an adverse effect on off-site historical resources, such as
ad]acent lustonc properties. : -

[ es @ No L__] Unable to determine

Russell Street to the south and west of the subject property is a potenhal hrstonc district of small scale
residential buildings built between 1906 and 1908, with two buildings from the 1910s that together
- could be eligible for listing on the California Register. Several buildings are listed.on the 1976
Architectural Survey, and the Here Today survey, and are presumed to be historic resources. . The
proposed project is adjacent to the potential district within a building that is of a vastly different type,

period, and method of construction, and could not be part of that architectural context. The building .

is of a larger scale than the adjacent Russell Street buildings, however, 1945 Hyde has been part of the
fabric of the ne1ghb0rhood for 90 years, as it has served as a community parking garage for several
decades. The proposed alterations to the building would be minimally visible ‘and, while an
- incremental change to the setting of Russell Street, the rehabilitation and addition would not have a
significant adverse effect on the integrity of the adjacent resources.

PRESERVATION COORDINATOR REVIEW

SlgnamregZ%é/x A{//{JJ (4’(/ - ‘ Date: 0 7, U@ wﬂ
-Sophie Middlebrook Hayé«aré acting Preseraatzon Coordinatori L
Tina Tam Presemzztzon Coordmator ‘

cc Linda Avery, Recording Sebretary, Historic Preservation Comraission
Vimnaliza Byrd / Historic Resource Impact Review File . )

: Attachmensz Historic Resource Evaluauon Report prepared by Kelley & VerPlanck and dated February, 2010.

I \Caszs\2010\2010 01621\2010. 0762E\2010—0162E doc
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Fw: Scheduhng 1945 Hyde Street Appeal of Determlnatlon of Exemptlon

9/137?
Rick Caldeira to: Joy Lamug . . , : 07/26/2011 09:21 AM
file ' :
-—— Forwarded by Rick Caldeira/BOS/SFGOV on 07/26/2011 09'21 AM —
From: - John Parker Willis <JohnparkerW|ll|s@mac com>
- To: Catherine.Rauschuber@sfgov.org
- Cec: AnMarie.Rodgers@sfgov.org, 'Steven L. Vettel" <svettel@fbm com> Rick.Caldeira@sfgov. org -
_ Date: 07/25/2011 01:02 PM

"Subject: . Re: Scheduling 1945 Hyde Street.Appeal of Determination of Exemption 9/137

I would like the matter to be heard as scheduled for August 2. L understand the Plannmg Staff
has already prepared a draft of'its response.

. Thank you.
John Willis

7

GREEN GARAGE LLC

JOHN PARKER WILLIS, MANAGER
3298 PIERCE STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123

C 415-710-4921
- O 415-474-8600 ex 10
F 415 -474-8696

On Jul 25, 2011, at 12:46 PM, Catherme Rauschuber@sfgov org Wrote
All,

The appellant is requesting that 1945 Hyde Street appeal be heard on September 13th. Is this
doable for the project sponsor and Planning Department? S

. Thanks,l‘
Catherine

- Catherine Rauschuber
- Office of Supervisor David Chiu _
President, San Francisco Board of Supervrsors
City Hall,-Room 264
San Francisco, CA 94102
* phone: (415) 554-7453 -

fax: (415} 554-7454

From: Jamie Cherry <jcherry@rhcasf, com>
- Date: July 21, 2011 11:36:54 AM PDT

To: Catherine. Rauschuber@sfgov org

Subject: Re: Ext. Request : Appeal of Determmatlon of Exemption from
—Enwronmental Review for 1945 Hyde Street :

1129



Hi Catherine,

- Thanks so much for letting us know the Board of Supervisors are on recess in August, we
didn't realize that. Also, in looking at the calendar, I see that Sept 6th is the day after the:
Labor Day Holiday; if that is the case and to ensure the Planning Commission and Zoning
Administrator decisions have been pubhshed and that the board has had time to review

all the materials, should we schedule the hearmg for Sept. 13th???

" We would not want the supervisors to return from recess and not have had proper time to
review all materials and most likely between the August recess and labor day holiday
there won't be much time for them to come up to speed and get familiar with the project..
‘(Note that the City Attorney requires materials 8 days before the hearing -- 8 days prior to
Sept 6th is August 24th, which is mid-recess. 8 days prior to Sept 13th is Sept 1st and

© would give the Supervisors the week after the labor day holiday to review the case.)

‘Can_ we calendar 1t for Tuésday» Sept. 13th?
Thanks,

J am_ie

Janﬁe Cherry

Chair, 1945 Hyde Street Project Team
Russian Hill Community Association

On Jul 21, 201 1, at 12:25 AM, Catherine.RauschuBer@sf,qov.org wrote:

Hi Jamie,

Thank you for the email. The Board of Supervisors is actually on recess during almost the entire
month of August, so the first possible Board meeting for the continuance would be September 6th;
which is.the first meeting after August 2. Would September 6 be amendable to you? | have heard.
that both Planning and the project sponsor are ok with that date, so if you agree we can set itfor

then.

BeSt, . - . ) - | . . ) ’ . I
Catherine C ' : : : '

Catherine Rauschuber -
Office of Supervisor David Chiu
PreS|dent San Franeisco Board of Supervisors
City Hall, Room 264
-8an Francisco, CA 94102
. phone: (415) 554-7453

 fax: (415) 554-7454
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From; Jamie Cherry <ichergy@rhcasf.com> .

To: Catherine.Rauschubevr@sfgov.org
Date:  07/19/2011 04:29 PM , :
Subject:  Fwd: Ext. Request :Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for 1945 Hyde Street

Hi Catherine,

I have received your vo1cemalls I have been extremely busmess and have not been able )
to respond sooner. :

FYT we just requested an extension for the hearing for the Appeal of Détermination of
- Exemption from Environmental Review for 1945 Hyde. As noted in the letter there is an’
inaccurate description of the project in the City Attorney's memo and some information.
from planning that has yet to be published, so it would be ineffective to have the appeal’
until all the mformatmn has been updated :

We'll have to wait to see What the reply is.

Jamie

Jamie Cherry '
Chair, 1945 Hyde Street Project Team
Russian Hill Community Association

- Begin forwarded message:

Fromi: Jamie Cherry <jcherry@rhcasf.com>
‘Date: July 19, 2011 3:36:49 PM PDT

To: Angela.Calvillo@sfgov.org

Ce: J_oy.Lamug@sfgov.org

‘Subject: Ext. Request Appeal of Determmatlon of Exemption from Enwronmental
Review for 1945 Hyde Street :
Dear Ms. Calvillo,

- Attached pIease find our letter tequesti.ng an extension on Case #2010.0162E, scheduled

1131



8/2/11. Thank you for your a'ft_ention to this matter.
Sincerely,
Jamie Cherry

Chair, 1945 Hyde Street Project Team
Russian Hill Community Association

[attachment "RHCA_CEQAExtReq_7 19 11.'pdf' deleted by Catherine Raust':hub'er/BOS/SFG.OV]
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- Ext. Request :Appeal of Determination of Exemptlon from Enwronmental :
Review for 1945 Hyde Street

Jamie Cherry to: Angela.Calvillo =~ o o 07/19/2011 03:36 PM
Cc: Joy.Lamug . . o

1 attachment

RHCA. CEQAExtReq 7_19_11.pdf

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

.Attached please find our letter requestlng an extension on Case #2010 0162E scheduled 8/2/ 11.
Thank you for your attent1on to this matter.

Sincerely, -

Jamie Cherry

Chair, 1945 Hyde Street Project Team
Russian Hill Community Association
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Russian Hill Community Association .
' 1134 Green St." San Francisco, CA 94109 415-776-2014' rheasf.com

July 19, 2011

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

City Hall ‘

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place #244 '
Sa.n Francisco, CA 94102

Re Appeal of Determination of Exemptlon from Environmental Rewew
Case # 2010.0162E, Scheduled 8/2/11

) Dear Ms, Calvillo:

We recelved your response to our letter dated 7/14. Thank you for the qulck response. Unfortunately there seems to be
some inaccuracies in the City Attomey s Memorandum and pertinent information from Planning not yet available;
therefore we are requesting an extension for the Case listed above until the descnptlon can be corrected and the other
information is available.

1) The language of the C1ty Attorney s Memorandum needs to be emended to reﬂect an accurate description of the
project. It currently states the project is a “demolition of an existing two-story over basement garage...” In fact, the _
. proposed project is a “change in use” not a demolition; the existing structure is 3: story parking garage and the
proposal is to construct a 4 story, 7 unit condominium with a commercial space. The RHCA requests that the City
Attorney’s Memorandum be corrected to reflect the situation correctly as described. ~

2) The administrative description of the Planning Commission’s decision of June 16™ has not been published nor has the
Zoning Administrator’s decision regarding the Variance. The details of the Planning Commission’s Discretionary
Review decision and the Zoning Administrator’s Variance decision are pertment to the CEQA appeal and the appeal
should not be scheduled until this information is avaﬂable . 3 ‘

We request that the hearing date be scheduled for Tuesday; August 23™ (w]:uch is Wlthm the Board’s target of 45 days
from the filing of the appeal) or to a later date if need be, that would allow the Planning Commission and the Zoning
Administrator time to publish their decisions, and allow for all parties to review the findings and thus bnng to the Board
of Superv1sors an appeal based on the complete and correct mformatlon

\

The RHCA filed its appeal based on the action taken at the 6/16/11 hearing of the Planning. Commission in order to
preserve the RHCA’s appeal rights. To have an expedited hearing with the Board of Supervisors before the results of the
Planning Commission’s hearing are written or published is a d1sserv10e to the process and all concemed We apprecmte

'you.r consideration of ﬂns request.’

Sincerely, |

Jamie Cherry
Chair, 1945 Hyde Street Project Team
Jcherry@rhcasf com
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 CityHall
1 Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184 .
. Fax No. 554-5163
: ’ TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
July 15,2011 ) :

Jamie Cherry, Co-Chair

~ Russian Hill Community Association
1134 Green Street
San Francisco, CA ‘94109

Subject: . Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for a Project
Located at 1945 Hyde Street

Dear Ms. Cherry:

The Office of the C'_Ierk of the Board is in recéipt of a mem_orandum dated July 14, 2011, (copy

attached), from the City Attorney’s office regarding the timely filing of an appeal of the

.. Determiination of Exemption from Environmental Review for the property located at 1945 Hyde -
Street. - R : : . ‘

- The City Attorney has determined that the ap'pe'al’was filedin a 'ﬁmely manner.

A hearing date has been schéduled on Tuesday, August 2, 2011, ét 4:00 p.m., at the Board of ,
Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, 1 Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102. : - : _ :

~ ‘Pursuant to the Interim Proéedures 7 and 9, please provide to the Clerk’s Office by:

8'days prior to the h‘eaﬁng: _ any documentaﬁo’n,whi(:h you may want available to the Board.
‘ ‘ members prior to the hearing; R '
11 days prior to the hearing:  names of interested parties to be notified of the hearing.

"-Please provide 18 copies 'of‘the documentation for distribution, and, if possible, names of.
interested parties to be notified in label format. . ‘

If you have any questions, please féel free to éontact Rick Caldeira at (415) 554-7711 or de B
~ Lamug at (415) 554-7712. ' - . : ' ’

Very truly yours,
e Sl
-Angela Calvillo ' o
- Clerk of the Board '
c . : .
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney . : ’ Tina Tam, Planning Department
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney , . - Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
- Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney - ‘Linda Avery, Planning Depariment
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department . Chelsea Fordhar; Planning Department
* Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department - Cynthia Goldstein, Board of Appeals

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department : Victor Pacheco, Board of Appeals
" Steven L. Vettel, Farella Braun + Martel LL:P, Russ Building .
235 Montgomery Street, San Francisco, CA 94104 '
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Cny AND'COUNTY OFSAN FRANCISCO = OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNS J. HERRERA | MARLENA G, BYRNE
City Attommey v - Deputy City Attomey
. DIRECT DIAL: {415} 554-4620
_ ) R E-MAIL: mqﬂena.byme@;fgov.org
MEMORANDUM
TO: Angela Calvillo

_ Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM:  Marlena G. Byme. . , .
’ Deputy City Attorney xj’\,'\i&“/
DATE: -~ Tuly 14,2011 . . ‘ .
RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemptmn from Env1ronmental Rev1ew for Proj ect
Located at 1945 Hyde Street -

.. You have asked for our advice on the timeliness of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors
_by Jamie Cherry, on behalf of the Russian Hill Community Association, received by the Clerk’s
Office on July 13, 2001, of the Plarming Department's determination that a project located at
1945 Hyde Street is exempt from environmental review under the California Environmental
Quality Act ("CEQA"). The proposed work involves demolition of an existing two- -story over
basement parking garage and the construction of a three-story over basement, seven-unit '
residential building, which would also contain one commercial unit. The Appellant provided a
copy a Certificate of Determination, Exemption From Environmental Review, issued by the
P]anmng Department on January 27, 2011. '

On February 17, 2011, Ms. Cherry, also on behalf of the Russian Hﬂl Commumty
Association, submitted a Tetter to the Clerk's Office attempting to appeal this samhe determination
of exemption. At that time, although the Planning Department had determined that the proposed
project was exempt from env1ronmental review, no City agency had yet taken a discretionary

" approval action on the proposed project. Thus, because a City agency other than the Board of
Supervisors must have taken an approval action in reliance on the CEQA. determination before
an appeal of that determination would be ripe for consideration, (14 Cal. Code Reg. §15061(e)),
we informed you that the appeal was not yet ripe for review.

Circumstances have changed. On June 16 2011, the Planning Comnussmn hearda
request for discretionary review at its regularly schedu]ed meeting and, taking discretionary
review, voted to approve the proposed project with modifications. At the same hearing, the

* Zoning Administrator granted a request for a variance for the same project. Thus, the appeal is
now ripe for review. Add1t1onally, a building permit is currently pending for the proposed
project, and we are informed that it has not yet been finally approved. Accordingly, it is our
view that the appeal is timely. Therefore, the appeal should be calendared before the Board of -
Supervisors. We recommend that you so advise the Appellant. _

Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.
' - MGB

ce:  Rick Calde1ra, Deputy D1rector, Clerk of the Boa.rd
' Joy Lamug, Board Clerk's Ofﬁce -

_ CryHalL 1 Dr. CARLTON B, GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 234 - SANFRANCISCO‘ CAUF{‘)RN(A 24102
RECEPTION: {415) 554-4700 FACSIMLE: (415) 554-4757

"ﬁ{\lcnduse\rhbyme\‘bos ceqa appeals\ 1945 hyde fimeliness no2.doc
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Ciry AND COUNTY OF SAN-FRANCISCO .~ OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

- Memordn_'dum' ' |

TO: Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

DATE: July 14,2011 -

PAGE: 2 _ B ‘ ' :

RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project

‘ Located at 1945 Hyde Street :

Andrea Ausberry, Board Clerk's Office .
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney-
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attomey .
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department .
Tind Tam, Planning Department
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
oo Linda Avery, Planning Department
o Rick Crawford, Planning Department
. Chelsea Fordham, Planning Department
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Clty Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
' San Fr_anmsco 94102-4689
* Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

July 14,2011

To: Cheryl Adams
- Deputy City Attorney

~ From: Rick Ca1deirz//%'
_ . 'Deputy Direé or\

Subject: Appeal of Detérmihéﬁon of Exemption from Environmental Review for Property
Located at 1945 Hyde Street :

An appeal of determination of exemption from envirdnmental review issued for property located
at 1945 Hyde Street was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on July 13, 2011 , by Jamie
Cherry, on behalf of the Russian Hill Commumty Association. ,

Pursuant to the Intenm Procedures of Appeals for Negative Declara’uon and Categoncal
Exemptions No. 5, I am forwarding this appeal, Wlﬂl attached documents, to the City Attorney's

~office to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely manner. The City Attorney's
determination should be made within 3 working days of receipt of this request.

If you have any questions, you can contact mé at (415).554-771 1.

c: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
“ Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Marlena Byrne Deputy City Attorney
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department ‘
Tina Tam, Planning Department
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
Linda Avery, Planning Department
Cynthia Goldstein, Board of Appeals
Victor Pacheco, Board of Appeals
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