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San Francisco Board of Supervisors

-, Attn: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place, #244

San Francisco, California 94102

Re: 3151-3155 Scott Street — Cﬁse No. 2010.00420CETZ (the “Projéct’”)-
CHA Appeal of Planning Commission Motion No. 18405 Authorizing the
'Conditional Use Requested in Application No. 2010.0420C =~

- Dear Supervisors and Clerk of the Board:

. This office repreéen_ts the Cow Hollow Association (“CHA”);a long standing non-profit
‘neighborhood organization that represents the interests of approximately 1,800 residents in forty- .
yon, Pierce, Greenwich, and Pacific Streets. This letter, along with

_ eight blocks demarcated by L
the attached Appeal Form, serves as CHA’s Notice of Appeal of the San Franeisco Planning
Commission’s Motion No. 18405 Authorizing the Conditional Use Requested in Application No.-

2010.0420C (the “Motion”). Enclosed with this Notice of Appeal, please find CHA’s Appeal
Form, a check in the amount of $500.00 payable to the San Francisco Planning Department, and
CHA’s Neighborhood Organization Fee Waiver Request Form. The following neighborhood

~ associations join this appeal.
Marina Community Association (MCA)
- Marina Merchants Association (MMA)

‘Marina Cow Hollow Neighbors and Merchants (M
Union Street Merchants Association (USMA)

®

. ' CHNM)

. Based on the following reasons in support of its appeal, CHA respectfully requésts the

. Board of Supervisors disapprove the Motion. In the event the Board of Supervisors approves the
Planining Commission’s (the “Commission”) action, CHA requests that it prescribe n its \
resolution the restrictions CHA has suggested to secure the objectives of the Planning Code..

1.. The Commission Improperly Authorized the Conditionﬁl Use Before Adopting the
Final Mitigated Negative Decla_ration. : o ,

\ Before authorizing a Conditibnal Use, the Commission is required under CEQA’tov ,
consider a final Mitigated Negative Declaration (or other CEQA document). See Cal. Code
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Regs. tit. 14, §15004 (2010); San Francisco Admin. Code §31.11(h). Here, the Commission
authorized the Conditional Use for the Project on July 14, 2011, but did not adopt the Project’s
final Mitigated Negative Declaration until the next day, July 15, 2011. Motion at 2. Therefore;
‘no final Mitigated Negative Declaration for the Project existed for the Planning Commission to
consider at the time it authorized the Conditional Use. By authorizing the Conditional Use
before it could consider the environmental findings contained in a ﬁnal M1t1gated Negatlve
Declaratlon the Planning Comm1ss1on violated CEQA

2. The Commlssmn Improperlv Authorxzed the Condmonal Use Before the Board of
Superv1sors Has Made a Decision on the Proposed Special Use District Ordman_ce ,

“A condltlonal use permit, unl1ke a nonconformmg use, allows a use pernutted rather
than proscribed by the zoning regulations, but because of the p0551b111ty that the per[mtted use
could be incompatible in some respects with the applicable zoning, a special permit is required.”
Sports Arenas Properties, Inc. v. City of San Diego (1985) 40 Cal.3d 808, 815 (citation omitted).
Thus, the Commission may only authorize a Conditional Use where that use is permitted under
current zoning regulations. The Project, however, is not permitted under current zoning
- regulations.

The PIOJect is located within an NC- 3 Zonmg District and a 40-X Height and Bulk
District. Planning Code Sections 208 and 712.92 allow for one unit for every 210 square feet of
lot area for a total of 16 group housing units and one manager’s unit. In addition, Planning Code
. Section 134 requires a minimum rear yard of approximately 15 feet, Planning Code Section 135
requires a minimum of approxmlately 675 square feet of private open space and approximately.
875 square feet of common 6pen spéce, and Planning Code Section 140 requires each umt to
have a window that faces directly on to an open area.

‘In violation of the above requirements, the Project features one unit for 143 square feet of
lot are for a total of 24 group housing units and one manger’s unit; no rear yard, private open

- space, or common open space; and 12 units that do not meet the Planning Code S exposure
requirements.

Desp1te the Project violating current zoning regulations, the Commission found “the

PI‘OJ ect is consistent with the relevant provisions of the Planning Code.” Motion at 4. The
Commission based this finding on the Project’s consistency with Planmng Code Section 249.55.
Motion at 4. The Planning Code, however, contains no Section 249.55. Rather than applying
_existing law, the Commission applied the proposed Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group
Housing Spec1a1 Use District (“SUD”) ordinance. Motion at 4. That proposed SUD ordinance,
however, is only a proposal, not law: it has not been passed, or even heard, by the Board of
Supervisors. While the Commission adopted Resolution No. 18404, Case No. 2010. 0420TZ, on
July 14, 2011, recommending the Board of Supervisors adopt'the proposed SUD ordinance
(Motion at 2), such recommendation does not give the proposed SUD ordinance legal effect. By
" ignoring current law in favor of proposed legislation, the Commission acted illegally by
authorizing a Conditional Use prohibited under current zoning regulations.
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3. The Public Had Insufﬁcient Time to ’Stu'dv the Project’s Plans Before the Planning
Commission Authorized the Conditional Use. , _ , :

‘ The Project Sponsor filed its application for Conditional Use Authorization (the -
«Application) with the Planning Department on March 11, 2011. Motion at 1. ‘At that time, the
Application and associated file were incomplete and missing information necessary to make a -

- Conditional Use determination. For example, the building plans available for review were
incomplete and contained material gaps, such as information relating to Americans with
 Disabilities Act (“ADA”) access. o '

" On July 7, 2011, seven days before the hearing, the Project Sponsor submitted updated
plans to the Commission. Motion at 20. Apparently, the Project Sponsor submitted further
updated plans on the day of the hearing, July 14, 2011. Motion at 19. Because the Project
Sponsor changed its application at least twice after the Commission noticed the hearing, the
public had insufficient notice to comment on the updated Application the Commission
considered on July 14, 2011. ' o '

4. .The' Commission Improperly Failed to Consider Corréspbndenc‘e and Pub]ic '
Comment from Neighborhood Residents and Community Organizations in
Opposition to Authorizing the ‘Condiﬁonal'Use. ' -

The Commission “received correspondence in opposition from neighborhood residents -
- and community organizations on a broad range of topics including but not limited to: a decline in
the quality of life for existing neighborhood residents and businesses, reduction of property .
~ values, increased density, lack of off-street parking and open space, and the inadequacy [of the]
~ subject building for the proposed use and proposed occupant services.” Motion at 4. The

. Commission, however, never addresses the opposition arguments in its Motion. Indeed, several
times it makes assumptions without positing any support despite having received contradictory
evidence from those opposed to the project. While the Commission may disagree with public
comments, it must provide evidence to support its conclusions, rather than assert its own
contradictory conclusions with no explanation as it did here. ' '

" For example, the Commission, without further comment, analysis, or evidentiary support,
concluded “the Project would contribute to the character and stability of the neighborhood” and
“would promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.” Motion at 18. However, CHA’s
Public Comments (attached as Exhibit A to this letter) on the proposed SUD ordinance (which
the Commission heard in conjunction with the Conditional Use application) contained comments
that contradict the Commission’s conclusion. For example, CHA noted that 1) the size and
density of the Project will harm its TAY residents and the neighboring community; 2) the Project .
" lacks adequate supervision and security; 3) the Project is located in an unsafe location for TAY
residents; 4) the Project will have insufficient common areas for its TAY residents, which could
result in increased loitering; 5) the Project will negatively impact traffic, parking, and public
transit in the area; 6) the loss of tourist dollars from converting the Project site (the “Building”)
from a tourist hotel use will harm local businesses; and 7) the Project will harm a historically
significant building. ' S
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5. The Commlsswn Imnroperlv Falled to Consider CHA’s Proposed Condltlonal Use
Restrictions. ' .

‘CHA submitted examples of Conditional Use restrictions (attached as Exh1b1t B to this

" letter) to the Commission to include in the Conditional Use Authorization in the event the
Commission authorized the Conditional Use. These proposed restrictions would strengthen the
Project and ensure that it operate to the greatest benefit of its residents, the neighboring
‘community, and the City. The proposed restrictions might also bring the Project in line with
Planning Code Sections 101.1(b) and 303(d) and the City’s Housing Element, which it currently
fails to do as proposed and approved by the Commission. However, there is no evidence the
Commission con51dered let alone read, CHA’s proposed Condmonal Use restrictions.

6. The Commission Improperlv Made Its Determmatlon Without Knowing How Many
Res1de11ts the Project Will House ‘ | .

" Thé Commission based 1ts determination on the suitability of the Project’s proposed use

- on the Project Sponsor’s representation that the Project will house 24 permanent TAY residents

. in 24 studio units. However, the Project Sponsor has never definitively stated that those 24 units
will only house 24 permanent residents. In fact, the Commission found that the “use will -
generally accommodate one person for each bedroom™ (Motion at 3 (emphasis added)) and that

_the Project will housé “twenty-four residents (generally)” (Motion at 10 (emphasis added)).
Thus, the Commission made a Conditional Use decision based on the physical structure of the
Buﬂdmg without knowing how many permanent residents will actually use the Project. The
number of permanent residents, and thus the actually density and operating requirements of the
Project, is a necessary fact to accurately perform the required Planning Code Sections 101.1(b) |
and 303(d) and Housing Element analyses. For example, the Commission could not accurately
.analyze whether the Project’s density is compatible with the neighborhood (Planning Code -
Sections 303(c)(1), 303(c)(1)(A)(i), 303(c)(2)(A)), the Project’s effect on traffic (Planning Code
Sections 101.1(b)(4), 303(c)(2)(B)), and whether the Biilding is the appropriate site for the
Project at its proposed size' (Housing Element Policy 4.4) without knowing the actual number of
permanent residents the Project will house. This conflict between the actual number of units ‘
versus the unknown potential number of residents is why CHA proposed a Conditional Use
restriction expressly limiting the Pro_]eot to single-occupancy units. The Planning Commission,
however, failed to adopt this reasonable restriction that might have justified the Comm1ss1on s
Conditional Use analys1s .

\ 7. Authorization of the Conditional Use Does Not Comport With Planning Code
- ~ Sections 101.1(b) and 303(d) and the City’s Housing Element. '

Before authorizing a Conditional Use, the Commission must determine that such use is
consistent with the Priority Policies of Planning Code Section 101.1(b), the Conditional Use
requirements of Planning Code Section 303(d), and the objectives and policies of the Housing
Element. Here, the Commission determined the Project is consistent with these requirements.
The Commission, however, failed to discuss issues CHA raised in its Public Comments that are
necessary to determine Section 101.1(b), Section 303 (d), and Housmg Element compliance.

' Instead, the Motion identifies facets of the Project the Commission found support its approval

s
l
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and ignores.those that do not support approval. Rather than balancmg the PI‘O_] ect’s effect on all
City planning policies, the Commission cherry-picked those City policies that support approval
of the Project. As a result, the Commission abused its discretion by failing to properly analyze
and balance the Project in light of all the City’s planning policies set forth in Planmng Code
Sectlons 101 l(b) and 303(d) and the Housmg Element.

The following are aspects of the Pro_]ect that are inconsistent with the Priority Policies of
Planning Code Section 101.1(b), the Conditional Use requirements of Planning Code Sectlon )
303 (d) and the objectives and policies of the Housmg Element

‘A,. The Slze and Den51ty of the Project Will Harm 1ts TAY Residents and the
Neighboring Community and Make it an ‘Unsuitable Site to Meet the Clty’
Affordable Housing Needs.

1. The Proj ect Will Pack Too Many Residents Into Inappronriately Small Units. E

In violation of Planning Code Sections 303(c)(1) and 303(c)(2)(A), the Project is
undesirable for its proposed TAY residents and incompatible with the neighborhood at its
proposed size and intensity in its proposed location. If the Building were used for dwelling units,
as opposed to group housing, current zoning would allow no more than 6 units. But the Project
- proposes to house at least 24 residents, their guests, and supervisors. Each resident unit will be
only 143 square feet in size. Rather than create units of appropriate and reasonable size, the
Project packs as many residents as possible into the Building in order to meet the Project’s
funding needs. This increased density will not benefit the Project’s residents and will be a
d.rastlc change from the typical dens1ty in the neighborhood.

2. The Project Has Insufﬁc1ent Kltchen F acﬂltles

The Project is also undesirable for its proposed TAY res1dents because the 1nd1v1dua1
units lack kitchens. Instead, the Project will include one 73 square foot communal kitchen that is
grossly inadequate in size for at least 24 residents’ use. Residents will have no choice but to dine
out in one of the City’s more expensive neighborhoods or rely on the inexpensive, poor nutrition
offered in convenience stores. As such, the lack of adequate kitchen facilities hinders the
Project’s goal of helping its young residents Jearn the necessary skills to transition into
independent living. The Commission failed to address the sufficiency of the Project’s kitchen
facilities. Instead, the Motion, without analysis or evidence, merely coricludes that “the
existence of kitchen . , . will help to reduce the demand on street infrastructure.” Motion at 12.

‘Furthermore, the msufﬁc1ent kitchen facilities raise the questlon whether the Project qualifies as -
group housing under Planning Code Section 890. 88(b) because it does not prov1de either meals
or individual cooking facilities. :

3. The Prolect Has Insufﬁ01ent Common Space to Accommodate Supportlve
Services PLgrammlng :

The Proj ect is designed to help TAY residents successfully transition to independent
living. TAY-specific affordable housing should provide services and programming ori-site to
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help residents become independent. - On-site services are essential with this Project because few,

in any, such services are available in the Building’s vicinity. Unfortunately, because the
Building is too small to accommodate the proposed number of units and residents, the Project

" includes insufficient non-dwelling common spaces to host the supportive services programming
necessary to help its residents achieve their goals. The only space set aside at the Project to

: provide programming at is a 427 square foot “program room.” The lack of space for supportive
services programming makes the Building an inadequate and unsuitable site to meet the City’s
affordable housing needs, in violation of Housing Element Objective 1 and Pol1cy 4.4.

B. Even Though itis an Inappropnate Slte For the PrOJect at its Proposed Size and
Density, the Project Sponsor Purchased the Building Without Investlgatmg
More Approprlate Alternatlve Sites in the Neighborhood.

The Project Sponsoncould have created a 24-unit TAY project that meets the Priority

* Policies of Planning Code Section 101. 1(b), the Conditional Use requirements of Plannjng Code
Section 303(d), and the objectives and policies of the Housing Element had it chosen an
appropriate, alternative site. Appropriately zoned and sized buildings were, and are, available in
District 2 for this Project. The Project Sponsor, however, has consistently refused to consider
searching for a different site in the nelghborhood more appropriate for the Project that would not
require zoning changes. Instead, the Project Sponsor purchased the Building even though the

~ Project conflicts with its zoning and is too small for its proposed use. Thus, while affordable -
TAY housing is a public necessity, locatrng this Pro_] ect in this Bulldmg when more suitable sites
were available i is not.

- C.  TheProject and Tts Conditional Use Authorization Lack Sufﬁéient Guarantees .
That Appropriate Supportive Services Programmmg Will Be Provided to its
TAY Res1dents

Other than prov1d1ng affordable housing, the most 1mportant aspectof a TAY pl‘O_] ject is
‘on-site social services programming, counseling, and support to help residents transition to
independent living. Here, however, the Program Sponsor’s operations plans are too vague and
insufficiently developed to determine whether the residents will receive sufficient on-site '
_support. The Program Sponsor’s Application contains no details regarding the services it will
provide and the Commission’s Motion does not require on-site services. The Motion merely
notes that the residents will “receive supportive services.” Motion at 8. The Project Sponsor' _
“has partnered with . Larkin Street Youth Services [(“LSYS™)] for client programmmg and '
. service,” which the Comm1ss1on found will “provid[e] necessary client services and
programmmg ” Motion at 13. :

Furthermore, in authorlzmg the Conditional Use, the Comm1ssmn failed to ensure |
sufficient supportive services will be provided by the Projects Sponsor, LSYS, and/orits
successors throughout the life of the Project. There is no requirement that the Project provide
on-site support services. Also, as noted above, there is insufficient space on-site for such
services. In .addition, it is unclear whether residents who refuse to participate in required
programming shall be allowed to continue to reside at the Project. Ultimately, if on-site services
are not pr0v1ded, orif re51dents fail to engage in them w1thout consequence the PrOJect will fa11
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to satisfy Housing Element Policies 4.2 and 4.4: to provide suitable housing options for residents
with special needs. : \

‘To ensure that such programming is actually provided through the life of the Project,

- CHA proposed a Conditional Use restriction to require the Project Sponsor list a minimum
number of hours of on-site supportive services programming (broken out into TAY-relevant
programming categories, e.g. employment skills, navigating higher education; nutn’uon/cookmg,
health, etc.) by a certain date and require it and/or its successors comply with those minimum -

- hour requirements. CHA also proposed a restriction to create a community oversight and

~ enforcement mechanism to ensure residents comply with any life plans LSYS counselors

develop for residents. The Planning Commission, however, failed to adopt these restrictions that -

would ensure the Project’s residents receive the on-site support they need to successfully ‘
~ transition to mdependent 11V1ng

D. The Project Lacks Adequate Supemsmn and Security and Its Conditional Use
Authorlzatmn Fails to Remedy This Problem.

- Planning Code Section 303(c)(2) requlres the “use or feature as propOsed will not be
detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working
. in the vicinity.” The Project as planned, however, lacks an adequate level of adult supervision
~ and security necessary to protect the safety and general welfare of the Project’s residents and the
surrounding community. The Project will house at least 24 full-time residents plus their regular
guests (an unlimited number is allowed until 11:00 p.m.) and overnight guests (it is estimated
that at least one-third of the 24 residents, who are allowed an overnight guest up to 14 nights per
month, will have overnight guests). Thus, the number of occupants at night could be almost
" double the at least 24 residents and the number could be even higher during the day. However,
the Project Sponsor proposes only one on-site supervisor between 9:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m.,
insufficient supervision for at least 24 residents and their guests.- The Project may require
-additional security because the Project includes no drug or alcohol testing and the Project -
‘Sponsor has no access to applicants’ juvenile records and therefore cannot restrict residency to
youth with no history of violence. '

~

In its Public Comments, CHA informed the Commission that its security concerns are
legitimate based on the experience at 864 Ellis Street, a similar 24-resident TAY project
managed by LSYS. During the first 21 days of June 2010 alone, the police received 284 calls -
regarding the one—block area surrounding the project. The 864 Ellis Street project has
significantly increased instances of crime, noise, and police calls in the surrounding
" neighborhood. Despite neighbors’ legitimate security concerns, the Project Sponsor here has
refused to consider increasing supervision and security staffing or reveal how it will address an
. increase in crime, should an increase occur.  While the Project Sponsor and LSYS have stated
the Project will have house rules, they have not indicated how those rules will be enforced or
whether rule violations could be grounds for ev10t10n

“Ignoring concerns that this hlgh dens1ty, low—supervision Project may harm the general

welfare of the Project’s residents and the Cow Hollow and Marina neighborhoods, the
Commission found the “proposed project will not be detrlmental to the health safety, .
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convenience or general Welfare of persons residing or working in the vrcmlty ? The
Commission, however, based its conclusion on a cursory analysis of the factors set forth in
Planning Code Sections 303(c)(2)(A)~(D), even though Section 303 (c)(2) explicitly states that
the health/safety/convenience/ general Welfare analys1s “not [be] limited” to the four factors the _
Commission rehed on. S

- To ensure that adequate superv1s1on and security Would protect the Project’s residents .
and the surrounding community, CHA proposed Conditional Use restrictions to require an adult
manager employed by LSYS reside on-site in the manager’s unit and two adult supervisors be
. present on-site at all times. The Planning Commission, however, failed to adopt these
restrictions. Instead, it ignored neighborhood concerns and, Without analysis, assumed the
Project’s proposed supervision and security proposals will be adequate. ' :

E.  The Lack of Transparency Surrounding the Project’s Planning and Approval
Process Violates the Housing Element’s Community Based Vision.

Housmg Element Obj ective 101is to ‘ensure a streamlined, yet thorough, and transparent
decision-making process.” Policies 10.1 and 10.2 enshrine this community based vision by
requiring, in part, the “consistent application of” “clear community parameters for development”
and the provision of “clear information to support community review.” While the planning and
approval of the Project has certamly been streamlined, 1t has been far from transparent

_ The Pro_] ect’s plan_nmg bega:n, at the Mayor’ s_Ofﬁce of Housmg (“MOH.”) CHA is
informed and believes MOH pre-selected the Building as the site for the Project when it learned
of the Building’s availability and only afterward created the site selection process. Little.
information about the process was made public until after the Project’s location, Sponsor, and -

. funding sources had been identified. CHA believes MOH and the Project Sponsor intentionally
concealed the Project from the public in order to delay community input and/or opposition until
many major planning hurdles had been cleared and the Project had gained significant
momentum. For example, when MOH initially put out the Request For Quotation for the

“Project, it failed to provide adequate notice to the community: it only posted notice at City Hall »
and did not provide notice in a newspaper of general circulation. Because of the lack of '

~ transparency in the planning of the Project, the public, and the neighboring community in

particular, was unable to review the project proposal in its early stages and therefore has
understandably become mistrustful of the Project Sponsor and the Project. This scenario is

* precisely what Housing Element Objective 10 is designed to avoid. .

F. ° The Commission Could Not Have Made a Rational Decision on the Application
‘Because the Project Sponsor Has Cons1stently l\/Ilsrepresented the Type of
Population the Pro_| ect Will Serve. _

From the time the Project was first made public, the Project Sponsor has represented that
the Project is affordable housing for 18 to 24 year-olds transitioning out of foster care, The
Application, however, describes the planned residents differently: “The proposed project . . . will
provide much needed housing and services for youths aged 18-24 that are at risk of -
~ homelessness.” The Project has also been characterized as a “TAY” project: the City deﬁnes.
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TAY broadly as any youth between 16 and 24 Disconnected Y. outh in San Franczsco at 1. The
-Motion frequently describes the proposed residents as “transitional-age youth between the ages
~of 18 and 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income.” Motion at 3. The Motion only
mentions foster youth twice. See Motionat8,9. :

Ultimately, it is unclear whether the Project will house youth transmonmg out of foster ,
care, formerly homeless youth, youth leaving the criminal justice system, or other low-income
youth. Each of these populations has distinct housing and supportive services needs. Because. -
the Project Sponsor has not been forthright regarding who will reside at the Project, it is ,
impossible to determine whether the Project, and its supportive services, are appropriate for its
eventual residents. It is also impossible to determine whether the Project will house
incompatible youth populatlons together. Without knowing who the Project will house, the
Commission could not accurately determine Whether the proposed use meets Planning Code and
Housing Element objectives. For example, the Commission could not determine whether the :
Project provides the appropriate unit type for the Project’s particular target segment of need. See -
Housing Element Policy 5.4. This lack of transparency regarding the Project’s target population '
~ is another example of how the Project’s planning and approval process has alienated the
neighboring community and failed the community based vision set forth in Housing Element -
- Objective 10 and Policies 10.1 and 10.2.

CHA proposed Conditional Use restrictions to create certamty regarding the PIOJect’
future resident population and to ensure the Project houses youth transition out of foster care as
the Project Sponsor has consistently represented to the public. Specifically, CHA proposed
restrictions to either require the Project.to only house youth transitioning out of foster care or to
bar felons and probationers. But the Commission failed to adopt either of these restrictions  ~
despite the uncertamty regardmg who W111 reside at the Projeéct. '

G.  The Commission Improperly Concluded the Pro;ect Wlll Not Impact Traffic
Wlthout Evidentiary Support .

Plannmg Code Sectlons 101.1(b)(4) and 303(c)(2)(B) require an- ana1y51s of a proposed
use’s effect on traffic patterns. Here, the Commlss1on found no impact on traffic based solely on
the conclusmn that “[d]ue to the required income level of residents, they are unlikely to own -
cars.” Motion at 11. The Commission provided no evidence to support its conclusion: Instead it
apparently assumed a direct correlation between income level and car ownership. By focusing
solely on the Project’s residents, the Commission also failed to consider the effect of employees
and social service prov1ders dnvmg to the Project.

In contrast to the Commission’s assumption, CHA in its Public Comments raised the

~ concern that increased den51ty at the Project will lead to increased traffic. It also noted that the
current Doyle Drive replacement project and the America’s Cup will already greatly impact '
neighborhood traffic. The Project’s added density, along with commuting by its residents,
employees, and support providers, will only exacerbate these traffic problems. - Rather than
address CHA and other neighborhood concerns, the Commission simply came to its own ‘
conclusion on traffic impacts with no evidentiary support. By doing so, the Commission failed
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to properly address whether the PIOJect comphes w1th Plannmg Code Sections 101. 1(b)(4) and
303(c)(2)(B). :

H. The Commission Improperly Failed to Analyze the PrOJect’s Effect on Local
' Retail Businesses.

Pla.nning Code Section 101.1(b)(1) requires an analysis of whether existing
neighborhood-serving retail uses will be preserved and enhanced. Here, the Commission found
that the increase in number of residents at the Building’ would increase business vitality on
evenings and weekends. Motion at 14; See also Motion at 16. The Commission provided no
. evidence to support its conclusion. Instead it apparently assumed a direct correlation between
" the number of neighborhood residents and increased neighborhood retail sales, without
considering whether the Project’s residents are the target consumer group of neighborhood
businesses. In'contrast to the Commission’s assumption, CHA, in its Public Comments, raised
the concem that the loss of the Building as a tourist hotel (its most recent use) will harm '
neighborhood businesses by eliminating a steady stream of tourist consumers. By failinig to
address neighborhood business concerns and instead reaching its own conclusion with no
evidentiary support, the Commission failed to properly address whether the PIOJ ect complies
 with Planning Code Sections 101. l(b)(l) :

I The Commlssmn S AnalySIS of the Buildingss Historical Character is Flawed.
. Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(7) and Honsing Elen-:\ent Policy 11.7 require that - -

landmarks and historical buildings be preserved. The Building here was designed by noted San
- Francisco architect Charles J. Rousseau in conjunction with the 1915 Panama Pacific

International Exposition, which led to the development of the Marina district. It is one of the last .

remaining buildings from the Panama Pacific International Exposition. The Building retains the
character and appearance of its original de51gn and, contrary to the Project Sponsor’s claims, it
was never altered to the extent represented Unfortunately, the Project calls for significant
alteration of the Building’s facade.

Rather than mdependently determining whether the Building is historic under Planning
Code Section 101. 1(b)(7), the Commission relied solely on a summary determination of the
Project Sponsor’s Historic Resources Evaluation Report that the building is neither a historic

-+ resource nor listed on standard lists of historic structures. Motion at 10. CHA, however,

believes the building is a historical resource to the City and the Marina and Cow Hollow
neighborhoods and should be protected from the Project’s planned alterations.

J.  The Cmnmission’s Seismic Analysis is Flawed and Insufficient.

Planmng Code Section 101.1(b)(6) requn:es “the City achJeve the greatest possible
prepared.ness to protect agamst injury and loss of life in an earthquake ” Rather than )

! The Commissiori’s assertion here that the number of residents at the Bulldmg will increase under the Project-
contradicts its assertion elsewhere in the Motion that “the overall number of people occupying the group housing use
is expected to be less in comparison to the previous tourist hotel use.” Motion at 6.

% CHA has been unable to locate permits for any cutback to the Building.

525



CHA’s Conditional Use Author. .ion Appeal
- Case No. 2010. 00420CETZ ‘
Page 11

mdependently analyze whether the Project and/or Building is se1smrca11y safe, the Commission
simply noted: “Development pursuant to the project must meet current Building Code
requirements.” Motion at 17. Because no final Mitigated Negative Declaration under CEQA
had been adopted when it considered the Application, the Commission could not thoroughly
consider the Project’s seismic and other environmental issues. ‘And by failing to engage in a
“seismic analys1s the Commrssmn ignored the location’s particular seismic issues.

A geotechmcal report on file with the City for a project at 2395 Lombard Street, d1rectly
across the street from the Building, illustrates the potential seismic problems at the Building. o
That report found significant portions of the soil under that site are anticipated to liquefy below
_ the groundwater table. The report’s analysis suggests that differential settlements as large as 5
inches could occur at the site during an earthquake.- No analysis has been presented that shows
whether the Building would withstand such liquefaction. By authorizing the Conditional Use
without a final CEQA document and with no independent seismic analysis, the Commission
failed to properly address whether the Project complies with Planmng Code Section 101 1(b)(6).

K. . The Commlssmn Improperly Authorized the Conditional Use Even Though
Much of the Project is Inaccessible to People With Disabilities.

Currently, the Building has a wheelchair accessible entrance, but no elevator. The
Project proposes to install a Limited Use Limited Access elevator that would travel from the
‘basement to the second floor, where the Project Sponsor plans to locate four ADA-compliant
.units. The third floor, however, will be inaccessible to wheelchair users. The lack of access to
the third floor is par’ucularly troubling because residents will need access to all parts of the
Building due to the Project’s lack of common space.

8. The Commission Improperlv Failed to Address the Inherent Conflict Between
o Permanent Housing and Housing for Transitional Aged Youth.

The Project is desrgned to be permanent affordable housmg for youth between 18 and 24

years old There is, however, a fundamental conflict between housing designed for youth up 10 a
particular age and permanent housing with eviction control. Permanent ‘affordable housing is

~ undoubtedly a major goal of the City’s Housing Element. Bit, permanent housing for
individuals up to age 24 is inherently incongruous. If the housing is permanent, residents cannot
be asked to leave upon their 25th birthday. The result is housing that is not solely for youths
under 25.. There is a serious risk that once the Proj ect is fully occupied, current residents will not-
cycle out to make room for additional TAY residents. After several years, the Project could be
at full capacity with only residents over the age of 24.” While this result would be consistent with
the City’s general affordable housing goals, it Would contradict the PI'O_] ect’s stated proposed use

- as affordable TAY housmg

In its Mot1011 the Commission appears to attempt to address this inherent contradlctlon in
a smgle sentence: “Most youth in permanent supportive housing are eager to transition to fully-
independent living situations.” Motion at 9. The Commission, however, provides no evidence
for this conclusion. To the contrary, it is difficult to imagine that anyone earning a maximum of
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50% Area Median Income would be eager or able to give up an affordable housing unit in
. mcreasmgly expensive San Franc1sco -

Despl’ce this concern, the Commission authorized the Conditional Use for permanent
group housing for 18 to 24 year-olds, with no guarantee in the Project’s plans that older residents
will transition out to make room for additional TAY residents. The Project Sponsor claims it
will try to transition residents out, but neither its Application nor the Commission’s Motion
contains a specific plan to do so. Because this contradiction lies at the Project’s core, the
Commission should have analyzed it before authorizing a use that may be infeasible. To remedy
this problem, CHA proposed a Conditional Use restriction to require the Project Sponsor to
create a detailed plan to encourage residents to actually transition out before their 25th buthdays :
and to require the Project Sponsor comply with that plan. CHA also recommended that such a
restriction address rent and eviction control barriers to such a plan. The Comnimission, however,
authorized the Conditional Use with no restrictions that would ensure the use remain feasible in
the long term. - o e

© ' - - Conclusion

, ‘Based upon the foregoing reasons in support of its appeal, CHA respectfully requests the
Board of Supervisors disapprove the Planning Commission’s Motion No. 18405 Authorizing the
Conditional Use Requested in Application No..2010.0420C. In the event the Board of
Supervisors approves the Planning Commission’s action, CHA requests that it prescribe in its
resolution the restrictions CHA has suggested to secure the objectives of the Planmng Code.

Sincerely, . = -

-

Adam Polakoff ,
Attorney for Cow Hollow Association

" encl.: Cow Hollow Association’s Public Comments on Proposed Planning Code Text
" Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment to Establish the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable
* Group Housing Special Use District - .

~ Cow Hollow Association’s Proposed Conditional Use Restrictions

.cc: Lori Brooke, President Cow Hollow Association

John Millar, President Marina Community Association:

Alex Feldman, President Marina Merchants Association

Patricia Vaughey, President Marina Cow Hollow Neighbors and Merchants
Lesley Leonhart, President Union Street Merchants Association
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Hammond Law
. 1829 Market Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
phor_xe: 415.9551915 fax: 415.955.1976

July 7, 2011

YVia Email & Facs_imile Delivery

- Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department
Attention: Sara Vellve

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94103

Re: 3151 - 3155 Scott Street — Case No. 2010 0420E
- Cow Hollow Association’s Public Comments on Proposed Planmng Code Text
Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment to Establish the Lombard and Scott
' Street Affordable Group Housmg Special Use Dlstnct '

" Dear Ms. Vellve

- We write regardmg the Planmng Commission’s July 14, 2011 public hearmg ona
proposed Planning Code Text Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment (the “Proposed
Ordinance”) to establish the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use
- District (the “SUD™) at 3151 — 3155 Scott Street (formerly the Edward I Inn). This office
represents the Cow Hollow Association (CHA), a long-standing organization that represents the

interests of approximately 1,800 residents, homeowners, tenants, business owners, and
‘concerned citizens in forty-eight blocks demarcated by Lyon, Pierce, Greenwich, and Pacific -
Streets. CHA is dedicated to the enhancement and preservation of the residential character and
quahty of life of the Cow Hollow neighborhood and therefore has an interest in whether the SUD.
is appropriate for its proposed location. We hereby submlt CHA s public comments' regarding
the Proposed Ordinance.

The following neighborhood aésociati_oné join in submitting these written comments:

'Marina Community Association
Marina Merchiants Association
Marina Cow Hollow Neighbors and Merchants
Union Street Merchants Assomatlon

Included w1th these wntten comments is a ‘petition opposing the Proposed Ordinance Wlth the
 signatures of over 425 residents and merchants who live and work in the area and who are
directly impacted by the SUD and the proposed project.
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) 1 Introductlon

As an association and a community, we recognize that transitionally-aged youth (“TAY”)
" need and deserve special living accommodations and understand that a small, economically-

practical, well-managed, and appropriately-located housing facility is a necessary component for -

youth transitioning out of foster care and other difficult circumstances. In fact, District 2 is -
-proud to soon have a TAY housing project at the Booker T. Washington, located at 800 Presidio
Avenue. However, we believe that any TAY housing project must meet the highest standards .
from initial funding and planning through execution in order to ensure that the target population
is appropriately served and the surrounding community is not unduly impacted. We would
support such a facility, but cannot and will not accept a pro_]ect that fundamentally fails to
address basic questions related to density, crime, supervision and security, nearby crine-afflicted
" areas, lack of common space, loitering, traffic, parking, public transit, local economic impact,
historical preservation, and the precedent for poor planning.

' The Proposed Ordinance is particularly unwarranted because Communjty Housing
Partnership (“CHP*"), sponsor of the project at issue, has failed to present sufficient evidence for
the Planning Commission to find that the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare

require it to create the SUD. Furthermore, CHP has provided no justification for why creating " an

overcrowded housing project that has no common areas for delivery of social services and that
- will negatively impact the nelghborhood would benefit the TAY residents, the neighborhood, or
the City. ,

2. CHP Has Failed to Show Whv Public Necessity; Convenience, and General Welfare Reguire
the Plannmg Commrssron to Affirm the Proposed Ordinance. - ,

_ ‘Under Section 302(0) of the Planning Code the Planmng Commission may only approve
the Proposed Ordinance if it “finds from the facts presented that the public necessity,
convenience and general welfare require” it do so. This same standard applies to any decision
the Board of Supervisors make regarding the Proposed Ordinance. Furthermere, the Planning

_Code allows for the creation of SUDs “in order to carry out further the purposes of [the Planning -

Code] »l cHp has not presented sufﬁc1ent ev1dence for the Planmng Commlssmn to find that

! Accordmg to its Section 101, the “City Pl:mmng Code is adopted to promote and protect the
public health, safety, peace, morals, comfort, convenience and general welfare and for the
following more particularly spec1ﬁed purposes _

(a) To guide, control and regulate future ‘growth and development in accordance with the Master
Plan of the C1ty and County of San Franmsco :

(b) To protect the character and stability of res1dent1al ‘commercial and mdustnal areas within
the City, and to promote the orderly and beneﬁc;lal development of such aress;
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“the pubhc necessity, convenience and general Welfare require” it to create this SUD CHP
.cannot explain why it chose a building that has no rear yard or sufficient useable open space-to
meet cutrent zoning requirements. In its application for the amendments covered by the
Proposed Ordinance, CHP does not provide sufficient evidence why 25 units, rather than 16

" units, are necessary for its project, let alone for the public necessity, convenience and general
welfare. CHP states in its application that developing fewer bedrooms “would make the project
fmanc1a11y infeasible due to resulting decreases in available funding.” This single, conclusory

. statement is msufﬁment evidence for this Comm1s51on to find that this SUD is necessary

This SUD is ‘unnecessary because we believe properly-zoned buildings are avallable for .,
this Proj ect in District 2. However, CHP has consistently refused to consider searching for a site

within the neighborhood that is more appropriate for the Project and would not require zoning
. changes. Instead, CHP purchased the Edward II Inn despite the fact that the Project conflicts

with its zoning and other bulldmgs in District 2 would have been more appropriate. Thus, while -
TAY housing may be a public necessity, locating this particular Project at this partlcular location

in sp1te of its inconsistency w1th local zoning is not.

* ‘While we understand the need for TAY housmg and welcome an appropriate facility in
our neighborhood, the Edward II Inn was an unjustifiable choice and requires an unusual amount
of legislative action to make the Project feasible. It is not the City's obligation and the -
neighborhood's burden to change existing zoning laws to accommodate a project that was
economically unfeasible from the start. Rather than to further the purposes of the Planning
Code, this SUD has been proposed to ensure that an individual organization can make its project
econonncally feasible without regard to existing zoning and the planning that went into creating
that zoning. Good governance requires that elected and appomted officials adhere to the land use

_ standa.rds all San Franciscan’s must follow. :

‘ -3 The True Purposc of the Proposed Ordinance is to Allow CHP to Proﬁt From a Poorlv—
Planned Project.

(o) To provide adétluate light, air, priiiacy and convenience of access to property, and to secure
safety from fire and other dangers;

(d) To prevent overcrowdmg the land and undue congestion of populatlon [and]

(e) To. regulate the location of buildings and the use of buildings and land adjacent to streets and

thoroughfares, in such manner as to obviate the danger to public safety caused by undue.
 interference with existing or prospective traffic movements on such streets and thoroughfares. _
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'In truth, this SUD has not been proposed to ﬁﬁ-ther the purposes of the Planning Code.

" Rather, the sole purpose of the Proposed Ordinance is to ensure that CHP obtains the Conditional

~ Use Authorization it needs to convert the Edward II Inn into a TAY group housing and services

_ project containing up to 24 group housing units and one manager’s unit (the “Project.”) The
Proposed Ordinance’s text makes this explicit: it describes itself as an ordinance to create the

 SUD “in order to facilitate the development of an affordable group housing project.”

The Edward II Inn is currently zoned NC-3, Moderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial
District, which would limit the Project to 16 group housing units. However, CHP did not plan a .
16 unit TAY project for the Edward II Inn or search for a nearby sight currently zoned fora 25
unit project. Instead, CHP purchased the Edward II Inn with full knowledge that it would require

‘the creation of this SUD to allow it to avoid compliance with density restrictions as well asto
 eliminate the current zoning requirements of a rear yard that is at least 25% of the depth of the
. property (but no less than 15 feet) and a usable open space of approximately 35.5 square feet per
. bedroom. : o : : : ‘

CHP claims it chose the Edwatd IT Int because it was vacant, yet other more finished
buildings were available in the neighborhood at'a much lower total price and that would require
no zoning changes. While the total Project cost is $9.1 million, CHP purchased the Edward IT
Inn for only $3.45 million. We believe that CHP has an interest in making the project more
expensive because its private, for-profit investors, who provide additional funding for the
Project, will receive a 9% after-tax credit on their investment for 10 years. This tax credit, -
however, requires that CHP pursue this SUD in order to lower the price per unit. Still, the cost
~ per-unit is astronomical compared to that of comparable projects. :

. Tt may be worthwhile to create an SUD to help a non-profit organization create an

- appropriate low-income housing project. While CHP is a non-profit, its ultimate motivation is.

 profit for its for-profit investors. The Project’s proposed TAY residents will be overcrowded in a.
building with no common areas for social service programming and the neighborhood will pay 5

- the price for such overcrowding.. The only winner here will be CHP’s investors. Assuch,wedo - ]
not believe CHP should be given any special consideration in this matter, especially because it ‘ -
will also profit in the long term when it owns the building outright. ' : :

Furthermore, we are concerned that CHP, which owns, operates, or serves 738 units of
permanent supportive housing with an additional 287 units duc to open in the next few years, has
not submitted to the gidelines and requirements set forth in Planning Code Section 304.5 for the
development and implementation of an Institutional Master Plan (“IMP”). The purpose of an
IMP is to “provide notice and information to the Plarming Commission, community and '
neighborhood organizations, other public and private agencies and the general public as to the
‘plans of each affected institution at an early stage, and to give an opportunity for early and
meaningful involvement of these groups in such plans prior to substantial investment in property
acquisition or building design by the institution.” An IMP would allow the Planning
Commission, Planning Department, Board of Supervisors, and neighborhood to better

understand the full impact that the SUD and Project will »have on the surrounding neighbdrhoods.
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4, In Add1t1011 to Not Benefiting TAY Residents, the Proposed Ordmance Would Harm fhe
General Welfare of the City aud This Neighborhood. .

A. The Size and Density of the Projéct Will Hain the TAY Residents and Community,

 We believe that the Project as planned is simply too big for the proposed TAY residents
‘and the neighborhood. If the Edward II Inn was used for permanent residences, current zoning
would allow no more than 6 residential units. But if the SUD and the Project are approved, the
Edward I Inn will house 24 residents, their guests, and supemsors The “bonus density” laws at
the State level allow for a 35% density increase over existing zoning. Even under that added
density standard, only 21 nnits of group or § units of residential housing would be allowed.
Furthermore, we questmn whether the Project would actually be “group housing,” because the
Project coritains no meal plan and a kitchen too small for institutional cooking. Larkin Street
Youth Services (“LSYS™) admits that residents will be forced to cook meals in their rooms using
microwaves and hot plates. The Project will be no more than a warehouse for as many TAY
residents CHP can fit in, with no room for supportive services on site or recreation areas. The '
increased density allowed under the SUD will not benefit the Project’s residents and will be a

drastic change from the typical density in the neighborhood, which, along with the change in use

_from a tourist hotel to a group home faclhty, constitutes a s1gn1ﬁcant alteration to the character
of ﬂle nei ghborhood

B. The Pro;ect Lacks Adequate Supervision and Secungy
Furthermore, the Pro;ect as planned lacks adequa,’ce security and the necessary level of
around-the-clock adult supervision and guidance that at-risk youth require. The Project will
house 24 full-time residents plus their regular guests (an unlimited number is allowed until 11:00
p.m.) and overnight guests (it is estimated that at least one-third of the 24 residents, who are
allowed an overnight guest up to 14 nights per month, ‘will have overnight guests). Thus, the
- number of TAY occupying the facility at night could be almost double the 24 full-time residents
- and the number could be much higher during the day. CHP admits no drug or alcohol testing
. will be required as a condition of occupancy. Furthermore, CHP and LSYS have no access to
~ the juvenile records of the Project’s applicants and thus cannot ensure that the Project only
houses residents without a history of violence. This’is a genuine concern because the purpose of
the Project is to house “at risk” young adults. - '

‘ ' CHP’s pro'posal is for one on-site supervisor between 9:00 p.m. and 9:00 a.m. Thisis
insufficient for 24 full-time, at-risk residents plus their guests. The effect of such lack of
supervision is evident at 864 Ellis Street, a similar facility for 24 young adults, managed by
LSYS. During the first 21 days of June 2010 alone, 284 police calls were made to a one-block
area around this address. That facility has exponentially raised the level of crime, noise, and -
police calls for the neighborhood. CHP, however, refuses to commit to changes in staffing or

‘supervision or address how it will deal with any increases in crime here. A smaller facility with-
' adequate around-the-clock stafﬁng would be aceeptable but we believe the hlgh densﬂy, low-
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supcrvision model CHP and LSYS propose will cause serious ?roblems to the gencrél welfare of
the Cow Hollow and Marina neighborhoods and their residents.

C. The Proi ect is Located in an Unsafe Location for TAY Residents.

The Edward II Inn site is particularly inappropriate for this Project, and therefore the
SUD, because there is a similar group housing center located a block away (the Bridge Motel)
that has become a source of serious concern to the City and the neighborhood. The City
Attorney has declared it a public nuisance and it requires significant police and social services
involvement on a daily basis. While the Project proposal admits that the Bridge Motel represents
a significant source of concern for the neighborhood, CHP is unwilling fo initiate preventative
measures in place to prevent the Project from experiencing similar crime problems. While we
hope this project would be better run and supervised than the Bridge Motel, the community ‘
deserves assurances that the Project will not be a repeat of the problems at the Bridge Motel.
Furthermore, it is unnecessary and inappropriate to house the proposed TAY residents of the -
Project on the Lombard Street corridor, which is plagued with crime issues. Putting at-risk
young adults in close proximity to the Bridge Motel and SRO/motels regularly investigated by
~ police vice officers will exposure them to drugs, alcohol, prostitution, and other criminal
-elements. ' .

D. The SUD Allows the Project to Have Insufficient Common Areas For the TAY
. Residents and Will Result in Increased Loitering.

The SUD would also be detriment,ai to the Project’s TAY residents because it allows
greater density in the building while eliminating common area and yard requirements. Added
density should require an iricrease in common area and yard requirements. Instead, the Project

. will lack adequate common and outdoor areas and include a kitchen too small for the number of

residents to store food or eat. There will be insufficient space for social service programs.
Because the SUD eliminates the current zoning requirement of a rear yard, the residents and their
- guests will have no outdoor recreation space on-sité other than the front sidewalk. The lack of
outdoor space and common rooms for programming leave the young residents either trapped in
their rooms, which will have sealed windows to meet the City’s noise standards, or out on the
street. The likely outcome is an increase in loitering near the Project, to the detriment of . -
pedestrians and the neighborhood in general. ' : - : /

E. .The SUD Allows the Prvoiect\to Negatively Impact Traffic, Parking, and Public Transit
in the Area. ‘ - ' _

: We believe the SUD will negatively impact traffic, parking, and public transit in this
corner of the City. The SUD and Project do not call for additional loading zones, drop-off zones,
curb cuts, or parking despite the allowed increase in density and usage. Moreover, the current
Doyle Drive replacement project will divert thousands of additional cars onto Lombard Street
over the next 3 to 4 years. Coinciding with construction, the America’s Cup will significantly

jmpact traffic congestion in the Cow Hollow and Marina neighborhoods. This corner of the City .
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is facing a dramatic increase in traffic and its related environmental and health problems in the
coming years. 'Adding density under the SUD, without added parking for the addmonal res1dents
and their counselors and teachers, ould only exacerbate these problems.

If as CHP clalms the Project’s residents do not own or drive cars, the increased densxty

" allowed under the SUD could create a burden on already over-crowded MUNI lines, Ifthe

" tenants will be ' working, going to school, and participating in community activities, they will

. likely be heavy transit users. This is particularly true because there are few similar facilities

" close by and the SUD allows the Project to contain insufficient space for supportive
programming so residents will have to commute across town to utilize resources designed to
support them. By increasing density without mitigating parking, traffic, and publie transit issues,
the SUD will hurt the general welfare of this corner of the C1ty -

F Local Busmesses W111 Be Harmed By the Loss of Tourlst Dollars

_ As descnb_ed above, the SUD and_ the Project in general would adversely affect the
welfare of the Cow Hollow and Marina neighborhoods because the Project is too big and dense,
provides inadeguate supervision of residents, risks increased crime and loitering, is poorly
located, lacks common areas, and will increase traffic, parking, and transit problems. In addition
to the problems associated with what the SUD and the Project will create, the community will be
negatively affected by losing the current use of the Edward II Inn. The Cow Hollow and Marina
* districts require a mix of commercial businesses, hotels, and residential units to bring vitality and
commerce to the neighborhood’s commercial areas that are already greatly impacted by the
current poor economic climate. - The Project, however, would remove a tourist hotel that
provided needed consumers to nmghborhood businesses. The area needs more, not Iess support
~ for its local businesses. - :

‘E. The SUD AlloWs the Project to Harm a Historicédly Sigg'ﬁcanf Buﬂdrng

Addmonally, the bmldmg currently housing the Edward IT Inn holds great cultural and
historical significance to the neighborhood and the City. It was constructed in conjunction with
the 1912 Panama Pacific International EBxposition and the opening of the Golden Gate Bridge,
‘which led to the development of the Marina district. It is one of the last remaining buildings
from that erd. Unfortunately, the Project calls for the destruction or significant alteration of the
building and/or its facade. The City should not allow this important vestige of its history to be .
altered in order to give special consideration to a poorly- planned and located pro_] ect that poses
, legmmate risks to the community’s welfare. .

5. The Proposed Ordinance, if Passed, Sets a Dangerous Precedent for Ne1ghborhood and Clg-
wide Planning.

I approved, this SUD would create a precedent for developers to plan and invest in
projects that do not meet zoning requirements and, with the help of political clout, employ SUDs
to circumvent the apphcable zoning laws to make their pro_] jects economically feasible. This
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'Comunission should avoid implementing increased high-density housing fhrough what amounts

to spot zoning. In particular, allowing exemptions for density, parking, and open space for the
'Edward TI Inn could set a precedent for similar one-building SUDs in this neighborhood and the,
- Lombard Street corridor in particular. The purpose of the Planning Code and this Commission is
~ to prevent piecemeal planning that would detrimentally alter the characteristics of the City’s
neighborhoods. The proper way to create TAY or other low-income or supportive housing in
this neighborhood is to choose an appropriate sitc that meets density and other zoning.
requirements that have long been deemed proper for the area. . ‘

-

. 6. Conclusion,

The Cow Hollow Association, the Marina Community Association, the Marina
Merchants Association, the Marina Cow Hollow Neighbors and Merchants, and the Union Street
Merchants Association, along with hundreds of individuals, oppose the Proposed Ordinance
because CHP has failed to show how it furthers the purposes of the Planning Code or satisfy the

‘Code’s requirement that the public necessity, convenience, and general welfare requireit. - . - -

Rather, the Proposed Ordinance would harm the welfare of the neighboring community and is
unnecessary becanse CHP did not need to choose this size and location for the Project. Instead,
the sole purpose of the Proposed Ordinance is to ensure that CHP obtains the Conditional Use
Authorization it needs for the Project, which would be economically unfeasible under the site’s
current zoning. Furthermore, we oppose the Proposed Ordinance and the Project in general '
because they fail to address basic questions related to density, crime, supervision and security,
nearby crime-afflicted areas, lack of common space, loitering, traffic, parking, public transit,

local economic impact, and historical preservation. Finally, approval of this SUD would createa

bad precedent for poor piecemeal planning in this neighborhood and across the City. We would
welcome a small, economically-practical, well-managed, and appropriately-located TAY
housing facility in our community. This Project, however, does not meet that reasonable

' Very truly yours,

-/s/-

Steven L. Hammond .'

" Attorney for Cow Hollow Association

‘encl. Petition opposing Proposed Ordinance with signafureé of residents and merchants who
. live and work in area and are directly impacted by the SUD and Project.

cc:  Cow Hollow Association
Golden Gate Valley Association
Marina Merchants Association - o
Marina Cow Hollow Neighbor and Merchants Group. .
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Marina Community Association
Union Street Merchant Association
Linda Avery R
John Millar, MCA

Patricia Vaughey, MCHNM
Lesley Leonhardt, USMA

Alex Feldman, MMA -

Mayor Edwin M. Lee

Supervisor Mark Farrell
Supervisor David Chiu
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We roa.ov% Hmasomﬁ that Ea EmBEbm Uo@m&ggﬂ EEEEW Comimission, wg.a of msvmwﬁmou.m anid Mayor of San Francisco 9&53 1o .oucmﬁpm

zoning and: EEEEm HonE:aBaﬂm and NOT establish a Special Use- District on the @E.om_ ooEEoE% known as mGH.mem Scott Street

site of the King Edward II HE_ on the Southwest corner of the intersection of Scott and hoBgE mn.nonm for the use of a Emw,mnﬁm& Public
Housing project. _

The z.&swm Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no .nmﬁwmmrom connection or Hammonmgv to the neighborhood and who stand to -
_ receive substantial private financial benefits, have requested a single parcel mvoE& Use District. The creation of a Special Use District oﬁnsaéﬁm.

- city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material %Emmm to the surrounding neighborhoods and ngOmmom ,

The use of spot-zoning on behalf of a %mﬁmo ?éma gefs a %Emﬂozm precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San E.Eoﬁoo Good

governance requires that elected Ea appointed officials of the City mEm County of San Francisco adhere to thé land use standards that ALL San
Franciscan’s must observe. T

The undersigned OPPOSE the creation o_w a .mwo&&_ Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:-
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NO mﬁuﬁﬁgﬁ USE @amﬂaﬁ% QZ P@?Ew% miﬂﬁﬁﬂ
c.m_»E::m @%sﬁami ONmm. 2010. EmcHNv

éa hereby request Eﬁ the EmuEum Department, EsEEpm OoEBEEoﬁ mea .of mswoaﬁmonm“ arid ZH.&SH of .mmE Francisco adhere to “existing

zoning and planning HBEREGEm and NOT establish a Special Use District on the ﬁﬁo& commeonly known as 3 151- 3155 Scott Street, the current

site of the Hﬂ_ﬁ maéﬁd HH HE_, on En moﬂ.&éaﬁ corner of the Eﬁa.monﬂoﬁ of Scott and H.oB_uEd Streets, »du the use of a Emr moﬂmn% Public

. Housing Heooﬁ _
, .
HWOZm%oamommam ow mosmEm maao\&ﬂ%na wmnﬁm éro Eﬁuo omsgmrnm conbooaouou Hﬂmﬂobmweﬁoﬁo co_mwcouuoom mba <§o ﬁmbas

receive substantial private financial benefits, rmﬁ Tequested a mEmHo wﬁo& Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District n:nEEBEw
city NcuEm and planning guidelines, oonﬂm&oﬁm the city’s mastef Emu and does material &Emmo to the mcnog&bm nﬂm:_uo%oo% and businesses.

The use of spot-zoning on behalf of a specific project sets a dangerous. anamoa for En neighborhood and the city of San E.mbﬁmno mooa

moﬁBﬁEa requires that elected Ea mﬁuoﬁam ommemw of the 05 and OQEQ of Sen’ mﬂmuﬁmoo adhere to the rﬁm use mgmﬁ% that ALL San m
m.nEEmomE s must owmoﬁn.
.EB suamuﬂmumm OwwOmH the creation of a muaos: Use District at 3 151-3155 Scott Street: . , .
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H

- NC Euﬁ;ﬁ USE DISTRICT ON LOMBARD mﬁgmﬂ
i o @:EEEM Department Case: 2010. ?_mc.HNv

dco Woundw request that the Planning U%E&Baﬁ Planning OOBBEEQP Board .of mc,vngmoﬂm_ EE Z@oa of San Francisco adhere to existing
Zoning and: EﬁEEm H.oe.E.oBQpﬁ Bpm NOT establish a mmnﬁ& Use District on the parcel commonly lnown as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site of the Hn_:m Edward IY HE_ on the mosﬁéoﬂ corner of the intersection om mooﬁ and Lombard Streets, for the use om a high moumnu\ Public
H.Hcsm_bm project. -

o

The Mayor’s Ommoo of Housing mﬁm other ada E,Emm who umé ho mmﬁmgmwmm connection or H&mnoumgu to the sﬂmgo%ooa and who. mﬁmba to
receive mswmﬁmuﬂ& private financial benefits, haye requested a single parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use Uumgoﬁ circumvents
city zoning and EmbbEm guidelines, contradicts the EQ s master plan, mn& aoo,a. material %Bw@o to the surrounding cﬁmgo%.oo% and businesses;

The use of 'spot-zoning on behalf of a %msmo project sets a dangerous. Eocnmna for the nﬂmgo%ooa and the city of San Francisco. Good

governance requires that elected mHa appointed ommeﬂm of the 9@ and County of San mgusmno m&ﬁao to the Jand use standards that ALL mms_v o m
Franciscan’s must cbserve. ’ . , :
‘The undersigned OPPOSE the oumwmon ofa Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott mﬂo.@n .
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NO mﬁﬁﬁgﬁ USE DISTRICT OZ H©§>§ m.ﬁﬂﬁwﬁ
Qu_»E::m 5@»552: ﬁuma. 2010. camcHNv

- We wﬂaww request that the Planning Department, Planning Comimission, Board .of m%nasmoﬁ 85 Mayor &. San Francisco adhere to existing

zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a Special Use District on the parcel commonly known ag 315 H-w 15 m Scott Street, the current

m:ﬁow apo NEWHQSE.&HH.E% Em mo&.:énﬁnoabnﬁomﬁaEﬂmumanaom om moos EE ﬁoEgamqmoﬁmmoH Ea =mu om m Emr aon.ﬂa,. Hﬁd:o
moc.mEm project. ,

The Mayor’s ommno of Housing and other third parties, who have no omsgmw& oogoosou or H&mgum?ﬁ to the sﬂmzuo%oom mba; who stand to

receive substantial UESS financial benefits, have requested a mEmHo parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents

city Noabm and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material %Bmmm to the surrounding :ommrwo_.&oo% and businesses..

The use of spot-zoning on behalf of a %ooEe project sets a dangerous. Eg&oﬂn for the Hﬁwmwwo%oom and ‘the city of mE.H Francisco. Good -

\DDO*-JO\UI

governance requires that elected mb& mwwo_bﬁom officials of apa City and County of San mamﬁo_moo adhete to the Hmbm use mﬁmsmﬁmm that ALL San -
. Pranciscan’s must owmo?n. . _ e
- The Eanumwmumm OH.HOmH the creation of a Special Use meﬁﬁ at 3151-3155 Scott Street:
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ZO meOE dmﬁ DISTRICT ON LOMBARD mﬁwﬂmﬁﬁ
ﬁ._sEE_m Department Case: NEc.EmS_Nv

We hereby request Emﬁ the EEEEW Department, Planning Conimission, Board .of m%aﬂamoam Ea Z@oﬁ of San Francisco adhere to ﬂnmﬁEm

NouEm and planning requirements and NO'T establish a Special Use District on the parcel ooBEobE known ds 3151-3155 Scott mqaor the current

site of the HA.EW m?ﬁ:ﬁ I Inn, on the moﬁrémmﬁ corner of Em intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, mo_. the use ow a Em_p &obm_q Public
mocmEm Ee ect. _ _ .

The Zm%ow s Office of Housing and oEaH third Eﬁam who have no established ooganﬁou or H&mﬂoﬁmw% to the uﬂmzuou&oca and suo stand to
882@ madwgbﬁ& private financial benefits, have requested a single parcel Special Use Urﬁﬂﬁ The creation of a Special Use UESQ circumvents
city zoning and EEEEW guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material damage to the surrounding uﬂmgo%oo% and businesses.
.E_Ha use of spot-zoning on behalf o.m a specific project m&m a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the o#w of San Francisco. Good

-governance requires that elected and mﬁwoﬁﬁom officials of the City and Ooan of San Francisco adhere to the HEE use standards that ?E._ San m
Franciscan’ chmﬁ observe. . i JD} s .d ?.:MAUE Ao fi,\ f&rdm m\. :
The :ﬂ@ﬁ&mﬁ& OPPOSE the creation ow a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street: _ i

_ ;,  ADDRESS R ) PHONE EMAIL
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ZO mwu@ﬁg USE UHMHEO% ON F@?ﬂwg. m.ﬁgm‘ﬂ
Q:E:Em w%uﬁsni Case: NSS E%HNV

We hereby request that the EEEEm U%EEEE Planning Commission, m,oE.m of mzvﬂ.smoﬂm and E&SH of San Francisco m&pmﬁ to existing
zoning and: EmnEbm Hmncnoﬁmﬁm and NOT establish a Special'Use District on the parcel ooEBoE% known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site of Eo King mniﬁn IT Inn, on Sm Southwest corner of the _Eﬁoamnnsob.om Scott mua Lombard mqooﬁm

, for the use of a Emw density Public
Housing project. i

The Z,.m%oﬂ s Office of Housing and other maa Eﬁﬁ% g&o have no mmﬁ_u:mw@n SESQ:E or RymcosmEﬁ 8 the umngoEoom EE who stand to
receive substantial private financial wgama have Honsoa& a mEm_m parcel mﬁooﬁ Use District. The creation ow 2 Special Use District circumvents
city zoning and planning guidelines, cosqm&am the city’s Bmmﬁﬂ. EmP and does E&mﬂ& damage to the surrounding neighborhoods and _EmEommom
The use of spot-zoning on behalf of a specific project mnﬁ a dangerous. anomaa for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. Good

governance requires that elected ﬁﬁ mEuoman officials of the City and County of San m.umssmoo adhere to Ea land use standards that ALL San
m_amﬁo_momb s must observe. wb f\ L ,., Y

AR T MO

¢

The Eamaﬁmpam OPPOSE the creation om a mvooE_ Use U;Hﬁ mﬁ m 151-3155 moos Street: -
mHQZP.H%H T , EVUEwm_.m

PHONE . EMAIL
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ZO mHHOH,ﬁL USE STHEOH QZ LOMBARD mﬁgﬁﬂ \ %
: AE“:EEN U%E.EEE O»mm. pgc Emc.HNv o o | . s

¥

We Woa_&\ H.aeumﬁ that the .Planning U%m&ﬁaﬁ Plamming Conimission, wga of m%ﬂ.smo_.m Ea Mayor om San m.BuBmoo adhere to existing
zonihg and planning Hopsqnﬁnam and NOT establis

h a Special-Use District on the parcel SEEQ&\ known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current |

. site of the King Edward II HE on Eo Southwest corner of the intersection of Scott and Hon&ma wn‘oﬂm. for the use of a high mmum;% Public
H.Hoc.mEm project. - _ i

_ ,26 Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no established oouuoomow or relationship 0 the neighborhood and who stand to
receive substantial private mumh&a benefits, have requested a-single parcel Special Use District. .ﬁa creation of a Special Use District circumvents
SQ zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material damage 8 the mﬁ.nocs.&am neighborhoods and businesses.

dum use of spot-zoning on behalf of a specific project sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. Good

governance requires that elected ﬁa. mgo_bﬁna officials om the City and OQ.E@ of San Francisco adhere. to the land use standards Eﬁ ALL San

Franciscan’s Bnﬂ observe. ‘

H&o tindersigned OEUOmH the Qamﬁou 80 a mcnS& Use District at uGH -31335 Scott Street:

| :  ADDRESS _ | | PHONE | EMAIL
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ZO mﬁﬁﬁ;_u dmﬁ @wmﬂaﬁ_ﬁ ON F@?ﬁw?@ mﬁgmﬁ.
(Planning U%wﬁaai Case: 2010. camoHNv v .

éa hereby request E& the EﬁEEm UmcmnBaa Planning OoEHEmEou wom_a ow mswo:\ao? arid Zmué. of San Francisco adhere .to existing
NonEm and: EEEE@ requirements and NOT establish a Special’ Use UEEQ on the parcel commonly known as wGHm 155 Scott Street, the current

site of the King Edward II HHP on the moﬁ&éaﬂ corner of the intersection of Scott and hmE‘cma mﬁﬁoﬁm for the smo of a high mobm:% Public
Housing Ee ect. ‘

The gm%ou s Office of H.HoamEm and other third wmﬂaam. who have no established oosuonaou or relationghip 8 the un_mzuo%oom and who mﬁmﬁa to

receive substantial private financial benefits, have requested a mEmHa parcel Special Use Upmgoﬁ The oamuou of a'Special Use District circumvents

city NoE_bm and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material damage to thé mcﬁoss.&bm neighborhoods and businesses.

The use of spot-zoning on behalf of a specific project sefs a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the city. of San Francisco. Qoom

governance requires that elected EE mEuoEﬁm officials of the City and OBEQ oﬁ. San Francisco adhere to the land use mEummEm that ALL mg .

H_,HEBESE s must odmedo

The undersigned OPPOSE the creation om. a Special Use District at3 G 1-3155 Scott Street:
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- NO mwﬁﬁg USE _Emwmaﬁﬂ OE ﬁ@gwbwﬂc m%ﬁﬁmnﬂ
. . Q:E_E:m U%sﬁEaﬁ Case: 2010. ?_moHNv

We wﬂmg request that the EﬁEEm Department, Planning Conimission, Board .of msumaﬁmoa Ea Mayor of San Ewnemno adhere to oﬁﬁEm .

zoning and: planning Honsnoﬁahﬁ and NOT establish a mﬁao:; Use District on the parcel commonly EBQB as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site of the Hn:-m Edward IX HE: on the Southwest corner of Eo intersection of mooﬁ and Lombard Streets, for Ew use of a high density Public
' Housing project. ,

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third w.a.mom,, who have no established connection or _..&_mao.umgw to the neighborhood and who stand to

receive substantial private financial benefits, have requested a mmbm?_wman_ Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents

city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material au&mmm to the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses. _

Hﬁo use of spot-zoning on behalf of a specific uao._moa sets a dangerous.precedent for the wommEuoEoom and the city “of San Francisco. Good

mo<oB§oo réquires that elected and mﬁﬁoEﬁ& officials of the City and OoE&\ of San Prancisco m&poﬂo to the land use standards that ALL San
Franciscan’ mBzmﬁ observe. - : ._r,f, . \,\Vx.d e R\r, ?L /. N La,ig%r.mw{ |

F;I.\

ﬂpo anazmwon OPFPOSE the creation of 8 mﬁaﬁ.& Use UESQ at 3151-3155 Scott Street:

_wHOZbHdHQu _ bbdmﬁwmm : , . PHONE

EMATL
8BS <k cp oM b 262 a5 sin iy Gasa2t
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ZQ @:ﬂ OE USE vﬂmﬂaﬁ% OZ F@%}hﬁu mﬂgmﬂ

Q._sE:sm b%ﬁéﬁi Case: mﬁc 04507TZ)

- We hereby request that the EBEE@ Department, EmnE.wm Commission, wOEd of mnﬁo.:mmo% and Mayor of San Francisco adhere to existing
zoning and EEEEm HBESE@RB and NOT establish a Special’ Gma District on the parcel commeonly known as 3151-31535 Scott Street, the current
_m:a of the N:_w Edward II Inn, on Ea Southwest corner ow Eo intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, for En use of & Emr density Public

mgmﬁm Eo._ooﬁ

4

ﬂﬁ Z&SH 's Office of mosmEm and other third parties, who have no mﬁmgmw& connection ot relationship to the sEmEuo%oom ,Ea érc stand to

receive substantial private financial benefits, have requested a single parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Gma District circumvents
city zoning »Em planning guidelines, oounm&oﬁm the city’s master plan, and does material %Bm@m to the mﬂﬁoﬁb&bm neighborhoods and businesses.
The use of mwo?NoEnm on behalf of a specific, project sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. Good

governance requires that elected mbm mﬁwoﬁﬂ&. officials of the City and County ow San Embemao adhere to the _Epm use standards that ALL San

f:nn ,_ o u r i Z .D/.,.; ms&l

The ﬂbmonmwmﬂa& OPPOSE the creation of a m@w&& Gmo District at 3151-3155 Scott Street;

- Franciscan’s must gbserve.

SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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1

NO m@ﬁﬁg dmm @Hm.ﬁﬁﬁ% ON LOMBARD mﬂ%ﬁﬁﬂ
QEEHEM Department ﬁ.mma. 2010.0450T7Z)

We hereby Hmmcaﬁ that the' Planning U%E_..EQE Planning Comimission, woma of m%mgmoa mﬁa Mayor of San Eﬁo;oo ,.ﬂ.&boao to existing:

zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a Special Use District on the parcel commonly known as 3151-3155 Scott mqmoﬁ the current

- site of the King Rdward II Inn, on the mosgiomﬁ corner of the intersection of Scott and Lombard m._ana for Eo use of a high mgm@ msﬂﬁ. |

" Housing project, -

- The gmwoim Office of Housing and other third ﬁﬁmom,_ who have no established connection.or relationship 8 the neighbothood and who stand to
receive substantial private finencial benefits, have requested a single parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents

city zoning and planning mﬁm&Eam oonﬂm&oa the Q@ s master plan, and does material damage to the mﬁﬁodu&um neighborhoods mbm businesses. -

The use of %oﬁ.NoEbm on behalf of a specific Hmo_moﬁ sets a dangerous. precedent for apa neighbothood and the city of San ?mﬁoﬁoo Good

_ governance requires EE. elected BE appointed officials of the City and County of San mamuﬁmoo m&ﬁm to the Jand use ﬁmﬁmﬁ.& that ALY, San .

m.umﬂoaomu 8 Eﬁmﬁ ovmoda

2 Hra Eaﬂmumu& OH. SE the B.amaoh ofa muon_& Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:

@vﬁumm ~ PHONE

S Ve St Yk 2 ) GANE g 0t do04

3N _ptler S #5 shep #Y7  pseesses ) 7
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"NO mEQEL USE DISTRICT ON LOMBARD m@gﬁﬁ - :
Qw_mbism u%muﬂﬁmﬁ Case: 2010.045072) - o

. We hereby request Emﬂ the' Planning U%maanE Planning OOEHE%SB. wga .of m%ﬂ.ﬁmo? mHa. Mayor of mms Francisco adhere to existing.

- zoning and planning Hoa:ﬁnﬁaus and NOT establish a Special'Use District on the mEdaH ooEEoE% known as 3151~ 3155 Scott mﬂao\n the current

site of the King Edward HH HEr on Ea moﬁ%ﬁmﬂ 889. of the Eﬁmooﬂou of Scott and ﬁoEga Streets, for the use of a high %uﬁq Public

Housing project.

The Zmuaﬁ ) Ommoo of MosmEm and other third wﬁnom, who Eﬁ no established connection or H.ﬁmaoumgu to the uaﬁ&o%ooa and who stand to-
receive substantial vﬁﬁna financial Aaanama Esa Tequested a mEmH parcel Special Use District, The creation of a Special Use District circumvents
city zoning EE planning guidelines, ooﬁnm&oﬁm the ﬂ% § master plan, and monm material &Eamm to the msﬁoﬁs&um nn_mgoﬁgcmm and gmﬁnmmom

The use om m@oﬁ.NoEﬁm on wngﬁ of a specific Hﬁeoﬁ sets a- &Emouosm anammﬁ for the neighborhood and Ea city of San mHmEoEoo Good

governance requires Emﬁ elected E& mwwomnom officials of the OHQ and OoEmQ of San Eﬁssoo m&ﬁua to the Hmﬁm use ﬁmﬁmd% that ALL San m

w_..muemomﬁ s must odmoﬁa . . o

The Epmoumwmnma OFFPOSKE the creation of & Special Use meﬁ.oﬁ at 3151-3155 Scott Street:

R ADDRESS | | PHONE | . EMAIL
_15b0 prangite S Y e 5@ tndly o @ o
SUCH nfantiy T 7=y 3- \ﬁ:rn«\a\u\w\&&w
up Yz 5:& c QNm .wm_D\N\WN St m@. \%ﬁ
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_\_de PBrachi s ?r,.w R 5 50 A3 ynSavel. &%Q\sa o-ton,
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ZEEZIEACST - o Y7 Q\@}%mﬁ m\“&s\s\\ o)
Ztid Obesia ] ST | ‘ 5 7235 _ls g7l e P e
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NO %ﬁnﬁb USE DISTRICT oz.gzmzé STREET
. Q-m:Ewm Department. ﬁmma. 2016.0450T7Z)

We Eﬂo@% _..omsmmﬁ that the E&EEm Uoﬁmﬂggﬁ Planning OOHEEmEoP Board .of mEuoEEon and Mayor of mmb H__H.Eﬁmoo m&uﬂn to oﬁmﬁEm
zoning and: EmbEum requirements and NOT establish a Special ‘Use District on the wﬂo& commonly known as 3 GH-mGu. Scott mqooﬁ the current

site of the King Edward II Inn, on the Southwest cotner of the intersection of Scott and. Lombard Streets, for the use of a high density Public -
~:. Housing E&ag

. dua Mayor’s ommno of moEEm aa other third @ﬁaom. who 520 no omsgmw& connection or SEH_S@G to the no_mgo%oom and who mﬁa to
receive substantial Hﬁdmﬁm financial benefits, have Rn_ammﬁm 8 mEmHa parcel Special Use District. The creation of & Special Use District circumvents
city zoning EE EmEEm guidelines, contradicts the 9@ § master plan, and does material damage to fhe EﬁocngEm neighborhoods mbm businesses.

The use of %S.NcuEm on behalf of a specific project mmﬁm a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San mamﬂopmoc Good

moﬁwpmuoa requires 92 elected Eﬁ appointed o&ws&m om the City and OQEQ of San Francisco adhere to the HNE@ use standards Emﬁ ALL San m |
.m,Bmeo.nE s must o‘umaﬁn . : , o
" The gmﬂﬁmﬁom OwwOmﬁ the création &, a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street: .
Hmzﬁdﬁw ; ~*  ADDRESS R ~ _ PHONE EMATL, o, |
)%/ES‘.Jf N BLG Segtd B e 831 6 - ki s \oX rﬁ)pﬁﬂﬂ? v
2 ﬂ&% o ?//ED%. SR, J% ,D//oe} R L - SR e
A Jrl [L5IA T AV OE Sy0g S L Altmereri@ Hopmer.
4 &\:m\g\mxﬁ Nﬁai\n‘n\?\ L By L pn, A \x\«m&\:ﬁ o _ o o -
s v e 430 Suth i A4127 |
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NO m@ﬁﬁg USE bﬁmgﬁ% ON FOZ&?@@ mﬁ%ﬁmﬁ
: _ Q?H_Eum u%mﬁaoﬁ Case: 2010. 0450TZ)

We wﬁ._og, request that the Planning Department, Plamming Goaummm.mop Board .of mﬁwow&.mﬂmw. EE Mayor of San Francisco adhere to existing
zoning and: planning requirements and NOT, es

gite of the King Edward HH Inn, on the Southwest corner om the -intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, on. the use om a Emr %E&Q Public
H.Hoam_bm Ee ject.

The Mayor’s Ommoo of H.Honmﬁm and oE@H E_Ha w.ﬁsm_ who have no established nouu@oaob or H&mﬁoumEﬁ to Ea neighborhood mbm who stand to

receive substantial private financial benefits, 540 H.Ssmmﬂom a mEmHm parcel Special Use UEEQ The creation of a Special Use District circumvents

" city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the SQ § master plan, and does roaterigl damage to the mﬁhosﬂ&um uﬂmEuoH_uoo% mEm businesses.

The use of m@oﬁ.uogm on dowmﬁ. om a %oﬁma project sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San m_.mﬁopmoo Good

tablish a Speoial Use District on the m&o& commonly known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

- 5§51

governance ReE.om apﬁ aHaoﬁ& mﬁm mEuoEﬁom officials of the City and Oo_,EQ of San m_.umwﬂmoo m&ﬁﬁ to the Jand use standards EB ALL San
. ..H_.Hmusmomﬁ 8 must odmada o |
The Epaoum_munm OE.OmH the oaomﬂom ofa mﬁaﬁﬁ Use District ﬁ 3151-3155 Scott m&dﬂ R
; "~ ~ADDRESS - L . PHONE . . EMAIL
LA A  nf¢HNOEDT, Go O | 48 599 979D S
2. ﬁw* *(w\\\a\ o 3 90 5 (st #307 Soq Praneses , (B 0 HIf- you- 140 _matthonr Kota D ope o o,
3. &wy §Xe) }\&E\E P bgs \%E\\E\h?\ ST &Luf (155 363 1% 3
K*sr§a§¥%ﬁ 20 Fishew — Cag) SoT454
Lot K et oat SE iz mfﬁ\ﬁ.d.. G778 1773
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1

Z@ m%ﬁﬁE USE bwwﬁaﬁ% ON LOMBARD mﬁgﬁ%
. @_E_Eum bémisma Case: 2010. 0450T72)

We wﬂ.od% request that the EEEE@ Uo@ﬁga& Planning OoBHEmmSn Board .of m%nuﬁmoa arid ZBSH om mB_ wgonoo N&wﬁa to Qamgm

zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a mmasﬁ Use District on the wﬁoﬂ othBoB% known as 3151- uﬁm Scott mﬁomﬁ the current

site of the King Rdward II Tnn, on Ea Southwest corner of the Eﬁnamaoﬂob of Scott and Lombard wnoﬂm“ H.op. the use om a Emr moﬁmnw Puiblic
Housing project, .

The gmusu s Office of mosmEm and other third parties, who have no mm.ﬁmgmram ooHEmoscb or H&m&cumgu to En H_ngoapoom and who stand to
-receive mﬁwmgﬁ& Hﬁé.s financial _uouomﬁmu have requested a mEmyo w&ooH munoE_ Use District, The creation of a monE Use District ohoﬁﬁﬁﬁm
- city NonEm and planning mEmaHEam, contradicts the city’s master EmP and does E&asﬂ damage to the mﬁ.nog&bm bﬂmﬁdoﬂsoo% and businesses.

The use of spot-zoning .oﬁ.darmm. of a specific project sets a dangerous.precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. Good:

_ Bovernance requires that elected and appointed officials of the City and Oo_.ﬁq of San Francisco adhere to the land use standard$ that ALY, San ‘ m
Franciscan’s must observe. . ) _ :
' The Emﬂw@& OPPOSE. the creation of & Special Use District at 3151-3155 Seott Street: |
- SIGNATURE . * ADDRESS o . PHONE |, EMAIL
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2@ mﬁﬁ@r?ﬁ dmﬁ @EHEQH QZF@@W% m%ﬁmﬁﬁ
: (Planning U%sﬁioi dmmw. 2010. ?_mcHNV .

We w@wm‘c% request that the Emubmnm Department, Planning Comimission, w%.a of mﬁwnuﬁmo_..m_ arid Mayor of San Francisco adhere to existing

. zoning and planning HnmEamEoEm and NOT establish a Special Use District on the parcel commonly known as 3 15 1- 3155 moon Street, the current

site of the King' H%&:ﬁ H Tnn, on the moﬁ&éaﬁ corner of the intersection of Scott and hon&ma Streets, for Eo use of 'a Emw mﬂﬁ& Public
mosmEm project. ,

,H._,_po Mayor’s Office of mopmmbm and other third parties, who have no established connection or relationship to the neighborhood and who stand to
receive substantial E@.ﬁm financial benefits, have requested a single mﬁo_& Special Use District. The creation of a mva&,ﬁ Use District circumvents
city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material damage to the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses.

- The use of spot-zoning on behalf om a %m&mo E&amﬁ sets a gﬁmﬂ.oam E.oommoa woﬁ the b&mzuouwgm and the city of San Francisco. Good

governance requires Eﬁ elected BE mEuoESm officials of the City and OBEQ of San Prancisco adhere to Eo land use standards that ALL San
_.m.kuEmog s must observe, ,

553

The g&oum_mnoa me.OmH the creation om a mﬁoﬁ.& Use District at3151-3155 Scott Street:

SIGNATURE . ADDRESS - -  _PHONE
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ZO m%ﬁofwﬁ USE GM@HEGH ON F@?\mﬁ% mﬁuﬁwm&
T Q%E:Em U%mﬁEmﬁ ﬁEa. ucg cnmcH_Nv

We Hﬁam,a% Hm@soﬁ Eﬁ aun EEEEm UoumaBoE E.&EEm Comimission, Board .of msvoﬁpmoa, and ZBGH of San Francisco E.Eoun to aﬁﬁEm .
zoning and planning HongoEoEm and NOT establish 2 mwnﬂ.& Use District on the parcel commonly known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site of the HmEm Edward 1T Inn, on the mosmpémmﬁ corner of Em Eﬁﬁnaﬂow of Scott and Lombard Streets, for the use of a Emc mnum& FEHS
- H.Hosm_bm project. _

The Z&é 8 Ommam of H.HonmEm and other EH@ parties, who EZn no established connection or H.a_mﬂoume to the anmEuoEoom mEm g&o msﬁm to
receive substantial E.Zﬂo financial benefits, have requested a mEmHo parcel Special Use District. The creation of a mu@oEH Use District Eﬂocﬁﬁam
city zoning and planning mﬁmﬁﬁnm contradicts the 8@ s master plan, and does material damage to the mcﬁosw&bm neighborhoods and businesses. :

The use of m@oﬁlwobﬁm on dogﬁ. of a mvao&o @Ho_ooﬁ sets. a Qmﬁmﬂdsm precedent for the uﬂmﬁuoﬁﬁoo& and the SQ of San Francisco. Good

554

governance requires fhat elected mum appointed officials of Eo oﬂa\ and Ooﬁ@ of San Francisco adhere to the land use mabmﬁmm Emﬁ ALY San
o .mﬁcsmog § must o,cmaﬁo ; | |
The Enaoamﬁnnm OPPOSE the oammﬁos ofa m%nemp Use District at 3 G H..m 155 Scott Street:.
SIGNATURE ., - °  ADDRESS - o | . PHONE | EMALL .
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NO w@ﬁﬁgﬁ dmm @m@%mﬁ@ﬁ ON FOEEW@ m@gﬁ%
: ﬁ:»:sgm uawwiEoﬁ ﬁsmm. NSc 0450TZ) -
We roaow% request Eﬁ the Eméahm Department, H.F.HEEm OoEHEmmEF wcﬁm of m%o_.smoum and gm%on of mﬁ_ Francisco adhere to existing
zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a Special Use District on the Mﬂo& ooEEoEw H.Boéb as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site ‘of the King Haiwa I HEr on the moﬁ?ﬁamﬁ corner om the E&Emoﬁoﬁ ow Scott NE@ H.oBdEm Streets, for the use of a high density wE&E _
H.Hodm:pm ?.Bmoﬁ _ . ‘

.H_rm Mayor’s Ommnn of Housing and omau third parties, ég have no omEuEw& comnection or H&NEQEE, to the neighborhood and who amn& to
receive substantial @Eﬁo financial _unuomﬁm» have requested a mEmF parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents
city zoning mum planning mEaagmm contradicts the Q@ s master plan, and does B&oSﬁ daniage to the Bﬁog&bm ﬁﬂmEuoapoo% Epm gmﬁommnm
The use of m@oﬁxuoﬁEm on daﬁmﬁ om a %oﬁmo E&oqﬁ sets a dangerous. precedent for the wo_mgo%oom and the city of San Emﬁosoo Good

-0
governance requires. that &anﬁ& 8& mgoE\n& officials of the- QQ and Oocbq of San Francisco m&ﬁd to Ea Jand use standard$ EE ALL San s
Franciscan’s must ocmoéo o i
The undersigned OwwOmH the Q.Sﬁcs of a Special Use District at wG 1-3155 Scott Street: _
SIGNATURE = -  °  ADDRESS o  PHONE . - . = EMAIL
L %? oy st - 8eas Jetforsens St o_n_ eA Mz3 : | ?>§. Nrniﬁm;ahe "o,y
m.\ /MJ UVr/ﬁw/..l! A2y Spop7  SE pa FH 2T ) ;
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ZO mwﬁﬁgﬁ USE Eﬁm.ﬁﬁﬁﬁ @Z FOE%EWS m%gmﬁ
. @.:E:En un@miama O»mm. 2010. camcHNv

‘We Wonng request that the EEEE@ Uowm&ggr Planning OQEHEmmEu Board of mEuodaonm and Mayor of San mamboano adhere to ox_m:wm
NouEm and planning requirements mbm.mﬁmzﬁw a Special' Uge District on the @manm; noBEob_% known as 3. GTw 155 Scott Street, the current

site of the King Hnﬂwa HH Inn, on the moﬁbﬁaﬁ corner of the intersection oﬁ. Scott and hoBgE Streets, for the Smo of a high density Public.

- Housing proj ect.

The Mayor’s Office of moﬁwum,. and other third parties, «qro have no amﬁm_umww& connsction or relationship to the neighborhood and who stand to
receive substantial private financial woﬁomﬁmu have requested a single parcel Special Use U?E&._d& creation of a Special Use District circumvents
city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material damage to the surrounding rﬂmgo%oo% and gm_.bmmmam
~ The use of spot-zoning on ‘behalf of a specific project sets a dangerous: precedent for the neighborhood and the &Q of San Francisco. Good

moéEmnooHBERm .&3 &aoﬁ&, ﬁa %@oﬁam ommeam om&a 9&, mumnosu@ ow mms m&uo_moo m@ﬂmﬁoﬁggasma mﬁEQB% Eﬁ?ﬁbmg
Franciscan’s must observe. \ .

The g&@w&muom OPPOSE the creation of a mﬁ.a&& Gwn.gmﬂg at uGTme Scott Street:

- ADDRESS . - PHONE
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- NO mﬁmﬁg USE @mw.ﬁaﬁé @Z ﬁ@%m&@u STREET
. QEEEEM b%siﬁmﬁ Case: 2010, 0450T2Z)
éa _535 request that the Planning Department, Planning OOHEEmmSP Board .of m&ﬂ.smoﬁ auid ‘Mayor of San Francisco m&ﬁo to oﬁmsbm
~ zoning and planning requirements and NOT, omﬁmfrmw a Special'Use District on the __uﬁo& ooEBoE% known as 3 EH 3155 Scott Street, the current

site of the King Edward II Inn, on the m‘os;&émmﬁ corner of the intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, for the use of a high density Public
Housing project. L . - | |

The HSBEH s Office of Housing and other third ﬁp&om who have no omﬂm&rm&om connection or H@Hmaoumﬁe to the anguoEoom msm who stand to
receive substantial private financial woanma have Hnnsmmﬁom a mEmpm parcel mwmﬂa Use UESQ ‘The creation of a m@aﬁ& Use District oﬁo:EﬁEm _

SQ zZoning Eﬁ planning guidelines, ooEHmEoﬁm the o:% 8 master plan, and does Bﬁoﬂ& damage to the surrounding bﬁmgoaroo% and businesses.

The use of mwoﬁ-NoEum on ‘behalf of a %8&0 @H&ma sets a dangerous. EQS%R for the bﬂmge.&oom and the city of San Francisco. Good

governance requires that elected NEQ appointed ommoﬁm of the City and’ OQEQ of mmE m_HmEEmnc m&_amn 8 the Jand use standards that >HH_ mmb W
_ Emuemomu s must owmﬁdm : .
The dbmoumﬁpon OH.HOMH Ea oaamﬂoﬂ ofa mcoEE Use District at uGH uHm 5 Scott mﬁomﬁ
. SIGNATURE . ~ ° ADDRESS. ~ PHONE | EMAIL
L )fr? ,W\_\;ﬁtf A BEY WF< &t . L e sps Lo
2 Doihacd (A B6SS Fillwore SESE 333 -343-649T
oo §%@ s 170 One Syt b A5 56 2R3
R g ey A blyedy 0T | 159332 39F SEOET EED
5. 3? A ﬁk\m. %0 Yahad @ IF w387 o
s — 222§ Scox St o #973-4(C-AW T practy.L fumg
F?Ehwﬁ il Nsiiimi sty Kron =596 @YY Y (2 %Ex\
.8 __\meo??&._ _,v&ﬁa\m:k\«? 79§ 7 By 7 . %\L& G)1- N&L S
9 ?xvm\m,.&g\mrm. 5\5(?»! A % Ruid &?Ezﬁz ok g N - : . )Gx\(//m </rhw N
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Tt

NO m@FOEL Gmm_ ﬁﬁmﬁgﬁ_ﬁ OZ F@E% @.Hw,ﬁﬁ%
o Q?Enum ba@»ﬁiai O%m. 2010.0450T7)

- 'We hereby request that En H.Euuﬁm G%E.numa E.&EEm Conimission, moma of m%ﬂ.ﬁmoav E& EBBH &. mmn Prancisco m%ﬁ_.o to oNEEm

zoning and planning HBEEEoEm and ZQ_H_ establish a Special ‘Use District on the ﬁﬁo& ooEBoB% known as wEH 3155 Scott Street, the current

site of the XKing Edward- II Tnn, on the mosﬁioa comner of Ea intersection of Scott and Lombard mqmoa for the use of 2 Emr mnbmnw Public
HHoEv_Em project.

~ The Mayor’s Office of H.HoEEm and o?au third wm&nm. who have no amﬁm_u:mram connection or H&m&oumgu to the u&mzuo%oom and who mgg to

receive substantial private financial benefits, have requested a mEmHn parcel mwmozﬁ Use District, The creation of a Special Use District circumvents

city zoning MEQ planning guidelines, contradicts the 9@ 8 master plan, and does Eﬁoﬁﬂ damage to the mﬁnosﬁ&ﬁm neighborhoods E& dﬁmﬁnmm%

The use of m@o?wouﬁm on .behalf of a specific project seis a %ﬂmﬁo& precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San m_EBEmoo Good

_ governance HBEH%. Eﬁ o_ooam E& mﬁuoﬁﬁm oﬁﬁ&m of Eo QE and Oocnﬁ of San Francisco ddhere to the land use standards Eﬁ ALL San

Franciscan’s must gbserve.

The undersigned OPPOSE the ﬁamﬂob of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 moos m#aﬂ .
Csomarp] .~ aop ss PHONE . EMAIL

10 Tor pewy2) SF (A Ei (HHONE

\M&\uﬁ\ \.\a@&;&wm\m f&\wa\\kwbm\u\.“\u\ _
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Z.D wﬁﬁﬁgﬁ USE @H@%Eﬁ% GN F@%%U D STREET
(Planning Depariment Case: 2010, o&mcéNv

We w,oao.cu\. request that Ea Planning Department, Planning Conimission, Board .of _mﬂﬁﬂﬁmoﬂm and ‘Mayor of San Frencisco adhere to existing
zoning and planning RQEBBQEM and NCT establish a Special* dma District on the mﬁnﬁ commonly known as mETmHmm Scott Street, the current

- site of the King Hns::.& I HE_ on the Southwest corner of the intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, for Em use 3. a Emﬂ moum_q H_sEE_
.H.HoﬁmEm wﬂaaoﬁ . _

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no established connection or relationship to the u&muco%oom and éro. stand to
receive mﬂ@wgnmmH private financial benefits, have requested a single parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents
city zoning mna EmbEum mEma_Enm, contradicts the city’ § master plan, and moam material damage to the surrounding anﬁrdoapoo% and businesses, -

The usé of mﬁoﬁ.NouEm on behalf of a m@moumo project sefs ‘& mmhmouozm precedent for the sﬂmgoaroom and. the. city of San Francisco. Good-

governance requires that Qooﬁoa NE& mﬁ@oEﬁaa officials of the O& and County of San Prancisco 9&53 to sun land use mgaE% that ALL San m
Franciscan’s must observe. _ : . |
The Epmmummmnom OPPOSE the creation of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street: o
- . ADDRESS . PHO . EMAIL
B b M.w,_.\w m\ ﬂd_\cvl_‘.; \Q WHWWm ¢ I E»gf;ﬁ
130 Metket ST I\&\vﬂ “Iren Y L
2438 Fls - S YIS EmE 2o /320
2R mhb.y Sree S RN | L W .N&W.\N%.%.Q
275 Clowy St *> _ 4)§-267-36.19 .
(9C! (Le/pexSi- . uﬂﬁe S~ EY6e- 13
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23 N reny 38806 BT8(p
SYy A @%%a 1.0 | %.mmm ~0593
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ZO mﬁﬁﬁg dmﬁ Ewm.ﬁaﬁ% @2 H@Zﬂw% mﬂwﬁwﬁﬂ
: Q:EEEM Department Case: Nﬁc ﬁmoﬂ_Nu

We 7033\ request that the EEEEm U%ﬁggr Planning OoaHEmm_oP woma. of msvoﬁ_mowm mn@ gm%ou om San: Francisco adhere to existing’
NoEbm and: Eﬁ.Ebm requirements and NOT establish 2 mwnSmH Use District on the wﬁomﬁ ooEEoﬁG known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site of the King Edward II Inn, on the Southwest corner of the intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, for the use of a high %Bm@ Puiblic
_H.HoEEm uuo._moﬁ

The Mayor’s Office of moc.mEm and omnon mE..m H.E,ﬁam éﬁo have no omgdrmﬁam connection -or H.a_mﬂowmgu to the wﬂmrdoarooa and who stand to
receive substantial private financial benefits, have Hapsoﬂam 8 mEm_o umao& Special Use District, The creation of a Special Use District oﬁoﬁnéuﬁ.
~ city zoning and planning mE@oHEom confradicts the 9@ s master plan, and does material mepsmm to the Eﬁcsb&bm uﬂmzuouwoo% E& businesses.

.H.ra use of m@oﬁ-NoEbm on .behalf om a specific project sets a %bmauoﬁw precedent for the cﬁmgoapoom and the city of San mumnﬂmoo Good

- 0
governance requires that elected Bpm m%o_bﬁaa ommﬂﬂm of the Q@ and County oH. San Francisco m&ﬁ.o to the Hmum use standards that ALL San e
mﬁmbﬁmomb s must owmoﬁo ’
The Emnw.mﬁmnam OH.H.Omm the creation oH. a Special Use District at3 EH 3 Gu Scott Street:
_ NATT .~ ADDRESS o PHONE | &sbﬁ
gfuhtpe" | TZ Palpnieidd ?\S\w L fremasf¥7 T T
. s\ R (A &EW@ __ Ke\o9] - pncoride e 5%& Zow.
TS Ao +L§g N .,ﬁﬁin |
nmw\' 2 .Hinw f m.ha».ﬂ._..vf\b a.w*...»ﬁ.u bif Nl.ﬂm . ) - ’,N.Fﬂ.ﬂln.\,m.‘wﬂ%@ @n\/.uﬂﬁ\rfCCK ?b
~ . F) ) B ] : .
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NO mﬁuﬁﬁgﬁ USE DISTRICT ON H@%% mﬂwﬁmﬁ
. AEEEEm Depariment Owum. Nﬁ,c gmeﬂbv

We wﬂmg. Hmeu.nmﬁ that Ea Planning Department, Planning Oogmm_ob, woma .of mEum_.Smon .EE E.&SH of San Francisco m&—nua to Qsmﬁbm
zoning and: Eu.bE,bm requirements and NOT establish a Special Use District on ‘the mﬁo& commonly known as mGTmem moon Street, the current

mwaomﬁoﬁbmmnipaﬂguwon ?mmo;&éoﬁooﬁoﬂownaEﬁumoomou ow mo.osmﬁm HoEcwa wq_naﬁm“_ moHEa,EoommEmwauﬁHszdro
Housing project. . |

The Mayor’ s Office o.m mocm_bm and other third parties, who have no aﬁmgmwam connection or EEEEE@ to the ﬁn_mrgagoa .Sm éro stand to
receive substantial private mamﬁn_& benefits, have requested a mEmwo wﬂ.no_ mﬁonSH Use Uﬁﬁ& The creation of a Special Use U_mﬁ._oﬂ oﬁocEﬁEm
city zoning mbm EEEEM guidelines, contradicts the E@ 8 master plan, and does Bﬁaﬂﬁ damage to the mﬁaoﬁu&bm bﬂmgonso% mﬁ& gmﬁammnm

The use of mﬁoﬁ.NoEbm on, behalf of a specific project sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the oity of San Franeisco. Good

governance requires that elected mng %cosaa officials of the City and County of San Francisco adhere to the land use standards that Prb San W
Franciscan’s must owmmzn | _ n
- The :bmﬂm.wmuna OE.OmM the creation of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:
SIGNATURE . . °  ADDRESS | - CPEONE | EMAL
— .@@uﬂ? Sepff  SF 0 = S mm_n@\_@m\hmapgs
w\.v \\u\\v\h\ T . _ T _ ‘
g by CC&J\ | .
T g
/43 Apcly w9
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bnm,\m LavRin & Pt
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ZO mﬁmﬁg dmﬂ Eﬂm%ﬁmﬁﬁ OZ FOE% m%ﬁﬁﬁ%
. (Planning U%a@&aﬁ meo. 2010.0450TZ) v

¢<a wﬂm_u% request that the' Emnbﬁm Department, Platining Commission, Board -of mzﬁﬂ.ﬁmoamu aud ZMJSH .of San Francisco adhere to existing
zoning and planning requirements gm NOT establish

a Special Use District on, the HWESH ooEEoE% known as meTm 155 Scott Street, the current

mnaow Eomﬁumm__nim& d.. Hun.op Eo mo:&émmﬁ ooBﬂowEoEﬁoamnosobowmoon.mun Hon&ﬁm m\p.maﬂm,moa Eacmoom a high density Public
Houging Ed._ ject, . .

The Km%oa.m Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no established connection or wo:&omev to the s&m&do&ooa and who ﬁ,mnm to
receive substantial private financial benefits, have requested a ab,mHo parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents
city zoning Epa planning. guidelines, contradicts the city’s master Emu«mnm does material amBmmm_ to the msﬂo:w.&sm bﬂmgo@oomm m&m businesses
~ The use of %o?.wo_wﬂm on behalf of a specific 3&8.# sets a %ﬁw&oﬁ precedent for the neighborhood and the 9@ of San w_um_“ﬁowno Good

moégmﬁco HonEHom Eﬂ &ooﬁo@ MEQ %onﬁa ommopm_m owEaOﬁ%Eﬁ OoE&Q ommgmnmuﬁmoommrﬁoﬁo?o Hﬁa smo mgmﬁ% Eﬁ ALL San
Embﬂmog s Bsmﬁ ovmoda )

The cumoamwmb& OE.OmH the creation of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott wqa_aﬁ
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ZQ mwﬁOE USE @Hwﬁaﬁﬂ ON LOMBARD mﬂﬂ@ﬁﬂ
ﬁ.::::um Department mea. 2010. EmeHNv

éo hereby request that the EEEEm Department, EEEEm OOBHEmmBu Board .of m%onﬁmoa. ard Mayor of San H..H.Eo_moo ‘adhere to existing

W.I.}k_r.c..f

zoning and planning requirements ang NOT %EEEH a mﬁoﬁa Use District on the ﬁﬁom_ ooEEoE% known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the cutrent

~ -gite of the King. Edward I H._F,ou ammﬁwiaﬂ corner of the Eanmonnou of Scott and ﬁoBdma Streets, for the use of a Eﬁp density Public
Housing project. h _

" The Mayor’s Office of moEEm and oa_uﬂ third parties, who have no established connection or relationship to the c&m&roﬁwoom and who stand to
- receive substantial private financial dnuomﬁm. have Hmﬁ_comﬁm a single Eﬁo& Special Use Uaﬁ_oﬁ The creation of a Special Use District oﬁoﬁBﬁEm .

© city zoning and planning mﬁmmrbam. contradicts the EQ s master plan, and does material mmﬁmma to the msﬁosnmEm neighborhoods and businesses.

~ The use of spot-zoning on ‘behalf of a specific Eo_ooﬁ sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the city of. San Francisco. Good.

governance requires that &moﬁn wsn mEuoEﬁn officials of the City and County of San Epsemoo ‘adhere to the land use standards that ALL San

¥ b — o | B ,
 Franciscan’s must observe. ‘/\4_ R Z.?cfkm\. @h\n.ﬂﬂ\aP‘U.m o o .

563

The undersigned OPPOSE the E..mauos of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:
SIGNATURE, = ADDRESS

 PHONE

L e h\‘,ﬁ o Nwww &,&W\q\\‘g\% D:\ 3kl g»&@
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Z@ m@ndg USE UMmHEOH ON H@Zuw% mﬂwﬂmwﬂ
L (Planning Umﬁ:agmﬁ O»mm. 2010.0450TZ)

We umﬁ% Hﬂsamﬁ that Eo EmabEm Department, Planning Comimission, wSE SP.. m%ﬂ.ﬁmo? ard Mayor om San E%.Smoo m&pﬁa 1o aﬁaﬁm
‘Zonitg and Emﬁ:bm requirements and ZOH amﬁwrmr a mvaﬁﬁ Use District on the wmnoﬁ ooEEoE% known as 3151-3155 Scott Strest, the current

site om the King HnﬁuﬂaﬁHgoﬁ Em Southwest corner of the Eﬁawooﬂow of Scott EE Lombard Streets, for So ﬁaommﬁmrmgm@wngo
moEEm E&mﬁ ,

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no established commection or relationship to the neighborhood and who ﬁ@m.ﬁo_
. Hmoowﬁ substantial private financial benefits, have requested a single parcel Special Use Ummﬁoﬁ The creation of a Special Use District circumvents

city zoning and planning manHEom contradicts the 9@ s master plan, and does material damage to the msﬁosp&um uQmEuoEoo% and businesses,

The use of %o?NoEbm on _umgm. of a specific project sets a mmﬁmaaosm an&nﬁ for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. Good
governance requires ﬁmﬁ elected mEH appointed officials om the Q@ EE OSEQ of m~5 mﬁsﬁmno 9&53 to the rﬁm nse mSnm.ﬁ% that ALY mmb A

Pranciscan’s must ovmnﬁn

.H,ra undersigned- OE.Omm Eo onamﬂos ofa mvoea Use Uumﬁoﬁ 3 3151-3155 Scott mn.aaﬁ

o kﬁudwﬂdmm

c\w‘.p-'wgo:—*

~ PHONE ~ EMAIL
Nx$“@$ﬂs§ﬂ&1wh P2z 5358 D - |
Aaeer Clagy — 22(G Clusbotok P73 S N 2877
_Spacg ﬂvéiﬁ g 52?1@ BWA Y% 781 -BLM ,ﬂoc
.3 o W, ) Un\. \W( v St gliH N5 616 -S4g+
/N \_: ,/mq o IQ\S\QN g?\h“&{&& EmuMwﬂmNm,
mgﬂ RayAam \.:p Mallovca wod n_fww 415 (SY RRAY
7. Kee\ou Zonkin 276 woNercenods GH12D - 001 4R - GO
s Meldn)e | LeQrman. 99 M Ave, ©  gqdldy  45]945-0537
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ZQ mﬁﬁﬁg USE DISTRICT ON b@%@% mﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ
S Q.?E:bm w%sﬁEmﬁ nsmm 2010. imﬁ.@
‘We heréby request that the Planning Department, Emuabm doahmmaop wowa. of _mswngmo? mﬁm Mayor of San Francisco adhere to .Sammum
NouEm and- planning requirements and NOT establish a m@oﬁ& Use District on the ME.QE ooBEoE% known ag meH.wG 5 Scott Street] Em current

mnoowéauﬁum Haiﬁ.&ﬁbﬁg Eo monﬁimaooﬁou%%m Eﬁmummonou ommoonmum HoBdE.a mn.no_k.mﬁaﬁwo%n om m Em_p aoumnwwsd:o
Housing project. ’

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties,  who have no established oouboomob or H.aEmoH_.mEﬁ to the ﬁ&%&o&o& and who stand to
receive mﬁdmﬁnﬂ& private financial benefits, have Ho@smmgam a mEmHo parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents -
.o:% NoEbm and planning guidelines, contradicts the QQ ] Emmﬁﬂ. plan, &Ea does material damage to the mE.HoEEEm ﬁﬂmgoauoo% and gmsommom _
The use of mwo?NoEnm on ‘behalf ow a specific project sefs 2 mmnmonoﬁ precedent for the neighborhood - and the city of San’ Francisco. Qooa

moﬁBmBoo Ha@ﬁu.mm mpﬁ. &ooﬁ@ mb& mEuoESm o@mﬁﬁmow Em Q;Q mum Oosﬁq om muﬁ H._Eﬁemoo m&ﬁ.a 8 aum HEE ﬁmo mﬁmﬁmﬁ%mpﬁ;ﬁwg
.mabﬂmopn s must owmaza - - .
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The undersigned OE.OmH the Sm.mmou ofa wwm&E Gmo District at 315 H.w 155 .mnon Street:

SIGNATURE, . ~ *  ADDRESS | PHONE. | ﬁEF. | "
Oty Fé&v 240 udhwt & <F ?E:w EEERIEEIAY S .\sz\ﬁmsﬁgm
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ZQ meOE. USE EE%EOH ON F@Z_m% mﬁgmﬁ
_ AEBEBW U%ﬁ tment Case: 2010. Emcﬁﬁv

We hereby Basnmﬁ that the H.Hmuuﬁm uuawﬁnﬁouﬁ EmHEEm Conimission, Board .of mcﬁaaﬁmo? and gm%ow of San Francisco adhere to- oﬁmﬂbm
zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a Special' Use District on the mﬁan_ commonly known a8 mGTu 155 moon Street, the current
m;a of the King Hnssa II Inn, on Eo Southwest corner of the intersection of Scott mﬁa Lombard wnooﬂm H.ou.. Ea use of a high moﬁﬁ% Public
Housing project, ‘ , .

The Mayor’s Office of moamEm and other third Humnam who have no oﬁm_urwwon connection or H@HmﬁoﬁmEv to the uﬂmwg%oo@ Bﬁ who stand to
receive msdmgﬂ& private financial benefits, have Ha@samﬁam a mEmE H_Eo& mvnng Use U;Ea.. The creation of a Special Use UEE& circumvents
city NouEm and planning guidelines, contradicts the o@ s master plan, and does material mmﬁmmo to the mE.HoEEEm ﬁﬂmzuoﬁgomm .Em businesses.

The use of mwoﬁ.uouﬁm on behalf of a specific project sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the SQ of San m.gbﬁmoo ‘Good

[Te]
- governance requires that &anﬁ& BE mﬁﬁoﬁﬁom officials of the City and Oocﬁd\ of San Emuﬂmoo adhere to the land use standards that ;Hh San b :
" Franciscan’s must observe. S . R
The gmoﬁmmmbom. OE.OmE the o.uammou of a Special Use District at maﬂ-wﬁu Scott Street; .
SIGNATURE >  ADDRESS . ' PHONE | EMAIL o7,
L ﬁrff QP_Tf Rl B QY2 £TI-P(52 QP#:»& s bs, 4 <
2 \d, \..: r/v JF/ = 3% 2k /50 64 ,,:n..ri,n\r.. 5 ” - \ N\
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NO SPECIAL USE Uﬁm_ﬁaﬁ% ON H‘_Ogﬁ.}g STREET
A_w_nnibm u%miami .Ommm". 2010.0450TZ)

We hereby - Haesﬁ Eﬁ the mEE_Em U%mﬁBnE EmuEbm Comimission, woma om m%ﬁ.smoa and. EBSH of San Emusmoo m&ém to existing .

zoning and: EmEEpm Honsnaﬁobw and NOT establish a Special Use District on Ea wmﬂcﬁ commonly known as mGTuHmm moo# mnmoﬁ the current

site of the King Edward I HE_ on the Southwest corner om the intersection of mooa and Lombard mqooﬁm woa the use om a Emw mgm@ Public
Housing project. -

The Mayor’s Office of H.H._ogabm and other third. parties, who have H_S. established connection or relationship to the bmmmgonrooa and who stand to
receive mswmﬁbn& private financial benefits, have requested a mEmHo parcel mwmﬁ.& Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents
city Nchm and planning guidelines, coun.m&oﬁm the city’s master Emb and does material damage to the: Eﬁo:ﬁ&_pm aa_mrwc%oomm and businesses.

The use of spot-zoning on ‘behalf of a specific project sets a dangerous. wnaooanﬂ for the aﬂmwwo%oon and the city of San Francisco. Good

~ governance requires that elected E& mwﬁo_uﬁm o_n.mem_m of the City and County of San Francisco adhere to the Fsm use standards that ALL San

Franciscan’s must observe.

 The undersigned OH..H.Om.H_Em creation of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:

JSIGNATURE, ~  _  ADDRESS PHONE . EMAIL
i ]« Jler 131 wWAW orvA _ (SR IFO0
£«TDQT_S Wac, gL e> }_A..Jﬁ.ui ~62ZZ
725 28T0ST.  SE oA, 94197 Jis.”84s5 . 7949

6% Mayovea tJay zu CA G R S - B -SHID

100 (Lpla i\,: SE Ufle2 . w/$- 2007952
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ZO mEumE dmm @wmﬁaﬁ% CZ LOMBARD mﬁgmﬁ
: ‘(Planning Department. O»mm. 2010.0450TZ)

[t

We hereby request that the E.B_BSm Department, Planning Oogmmmo?.wow& of _m.%namoa, arid Mayor of San Francisco adhere to existing

zoning and Eﬁﬁﬁm.aanﬁaoBoﬁm and NOT establish a Special'Use Distriot on the parcel commanly known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site of the King Edward II FP on fhe Southwest corner om the Eﬁoﬁmnnaos of Scott and hoBdma mﬂnﬂm for the vse of a high aoum:w Public
Housing project.

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no established connection or relationship to the uﬁmgo%ooa and whe stand to

receive substantial private financial benefits, have Honﬁamam. a single- wﬁo& Special Use District. The creation &. a Special Use District circumvents

city zoning and planning mEmoHEam contradicts Eo EQ. 8 meﬁou Emu and does Emﬁﬁ& damagg to the mE.HoEEEm neighborhoods and businesses.

The use of %o?NouEm on behalf of a specific Hgmﬁ sets a dangerous. precedent for the uoﬂmgo%oom and the city of San Francisco. Good
governance Haasnom that elected and appointed officials of the City and OBEQ of San Francisco adhere to the land use standards Eﬂ ALL San

m_awco_mom&,m must observe, - bmum e U (CC «N.} ") D\gml _\RVN.\.\N@"D\MW :
The dbmoampmnom. OEuOmH the creation of 2 wwooﬁ Use U_mn._nﬁ at 3151-3155 Scott Street: -
‘ PUUWHmw . o H.HHOZU . EMAIT,
2490 Seoh S 32 H bl ??@sq%oo 85
| e 1 e 224 cL. . . .
_ 324 Sl %9 ,_ ﬂi._sc:;?@ e b
Z NEF TN VA T 1T
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. A _. 2 Y8 gtk { .ua..u.,r: SEZH(2S Y04 317 9, .9 Egpﬁf\e\
Cdsy 72372 Loty .L.M,W:L. %\ S
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“NO mﬁmﬁg dmﬁ 6#@%@5@ QZ LOMBARD STREET
QE::EM Department Case: 2010.0450T7)

We rmunww request that the Planning UovE._uEnE EmEEpm OoBHEmmBF wOma of mc,@ﬂ.smo_.m. EE Mayor oH. San m.mﬁcaoo adhere to mﬁmcbm
.NonEm and planning Hnn_EHaBaEm E& NOT establish a Special Use District on the cﬁn& commonly §o€b as 3151-3155° moon Street, the current

site of the King H%ﬁ:ﬁ o EE on the Southwest corner om the Eﬁﬁmooﬁom of Scott and ﬁoE_um& mqnmﬁm for the use of a high density Public
. H,Hoc.mﬁm project.

_ﬁa ‘Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who rmﬁu no omsdmmr_na connection ar relationship to the neighborhood and who stand to |
Roaia substantial private mwmbo_& benefits, have requested a single parcel Special Use UERBH The creation of a Special Use District circumvents
city zoning and planning mEga_Enm. contradicts the city’s master EpP and does materigl damage to the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses.

“The use of %oﬁ.monEm on behalf of a specific project sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the 8@ ‘of San Francisco. Good

,mo<9.EEoo tequires that o_noaa EE mEuoEﬁa officials of the 9@ and OQ.E@ ow San. mBuEmoo ddhere to the land use standards Eﬁ >HH. San a
m:BSmomE § must ovmmﬁa ”
The EEQ....&.WR& OwwOmﬁ the creation of a m&a&& Use District at 3151-3155 Scott mn.oon,
~ PHONE EMATL,
.28 A A2z -B432  \NEEmn) MeBLEQ MG
oo pay §T. R, ¢f S5-S6- oS  iketolica®ye koo
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253, o?.f?\k.é _ hum.,_ A L15. 922 52ty /I ‘
238 Aloe cde b, Sl NS (7' 1 b F Y. 4 :
S _ : SAVAE ) A
B 2 Avda Sk =€ 415 17 459¢ NSAC

S SFaHGetek SfeA (S FEEEED| 09554 _N(A
L\MN\\\ 349/ @E&v? e V,JE, | %ﬁu S::.“ _ PR

£
T

. . . - v - .\.?
R - S FPUE T [ - AT - -4 )



Z@ mﬁﬁﬁg USE Emm.ﬁaﬁﬁ ON H@Sﬁ% m.ﬁgmﬁ
) (Planning Department Case: 2010. oamcﬂ_@

We. Wawm_,d% request that the Planning Department, Planning Conimission, Board of Supervisors, and Mayor of San _..U.Hmuowmoo adhere to existing

zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a Special Use District on the parcel commonly known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site of Eo King Edward I Inn, on the Southwest corner of the Eﬁoamoosoﬁ of Scott and hoﬁ@ﬁ.m mqonﬁm, for the use of & Emﬁ density Public
H.HocmEm E.&aoﬁ

The gm%oa § O_h.mon of Housing and other third parties, who rmﬁ“ 1no omﬁmgmwaa oouboosOa or relationship to the nﬂmﬁco&oon and S&o stand.to. .
receive mc@mﬁmwﬁﬁ E.Eﬂo financial benefits, have Hmn_smﬁom a single ﬁﬁnn_ Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents .
city Noawm and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, ‘and does B&oﬂﬁ damage to the maﬁocc&bm.b&mgo%oo% and businesses.

The use of %oﬁ.uoéum on behalf of a %mema Eo_moﬁ sefs a mgmﬂocm anomoa for the nemgo%ooa and the city of mNE Francisco. Good

mo<oE§S§_=nmmEmﬁa_moﬁn Eﬁ mﬁwoﬁﬁom oEoHam of the Q@ e.,a OQEQ &.mm: m.Banoo marﬂoﬁoﬁa?nmcmo mﬁmﬁam&m Emﬂ @hmmﬁ
Franciscan’s must o‘ama?n .

570

The Epmoamwmnmm OPPOSE the creation of a Special Use District at 315 H..uymm Scott Street:
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NO SPECIAL USE DISTRICT ON LOMBARD STREET
Q—un:m:mb%uiamﬁ,O»mou Ncuc_.oamc.HNv

4<.n hereby request that Eo. Planning Department, Planning Commission, Board .of m&.ﬂsmoﬁ arid Mayor om San Francisco adhere to oﬁaﬁm
NoEbm and planning requirements and NOT establish a Special'Use District on the parcel ooBEoE% known as m 151-3155 Scott Strest, Ea current
site of the King Edward I HEr on Eo moﬁréoﬁ corner of Ea intersection of Scott and Lombard mqaaﬁ for the use of a Em: density Public

Housing project.

The Mayor’s Office of H.Hoca_am and other third parties, who have H.uo established connection or Hﬂmmoawaﬁ to the neighborhood and who stand to

receive substantial private mEEE& @ouomg have requested 2 single parcel Special Use UESQ The creation ow a Special Gmo District circumvents
ity zoning and EEEEm mﬁmm:bam“ confradicts mpm city’s Emmﬁaa plan, and moom material mmemo to the Eﬁoﬁ&bm neighborhoods and businesses.

The use of spot-zoning on .behalf of a %aEmo project sefs a amumﬂosm Eno&oa for the sﬂmgo%oom and the city of San Francisco. Good |

moﬁgmﬁon requires .&mﬁ elected EE appointed officials of the City and Oosb@ of San Francisco adhere to the land use standards that bﬁﬁ San
Franciscan’s must observe. \

The ssmaaumnoa OE.OmH the B.omcob ofa mﬁmoﬁH dmm District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:
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Z@ wﬁﬁﬁg dwﬁ @wmﬁaﬁ% ON ﬁégw% mHﬁMHH
_ %?znﬁm u%uiﬂ_ai mem. NSo cAmcHNv

¢<o roz&% request that the Planning U%ﬁgmﬁ EmﬁsEm OoEnummSﬁ wOm& .of wEuQ.Smon“ ad Zm%on of San Francisco m&ﬁg to existing

- zoning and planning H.anHnEaEm and NOT establish a Special Use District on the wﬁcw_ commonly known as 3151-3155 Seott Street, the current

mﬁo of the King Edward HH Inn, on the Southwest corher of the Eﬁoumnosow of Scott and Lombard Streets, for Ea use of a Em& mobm:% Public
« H.Honmﬁm project.

Hﬁo Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no established ‘connection or HHmmoumEﬁ to the b&mﬁcoagom and who stand to

receive substantial private financial _uocow;m have Hmnﬁmmﬁo& a mEmwa parcel Special Use District. The creation of a mvaﬁa Use District oﬁoﬁbﬁbﬁm
© . city zoning and planning guidelines, ooﬂ?&oﬁ the city’s B;ﬁ% plan, and does Eﬁoﬁ& &_Bmma 1o the mﬁnosu&um uangoEoomm and wsmEommam

The use of mvoﬁ.NoEbm on behalf &. a specific E&ag sets a mmnmﬁcsm anomaﬁ for the mﬁmgo%ooa and the city of San mzﬁﬁmoo Qoom

governance requires that elected and appointed ommouam of the City and County of San Francisco adhere to the Kna use standards that ALL San

~Franhciscan’s must observe.

The undersigned OPPOSE the creation of & Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:
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| , 2@ mﬁﬁoﬁﬂr USE gmﬁzﬁﬂ ON ﬁ@gw% mﬁwﬁﬁﬁ
- o h . (Planning mmewiEmE Case: 2010, Emeﬂ.@ ,,

We wﬂocw request that the Planning U%MﬁBoﬁ Planning Comimission, Board .of m%nusmoam EE E&BH of San Francisco adhere to nﬁmcbm

- zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a mwoopﬁ Use District on the- parcel commonly known as 3151-3155 Scott mqmﬁ the current

.m:oo?&o HEm Hnﬂwa H:Eroﬁ Emmoﬁ_péom\n .ooBmH owEm_EﬂmaosﬁEommooﬁ;ﬁnro_ﬁcﬁ& mnnaﬁm“,mo:gsmnomemﬁ%ﬁ@,ws@:o
H.Hosﬂbm project. . . | o

.Ea ?Hmusu s Office om Housing and other aﬁ& wpﬁmm who have no established connection or EEQOEE@ to the uQmEuoEoom EE who mjbm to
receive substantial EZ.RS mumﬁﬂﬁ benefits, have H.ﬂdomﬁna a mEmHa gﬁ& Special Use District. The creation of a mwaﬁa Use District circumvents
city NoEbm and Emstm guidelines, contradicts the city’s master EmP and does material damage to the mE.noEmem neighborhoods and businesses.

The use ow spot-zoning on behalf of a %aﬁmo Eo%& sets a mmumﬂ.oﬁm Haoomaﬂ for the neighborhood and the city om San Francisco. Good

gOVeInance requires that elected mﬁa .ﬁwoﬁﬁaa officials 9“. the City and County of San. H_,nﬁoﬁoo ddhere to the KE& use. mgm;am that ALL San m
_ mawbﬂmnmb s must observe. . | . . _
?o Epmoﬁmﬁmnmm OPPOSE the Sdmﬂoﬁ om a Special Use District at 3151-3155 maoz Street: _ _
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Z@ mﬁﬁﬁg USE @mmﬁmﬁﬁﬂ_ ON FCZE% STREET
. _ %_E_E:m Ua@miami Case: mcwc imcH_Nv

We hereby request that the Planning Department, EEEE@ Conimission, Board .of Supervisors, arid Mayor of San Francisco adhere to existing

zoning and: planning requirements and NOT e

stablish a Special Use District on the parcel commonly known as 3151-3155 .moon Street, the current

site of the King Haiﬁ.n I Inn, on the mo&.béaﬁ noBoH of the intersection of Scott and L.ombard Streets, for the use of a Emw density Public
‘Housing project. _ /

,?o Mayor’s Office of mocabw and other third wﬁmom Sg have no established connection or relationship to the neighborhood and who stand V8
receive substantial private financial benefits, have Hnnsnmﬁoa a single parcel Special Use District. The creation ofa m@oeﬁ Use District circumvents
BQ zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the 8@ § master Emb and does material damage to the mcb.ocnaEm neighborhoods and ngommom

The use of %oﬁ.uoabm on behalf of a specific project sets a mmmmnaocm precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. Good-

moﬁBmﬂS Hoe(Eora. Emﬁo_moam mum %@o_ﬁom om.:uamcm Eo QQ mnaOongm mmb m_.umuﬁmoo m&ﬁo 8?0 :Em smo mﬁmu%.&m Eﬁ.\rﬁrmg.
" Franciscan’s must observe. :

The cnmoum_muam Omﬁucmﬂ the creation of a wﬁoE& Use District at 3151-3155 Scott mn.ooﬁ
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Nams

Email

wﬁao_niaa__dwm

brooke perkins
Arlan”

oa:m._<®mo_.83
arfanhushyar@hotmail.com

San Franclsco

n=<. Zlp Code Phone Number

 Jennifer Trapp jnntrpp@yshoo.com 3636 Broderick St. San Franclsco _ 94123 ﬁ 5-393-7148
Nancy Payne nancydpayne@gmail.com _ 04123 . o

Luis C:Uribe lcurlbe@hotmail.com 2343 Franclsco St San Francisco 94123 4152870197
John Leventini jleventini@bigge.com v . . 94123

m__a__o:mq,_umvﬁm\ n_.___mssmrum«sm@uam:.noa _Cervantes . San Franclsco 94123

Martin Gellen martingellen@mac.com 3248 mmwm_.. Strest San Francisco 94123 415-441-7156
Michael Carmignani mpearmignani@yahoo.com o . San Francisco 94123 _

Meagan Mielke - mmielke@comeast.net Sen Frandisco v 94123

Kathleen McKenna ~mekennakh@earthlink.nat 94123

Stephen Gumey steve@josh.com ‘ 94109 _
Anle missankle@gmall.com 2141-B Paclfic Ave. San Franclsco 84115 4156278386
Peter Ackerson ,umﬁmq.mnxmquo:@ma,m:.o.os 1784 Union St. " San Franclsco - 94123

Nicole Hnedryk ' nicolehendryk@gmail.com ; - 8an Franclsco 94118

Nicols .<m_3 . nvalco@gmail.com - 3322 Buchanan St " San Franclsco 94111

Tim Dayner timdayner@gmail.com . ) 94129

Alana >Emu u:_.osm.m_:m@m_mzmm_amm.no:._ San Francisco 94115

Darren Genstil am:m:.mm:m,.ﬁ__@nam__.noa 1580 Eauma San Francisca 94123

Elleen Lacey eilesnlacey@sbcglobal.net , San Franclsco 94123

Marc E. Goldyne :._m%:m@mo_..ooa. - 94123 oo
Amanda Gorzine Sanfrancisco@twoskris.net 2124 chesthut st San franclsco 04123 415-441-6727
Kedric Van de Carr, kedricvandacarr@gmall.com 3208 Plerce St San Francisco - GCA : 5108282154
Mary T. Cappiello aﬁomvn_@mo_.ﬂa - 2223 North Point San Francisco 94123 415 922-0347 v
Lorl Brooke _u_.oowm@_._s_.:g 2628 Creenwich Street  San Francisco

194123 415 749-1841
. 94123

94123 - 4154414345
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Name -

Emall

Street ,>nn_.amw

City

Zlp Code Phone Number

" george merifjohn
Karen mm__..ams
Crystal Brown
Susan Spiwak
Lori medsiros
Mellssa Gregory
Andrew Meinnert
Judith M Barkett

" Randy Peterson
Jullana Van de Catr
Bryan Crawley
Michelle Kwalt
Danlelle Dana
Christine Bartlett Hinckley
scott 1. heldfond

' Richard W, Bergson
Ingrid Coolins
Alfred Mammini
Michelle Mammini
Vincant Mammini
Michael Hindus
Dale Bentson
john ] nichols
Wendy Bentson
Irene Kaus

info@merijohn.com -
kazzawork@hotmail.com
crystalsbrown@gmail.com
ssplwak@earthlink.net
Hello_ims@yahoo.com
mellssaj@gmail.com
andrew.melnnert@gmail.com
Judybarkett@aol.com
mm:asuamao:@uim__.nos
Julibnf@sbcgiobal.net
bpe1765@yahon.com
mkwait@hotmail.com

danielle.dana@gmall.cam

fina@BartieHRE.com
gcottrh@tmo.blackberry.net
dbergson@pacbsll.net

‘lcoollns@aol.com

amammini@pacbell.net
mmammini@pacbell.net
vmammini@pacbell.net

michael.hindus@pllisburylaw.com

dfbentson@gmail.com
sobrevieta@aol.com
wbentson@gmail.com
Jlkaus@comeast.net

- 2269 Chestnut St

3532 Webster wﬁqmm"

2340 North Point

3208 Plerce Street

Buchanan

2836 Plerce Street
2775 Fllbert Street

2520 Greenwich St

I3

2520 Greenwich St.
2522 Greenwich St

2886 Greenwich St.
2540vallejostraet
2686 Greenwich St.
2801 Green Street

san Francisca

San Francisco

-8an Franclsco

San Francisco
San Francizsco

‘San Francisco
"SF

San Francisco

San Franclsco, CA

San Franclsco
San Francisco
San Francisco
San Franclsco

. 8F

sanfrancisco
San Franclsco
San Francisco

04123
94123
04123 415-020-9320
94123
94123
94123
0841231417 (415) 962-8602
04123-2766
94123
194123
94123
94123
94123
94123 415-440-8880
94123 o
94123
94109
94123
94123
94123
94123
04123
" 94123
94123
04123

576



Name Emall _ Street Address City ZlpCode  Phone Number
Gerri Grossmann um_.z@vm;:.o:o:nmuzm_.ooa 2454 francisco street  san francisco . | 94123

Jack Kaus __xmcm@ooanm.uﬁ.:mﬁ - 2801 Green Street m.mz Francisco 94123

Patricla and Terrance Daugharty:  pgdaugh@comcast.net : R 94123
‘Donald H. Kieselhorst . dklesel@pachell.net : \ 94123

Diana Kaus Koll -dianakoll@gmall.com 17 Avlla Street San Franclsco 94123

Mark m:mmmu.ma, .. R markstrassberg@agmall.com 2752 Baker Street 8an _n._.m:o_mno. California 84123 . .

David Lasker , am<m®m=omnmau=.83 _ 2541 Fllbert St San Franclsco 94123 41 mm.ioﬁo
Irene Solomon __m=_cm:®u3m__.83 _ 2838 Filbet Street San Francisca | 94123 415-567-2854
>:n:m Parker angusparker@earthlink.net 2618 Unlen Street San Franclsco 94123

Patricia Io.._a.m: . u:o:nm.:@imo.ooa . ' mimw ‘
Matthew Katz . matthewrkatz@yahoo.com ‘San Franclsco. 84123

John H, Dowell jhdowell@comeast.net 94123 .

Shella S. Dowell " “sheiladowell@comeast.net 84123

George Vidalakls george@vidalakis.net 94123

- Janet Pellegrini pel2@sbeglobal.net . 94123 . ‘

._o::dm_m:zm._.w John.osterwels@osterwels.com 2683 Unlon Street San Francisco 94123 415.434.4441
Angus Barnett * angus_barnett@lycos.coni 3050 Pierce St San Franclsco 194123 ,
Jack Johnstone tombstonejohnstone@gmail.com ,uﬁwm

‘Pamela Squires tequities@earthlink.net : 94123 415-699-3665
EVe Salomon . ..o<m_mmmm@<m:oo.aoa_ _ 2528 Greenwich Street  San Franciso 84123 .
ryan smith_ryan_p23@yahoo.com Scott St " SanFranclsco 94123

Britt . bwenzler19@yahoo.com _ 94123

Derek Brown dlb3532@grmall.com 94123

Rlyad Salma Riyads@gmail.com _ . 94123

Malcolm Kaufman ‘mkaufman@meguire.com union ‘San Franclsco 04123
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z_mz_m

Emall

Street Address

v

City " ZIp Code  Phone Number
"Brooks Walker Bwalker@walker-Warner.com N.\:‘_ Scott st San Francisco . 94123 415-318-8907
Barbara Stuart bte3@mac.com ‘ 2736 Filbert Street  San Franclsco CA o412
Marilyn Caston mscaston@comcast.net 2710 Broderick Street . San Francisco 94123 415 931-0560
Monica M Dahlem dahlems@pacbell.nat o | 94123
Mr. and Mrs. D Glanni glannis@pacbell.net Avila Street San Francisco 84123
Susanna Daniels susiwhite@yahoo.com o A 94123
Jennifer Tedesko .ﬁmanmxo®mvnmn.83. 3208 Plerce Strest San Francisco 84123
Laura Ferguson laura_p_ferguson@yashoo.com’ mmz. Franclsco 894123 ,
Ellzabeth Jil Kramer .::@Ema.maﬁnoa . * 2740 Lyon St - San Francisco 94123 415 566-2318
‘Sheila Nichols _ssheilan@aol.com’ . 2540 Vallejo Street San Franclsco 094123 _
Theresa Canizzaro theresac@sbeglobal.net 2720 Broderick Street 94123
Ali Mossadeghi m__.aommmamm:_@mmn.ooa . ’ : - 94133
- Jeffrey Sparks Jitemi@yahoo.com 3190 Scott st. San francisco ' 94123
Elizabeth H. Shwiff _m__nmzi_,m@<m:oo.nca 3427 Plerce Street. San Francisco 94123 415-022-8236
Veronica Flelds veracurtis@earthlink.net 2841 Baker Street San Franclsco 94123 - .
Ranfie Ancelovic! ranfie@yahoo.com - 94109
Anne Steele Hinshaw asfortune@yahoo.com 94123
kristin maclaggan E_mﬁ_:.Bmo_mmm.n:_@uam:.noa 1241 francisco st 84123
Andrea Sterling andl.sterling@greenmba.com. | 94123
William Brick ‘ ‘ Ecznw®muom_ocm_.smﬁ 3037 Plerce Street#1  San Francisco - 94123
Z_o:mm_,mmimm<m_, ramspresidio@yahao.com M.Amo Unlon Street #104 San Franclsco 84123 415-513-3231
* Kathy Socal- _ . sunnesocal@aol.com 3146 Divisadero St San ,_...qm:o_mno, 94123 im-mmo-m.mmo.
mﬁ_oﬁa Brown . a%%aas:@v\m:oo.noa ' Ban Francisco _ 84123 ‘
Lynn Brown BattatBrown@yahoo.com _ o . 04123
Tim Mathlgon , HSmE_mo:@uim__.noB . 154 Pixley Street -8an Francisco, CA

94123
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cfpefa@mindepring.com

Name Email _ Street Address Clty Zlp Code  Phone Number
John Millar Jgmiliar@jgmillar.com 94123

Bryan Zahn bryanzahn@comcast.net , . 84123

Eve Niquette eniquette@mindspring.com 24986 Filbert st San Fransico 94123 4157768772
Cherles Pohl : 2496 Fllbert st st 04123 ‘

4157768772
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Hammond LAW

1829 Market Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
phone: 415.955.1915 fax: 415.955.1976

Tuly 14, 2011
Via Email

Planning Commission

San Francisco Planning Department
Attention: Sara Vellve .

- 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400

San Francisco, California 94103

“Re: 3151 - 3155 Scott Street— Case No. 2010.0420CETZ
. Cow Hollow Association’s Pnoposed.Conditional Use Restrictions.

- Dear Planning CommissionerS'

This letter contains examples of Condmonal Use Restnctlons that Cow Hollow
Association (“CHA”) proposes be included in the followmg

1) The Conditional Use Authonzatlon, should the Planning Comm1ss1on approve such
authonzanon and

. 2) Recommended modlﬁcatlons to the proposed Planmng Code and Zonmg Map
Amendment (including the proposed Ordinance to establish the' Lombard and Scott' Street
Affordable Group Housing Special Use District) should the Planmng Commission recommend

its adopnon to the Board of Superwsors
-

~ CHA beheves these restucnons shall strengthen Commumty Housing Partnershlp s

(“CHP™) project and ensure that it operates to the greatest benefit of its residents, the City, and
‘the neighboring community. These and other restrictions as appropriate would help ensure the
_ project actually, rather than just on paper, achieve the goals and mandates of the City’s Housing
Element and Proposition M, which the project as proposed fails to accomplish. CHA makes these -
recommendations’ without waiver of comments and positions previously submitted, or. those
. which it may submit going forward, orally or otherwise. This list is intended as a general
reference point, and not intended to be ‘exhaustive. - :

CHA proposes the following Conditional Use Restrie_tions:

L ‘Restrict housmg units to single-occupancy. Restrict tota.l building load to a reasonable
' number. e 5 ‘ .

581"



Planning Commission |
3151 - 3155 Scott Street
July 14, 2011 '

Page 2

Bar felons and those on probétion from participatioﬁ in the program and/or restrict -

. permanent residents (other than manager) to be youth transitioning out of foster care.

Require that an on-51te adult manager employed by Larkin Street reside on-s1te in the
"manager's unit.

~ Require 2 adult, non-TAY superwsors be present at all times. .

Require CHP & LSYS to hst a minimum number of hours of on-site supportlve services
programming (broken out info TAY-relevant programming categories, ¢.g. employment
skills, navigating higher education, nutrition/cooking, health, etc.) by a certain date and
require that CHP comply with those minimum hours requu:ements

Requlre CHP & LSYS to create a detailed plan to encourage residents to actually o
transition out before their 25th birthdays and require CHP & LSYS to comply with that ..

. plan. Address “rent and eviction control” barriers to same.

Create a commumty oversight and enforcement mechamsrn to ensure that residents

~ comply with the “plans™ LSYS counselors develop for re51dents to help them transmon ,

into mdependent hvmg

Create a communal kitchen, which because of 11m1ted space (lfss than 75 square feet)

" includes a communal meal plan.

Thank you for your consideration of the foregomg

Very truly yours,

_MWQW

Steven L. Hammond
Attomey for Cow Hollow Association

Sara Vellve

Commission Secretary Linda Avery
Cow Hollow Association
Golden Gate Valley Association

" Marina Merchants Association
- Marina Cow Hollow Neighbor and Merchants Group

Marina Community Association

- Union Street Merchant Association
- John Millar, MCA

582



" Planning Commission
3151 - 3155 Scott Street
July 14,2011 '
Page 3

 Patricia Vaughey, MCHNM
Lesley Leonhardt, USMA:
Alex Feldman, MMA
Mayor Bdwin M. Lee
Supervisor Mark Farrell
Supervisor David Chiu -
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\D E&EU\!E* Vi

SAN FRANCISCO .~ LJ\IJ”L b ‘””.IE/
PLANN'NG DEPARTMENT Hgmmend La:

Subject fo: (Sefect on:yﬁappfibfe) - | S S 1650MissluI|SL
O Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) O First Source Hiring (Admih Code) ~ Suiie 400 ) :
o : . ", San Francisco,
n JuEs’Housing Lml_cage Program (S‘ec. 41 3)_ 0 Child Care Requxrement (Sec 414) . GA 94103-2479
0 Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) : .- [1 Other -
Co ' : Reception:
_ 415.558.6378
= : . . ’ . " _ LR
Planning Commission o 415.556,5400
: ' Planmi
‘Motion No. 18405 T e
HEARING DATE: JULY 14 2011 o 415.558.6477
Date: ]uly14/}b11' o ~
Case No.: 2010,00420CETZ : '

f
Project Address: = 3151 ~ 3155 SCOTT STREET
Current Zoning:  NC-3 (Ne1ghborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale)

. 40-X Height and Bulk District -
Proposed Zoning: ~ Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Specml Use District
BlockiLot: 0937/001
Project Sponsor:  Community Housing Parmetslup

: 280 Turk Street

: © San Franctsco, CA. 94102

Sponsor Contact:  Gail Gilman, Executive Director

Staff Contact* Sara Vellve ~ (415) 558-6263
sara.vellve@sfgov.org -

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

PREAMBLE _ o
On March 11, 2011 Gail Gilman (hereinafter “Project Sponsor”) filed an application with the Planning
Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Plarming Code Section
303 of the Planning Code to allow. estabhslunent of up to 24 group housing units to be occupied by

~ transitional age youth and a manager’s unit (25 units total), within the NC-3 (Moderate Scale,

+ Neighborhood Commercial) District, the Lombatd and Scott Street Aonrdable Group Housmg Spemal
Use District (SUD) and 2-40-X Helght and Bulk Dlstnct

www.sfplanning.org
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- On July 14, 2011, the San Franasco Plamung Commrsmon (hereinafter “Commission”), by Motion No.
18403, upheld the Mmgated Negative Dedaranon, Case No. 2010 0420E, for the projectat 3151 - 3155
‘Scott Street. : : ‘ '

'On July 15, 2011, the Department adopted the. Fmal Mmgated Negatlve Declaratlon, Case No 2010.0420E,
for the pro]ecl: at 3151 3155 Scott Street. :

" On Iuly 14, 2011 the Commission adopted Resolution No. 18404 Case No. 2010 0420TZ recommendmg to
the Board of Supervisors to adopt the text change and map  amendment creatmg the Lombard and Scott
Street Affordable Group Houmng Speﬂal Use District; and :

On ]uly 14, 2{)11 the Commrssmn cenducted a duly noticed pubhc hearmg at a regularly scheduled

. meeting-on Condmonal Use Application No. 2010. 0420C

The Commission has heard and considered: the testimony presented to it at the pubhc hearmg and has

_ further consideréd written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the applicant, Department
" staff, and other interested partles

_",MOVED that the Commission’ hereby authorizes the Conditional Use requested in Apphcahon No.

~ 2010 0420C, sub]ect to the-conditions contamed in "EXI-]IBIT A” of this mohon, based on the following
findings: -

FINDINGS

~ Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all beshmony and
arguments this Commlsswn finds, concludes, and determines as follows: . :

| 1. Theabove recitals are accu.rate and constltute ﬁndmgs of this Commission.

2 Site Description arid Present Use. The sub]ect property is Lot 001 in Assessor's-Block 0937,
located on the southwest corner of. Lombard and Scott Streets. The Scott Street frontage is

. approximately 69 feet, w1th 50 feet of frontage on Lombard Street. The lot area is appronmately
3,450 square feet. - - . :

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

3. Sumounding Propérties and Neighborhood. The site is located in an. NC—S'(Neighborhood
Commercial, Moderate Séale) Zoning District and 40-X Height and Bulk District. Lots fronting

Lombard Street to the east and west are zoned NC-3, while lots fronhng Scott Street tu the south

/
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of the site are zoned RH- 2 and RM-2. The site is located one block south of the Chestnut Street
shopping district and three blocks northwest of the Uriion Street shopping district. Properties in

 the vicinity fronting Lombard Street contairi a mix of uses including restaurants, hotels, personal
services, retzil stores, and ‘automotive repair shops. Buildings heights range from one' to four
stories with residential uses generally. above the ground-floor commercial uses. Properties
fronting Scoft Street south of Lombard Street generally contain residential uses with building
heights ranging from two to four stories. The height de51gnat10n for the entire nmghborhood is
40-X.

4. Pm] ect Descnptlon. Commuruty Housing Partnership proposes to convert the vacant tourist
_hotel (formerly db.a. Edward II Inn) to 24 affordable group housing units for trarisitional-age
youth between the ages.of 18 and 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, and cne

unit for a resldent manager, for an overall unit count of 25, The use will generally : accommodate ) '

_ one person for ¢ach bedroom. Interjor building medifications would reduce the number of on-
site bedrooms from 29 to 25 (including the manager’s unit) on the second and third floors, create
bathrooms for each unit, construct a kitchen, offices and fooms for programmatlc needs on the
ground floor, and create a laundry room, entertainment room and parking for a minimum of nine
bicycles in the basement, Exterior modifications would include window- replacement, painting,

 new signage and facade enhancements. The proposal does.not involve alterations to the
building’s size or height; although mechamcal equlpment will be located on the bmldmg’ sroofin
the future.

The’ pro]ect as preposed requlres Planning Code and. Zomng Map Amendments to create the .
Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housmg Specml Use District (SUD) as an overlay n
_ this NC-3 District. The SUD would: ;

1. Permit one unit for every 143 square feet of lot area for a total of 24 group housmg umts and
" one manager’s unit (Planning Code Section 204.4 exempts managers unit’s from the density
calculation for group housing) where one unit for every 210 square feet of lot area for a total of
16 group housing units and one manager’ s unit is permitted as-of-right by Plannmg code
Sections 208 and 712 92;

2 Ehmmate the rear.yard requirement Where a mlrumum rear yard of apprommately 15 feet is
. requ]red by Plarmmg Code Sechon 134; .

3 Ehrmna_te the open space reqm.rement where a minimum of approxxmately 675 square feet of
; private open space and approximately 875 square feet of commeon open space ‘would be
required by Planmng Code Sectlon 135

4. Modify the exposure reqmrement for approxlmately 13 group housing units that do not face a

street, alley or Code—eomphant rear yard or courtyard as required by Planmng Code Section
140, , » R

"On June 14, 2011, Superwsors Chlu, Avalos Kim, Mar and Mirkarimi mtroduced an Ordmance

proposing to create the SUD at 3151 — 3155 Scott Street. The Plarlmng Commission will consider a

- Planning Code Text Amendment to create the SUD by adding Planning Code Section 249.55

pursuant to Planning Code Sections 302 and 306. The Plannmg Commission will also consider a

i
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' Zoning Map Amendment pursuant to Planning Code Sections 302 and 306 that would establish
 the SUD at Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0937 on Zoning Map Sheet SU02.

5. Public Comment. The ‘Department has received  correspondence in opposition from
neighborhood residents and community organizations on a broad range of topics including but -
not limited to: a decline in the i;{lla]ity of life for existing neighborhood residents and businesses,
reduction of property values, increased density, lack of off-street parking and open space, and the
inadequacy subject building for the proposed use and proposed occupant services. o

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

T A,

Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District (SUD). Planning '
Code Section 24955 establishes the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD

_ which allows a project containing an affordable group housinig and manager’s unit, with -

Planning Commission approval, an increase in thé group housing-density, and éxemptions

* from the open space, rear yard and exposure requirements. Up to 24 of the units would be for

transitional age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 who eam a maximum of 50% Area
Median Income. The 25% unit would be used by a resident manager. - S

The project is propqé'ed to contain up o 24 p'ermmzmtly g;j%:rduble group housing units for transitional
age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, and one

" manager's unil; thus the Commission may approve the increased density, open space, rear yard and
- exposure exemptions for the projeck. . C .

Open Space. Planning Section 135 of the _Planning Code requires af:proidmately 27 square-

. feet of private or approximately 35 square feet of common open space per group housing

unit.

"'The subject building was constructed as a fourist hotel in appmﬁ:imately‘ 1914 and does not provide
any outside area that qualifies as private-or common open space. The only undeveloped area on the lot
is an approximately 7-foot wide corridor along the lot’s south property line: The project is proposed to
contain up to 24 permanently affordable group housing units for youth.earning a maximum of 50%

" AMI and one manager’s unit; thus the Commission may approve the open space exemption for the

- . BAN FRAHCISCD -
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

project pursuant to the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD.

" Rear Yard. Planning Code.SecﬁoﬂlM(a)(li(C) requires a rear yard equaling 25% or 15 feet,

which ever is greater, of the totzl lot depth at each level containing a dwelling unit.

The- subject building was constructed as @ tourist hotel in 1914 prior to creation of the rear yard
requirement. As such, the existing building extends to within seoen feet of the south propeity line and -
is 4 noncomplying structure. Conversion of a tourist hotel to a residential use requires implementation
of the rear yard requirement, which equals approximately 15 feet measured from the south property
line. As the project is proposed to contain up to 24 permariently affordable g-rou}.? housing units for

~
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1

yauth eammg a maximum of 50% AMI and one manager’s umt‘ the Commission may epprove the

" rear yard exemption for the. pro]ect pursuant to the Lombm‘d and Scott Street A_ﬁ‘orduble Group

~Housing SUD.

Pagking, Planning Code Sectlon 151 does ot require off-street parking for group housmg
uses of any kind unless such a use is Iomted w1thm an RH 2 (Resxdehtlal, House, Two-
Family) District. : :

The subject lot i i, iocated within an NC 3 (Moderate Scale, Nezghborhood Commerczal) District and

" the group houszng use is not required to promde qﬁ‘-sh‘ezt pm‘]ang for residents or managers

Exposure Planmng Code Section 140 requ1res that each dwelling unit shall face dJrecﬂy onto
apubhc street or alley, a side yard of at least 25 feet in width, a Code comphant rear yard or

' a courtyard that is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal direction. : o

The subject buildmg wias constructed s a tourist hotel in apprnxtmately 1914 ‘wzth fromtages on .
Lombard and Scott Streets. As originally constructed, the building does not provide a Code compliant
side or rear yard, or contairt a courtyard that is 25 feet ini every horizontul direction. As originally
constructed, the building contains approximately 12 occupiable guest rooms with windows that front :
on Lamburd and Scott Streets. After modifications to the building to accommodite the proposed group
Jmusmg use, approximately 12 of 25 occupiable ropms will meet the exposure requirement as they front
on Lombard and Scott Streets. The remaining13 rooms will face a a lightwell areq in the middle of the

" building and/or the 7-, foot-iide.rear building setback. As the project is proposed to contain up to 24

permanently affordable group housing units at 50% AMI; and one manager’s unit, the Commission
may approve the exposure madzﬁcaiwn fur the pro]ect pursuant fo the Lombard> aml Scatt Street
Affordable Group Housing SUD .

Blcycle Parkmg. Planning Code Section 1555 requnes one Class 1 b1cyde parkmg space for
every three group housmg units regardless of zoning dlstnct

A minimum qf nine resmcted access Class 1 bicycle parkinglstorage spaces will be located in the

** basement of the subject buz’ldmg

Slgnage urrently, there' is not a proposed sign program on file W1th the Planning
Department. The proposed business does not have a name as of this wntmg Any proposed

, mgnage will be subject to the review and approval of the Planning Department

- 7. Plamung Code Section 303 estabhshes cntena for the Planning Commission to consider when
rev1ew:ng applications for Conditional Use approval On balance, the project does comply with
said criteria in that:” . . .

A,

SAN FRANCISCD
PLANNIN

G DEPARTMENT

The proposed new uses and bulldmg, at the size and intensity contemplated and .at the
proposed locahon, will provide a development that i is necessary or desirable, and compatible
w1th, the ne1ghborhood or the commu.ruty : :
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) The proposed new residential group housing use is permttted as—o_f right in the NC-3 (Netghborhood

Commercial, Moderate Scale) District pursuant to Planning Code Section 712.92. The site is located in

_a block that contains lots zonied RH-2 (Residential, House, T ‘wo-Family) and RM-2 (Mixed, Moderate

Density) and the residential uature of the proposal is consistent with the zoning of the block. Although
the density of Group housing units exceeds the maximyum permitted by the Planning Code, the overall
nuemnber of people occupying the group housing use is expected to be less in-comparison to the previous
taurist hotel use. The proposed density is consistent with the Lombard and Scott. Street Affordable
Group Housing SUD. The proposed use will not affect traffic as residents are not expected fo own
private vehicles. A minimum of nine bicycle storage spaces will be available for residents. The project

wtll otcur wzthm an exzstmg buﬂdmg and expansion of the building is not proposed

. The proposed pm]ect will not be detrimental to the health, safety, ‘convenience or general :

. welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project
" that could be defrimental to, the health, safety or convenience of those residing or workmg

the areg, in that

+

Natie of proposed site, mcludmg its size and shape, and the proposed size,’ shape and-
' arrangemmt of structures; - . _ '

Modzﬁcatzans fo the exzsﬁng butldmg that would c}zange its ke:ght and bulk are not proposed. The.
existing building was consfructed on the site in opmmmafely 1914 and will remain an infegral
‘part of the netghborhood churacter

i The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and Vehldes, the type and volume of -

~ such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parkmg and loading; -

‘The Plaining Code does not require parkmg or Ioadmg Jor group housmg Itis "ot expected that
residents of the, site will oion private automobiles due to their level of income. A minimum of nine
on-site bicycle storage spaces will be made available to residents. The sub]zct ‘neighborhood is well
served. by public transportation and it is expected that residents zoill use this service for much of .
their tmnsportahon needs. :

iii.  The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious ‘or offensive emissions such as noise,’ glare, '

: 'dust and odor;

Naxious or offensive. emissions are not. ussociateﬁ with residential uses. All interior aﬁd exterior.
' ltghhng will direct 1llummatzon dowmoard ‘ '

| Treatment glven,. as appropnate, to suc'h aspects as’ landsmpmg, screening, open spaces,
' parkmg and loading areas, service areas, lighting and srgns, .
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The proposed residential use does not propose any such features referenced above that would
require additional review andfor conditions to ensure that they are appropriate for the site and
neighborhood. . -~ . e v : L - o

| C. .That thie use as proposed will comply with the -applicable provisi_ons-of the Planning Code-

and will not adversely affect the General Plan. -

. The, project coniplies with all releoant, requirements and. staidards of the Planning Code and is
. consistent with objectives and policies of the General Plan as detailed below..

D. That the use as proposed would provide development that is in conformity with the purpose

of the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Gioup Housing Special Use District.

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

. Group Housing Special Use District. The project will create up fo 24 permanently affordable group

" housing units for transitional age youth betveen the'ages of 18 -24 with an income level not 1o exceed
50% of the Area Median Income. One unit will be used for the manager: for a total unit count of 25.

8. General Plan Compliance. The Projéct is, on balance, consistent with the following _Objecﬁvés

.-and Policies of the General Plani

On June 21, 2011 the Board of Supervisors adopted the 2002 Hdusing Element, which was signed by the ‘
Mayor on June 29, 2011 to become effective on July 29, 2011, and the Project complies with the x;pdate
based on the following Policies and Objectives. o -

2009 HOUSING ELEMENT

Objectives and Policies

SAN

OBJECTIVE I: ' L o -
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESFECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

Policy 1.10. Support new housing proj_écts, especially affordable housing, where households can

‘ easi_ly rely on public transportation, walking and bicycling for the majority of daily trips.

The project will be Iocated in the Marina/Cow Hollow/Union Street neighborhoods ‘that provide a mix of
housing densities, necessary amenities and access to public-fransportation. There are ample public
ansportation. opportunities nearby, including: Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, all of which stop
within three blocks of the project site; and Golden Gate bus service to the North Bay, which stops near the
project site. In addition, the project site is located near the Chestrut and Urion Street Neighborhood
* Commercial corridors. making it convenient for residents without private fransportation fo access a wide
variety. of commercial goods and seroicgé. The project site is located close to four banks and ATM, several

smaller neighborhood markets und coffee shops, many restaurants of varying affordability, and two movie * -

thegters. The project site is also located near many cultural and.educational vpportunities including a
branch of the SF Public Library, City Collegé’s Fort Mason Carpus, the Exploratorium, the Palace of Fine
Aris, and GGNRA interpretive programs in the Presz"_ziio. In'addition, the project site is wif_hin five blocks

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

FRANGISCOD - ' C : . , ] - - . 7.
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‘ of the Preswlzo YMCA ‘the Moscone Recreation Center and the Lyun St-reet enimnce of the Prestdza, ami s
also near Crissy Field tmd the Marina Green. :

"OBIECI'IVEZ. .
RETAIN EXISTING UNITS, AND PROMOTE SAFETY AND MA]NTEANCE STANDARDS,
WITHOUT JEOPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY.

Policy 2.5: Encou:rage and support the seismic retroﬁthng of the existing housmg stock.

: Although the project site is nat currently used as housing, the prapased rehubz'htatzon will #ickude seismic and
structural upgrades as deemed necessary by a qualified sl-rucmral mgmeer and_ consisteht with the
Department of Building Inspection’s requirements. : :

OBJECTIVE 3: ‘ v

_PROTECT THE AFFORDABILITY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK, ESPEC[ALLY RENTAL
Policy 3. 1 Pmave rental umts espeaa]ly rent controlled units, t0 meet the Clty’s aﬁ‘.ordable
housmg needs. : .

'Pnhcy 3.5 Retain permanently affordable res1dent1al hotels and smgle room OCCUPANcY. (SRD)
-units.

- The Special Use Dzstrzct will ﬁzcﬂztate up to 24 new qﬂ%rdable group housing umts iand will help fo decrease -
the high demand for affordable group housing units. The creation of new group housing units will help to
prevent dzsplacemmt of tenanis cumznﬂy residing in ¢gﬁim1uble group hmcsmg units elsewhere in the Czty

OB]'EC_TIVE &
. .FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS 01~' ALL RESIDENTS. ACROSS
LIFESTYLES.

~ Policy. 4.2. Provide a range of: housmg options for res1dents with spemal needs for housmg_
" support and services. : : '

Policy. 44: Encourage suf:ﬁaent and suitable rental housmg cpportunities, emphasmmg
permanently affordable rental imits wherever poss1b1e

Policy 4.5 Ensure that the new permanently ‘affordable housmg is Jocated in all of the C1ty’s
- neighborhoods, and encourage mtegrated neighborhoods, with a deersfcy of unit types provided
at a range of income levels. .

-Polmy 4.7: Con51der environmental ]ushce issues when plam’ung for new housmg, especially
affordable housmg :

_ The proposed project szl enable trunszﬁonal age youth who are aging out of foster care und trying to.
~ prevent, or exit, homelessngss, to permanently reside and receive supportive services in a ﬁmmczully ond
socially stable neighborhood. The Mayor’s Oﬂice of Housing has played an active role in site ucquzszhon'
and profect ﬁcﬂttaﬁon to create a pennanent housmg sztuatzcm in an existing structure. The pro]ect

. SAN FRANGISCO ' . . . - 8
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represents a collaboration between governmental {Mayor’s Ojﬁce of Housing) and non—prqﬁt organzzatums
(Community Housing Partuership) to create this npporl*umty for permanent affordable housing. While -
some properties within close proximity to the site may have undesirable uses on them, in general, the
neighborhood is conszdered a very desirable area that provides ifs residents with amenifies and services that
promote a high qualzty of life. The project will provide, housing for economically disadvantaged ‘youth in the

" genetally afftuent neighborhood of Cow Hollow/Marina, pramohng economic integration of permanenﬂy
aﬁforduble hrrusmg and mrket rate houszng :

. _ Objective5: . 7 ’
- ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVA]LABLE UNITS.
Pohcy 5.2: ‘Increase access to housing, particularly for households who might not be aware of
their housmg choices. - : . :

Pohcy B Prov1de a range of unit types for a]] segments of need, and work to move res1dents :
' between unit type-; as their.needs change_ ‘

" The pra]e:t will ﬁzcz'lztxzfe a project that will, when combinéd with the project spansor s placement e_ﬂ’urts .
- provide increased housing access to individuals who otherwise, due to their young age and low income,
would be unlikely to be infornted about. available housing choices. The Project will be a permanent source of -

supportive housing for low-income at-risk youth, as- opposed to temporary housing provided only on a - -

" weekly or. monthly basis. Most youth in permanent supportive housing are eager to transition to fully-
independent living situations, and the project will be able to provide develapmentally approprzute services
- tn:rgeted fo reszdents to asmst them in this hme of grawth and transition. : o

: Ob;ectlve 6 '
- REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THB RISK OF HOMELESSNESS
Policy 6.1: Prioritize permanent housing solutions while pursumg both short- and long-
strategies to eliminate homelessness. ‘

Policy 6.2: ~Prioritize the highest incidences of‘home_lessness, as well as those most in need,
including families and im:_nigrants. ' o

The pro]ect will facihtate permanent housing and social support services ﬁor transition-age youth and
redice the need for temporary homeless shelters when youth leave the foster care system. This housing
oppor[umiy will enable youth to develap the necessary skills to fransition to fully independent living
szfuutwns '

At this ﬁme, demand for affordable units to serve the target population far exceeds the City's supply. The -

Project will great!y increase the stock of housing for low-income youth who are to6 old for foster care or ‘

who have left the foster care system and, as a result, have a hzgh incidence of homelessness. Such youth are
 particularly undersemed in the C1ty

OBJECTIVE 7:
SECURE FUNDING AND RESOURCES FOR PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING,
INCLUDING INNOVATIVE FROGRAMS THAT ARE NOT SOLELY RELIANT ON
TRADITIONAL MECHANISMS OR CAPITAL.

SAN FRANGISGO © . : ' : : - . g
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Pohcy 7.5 Encou.rage the produchon of affordable housing through process and zoning
accormmodations, and pnormze affordable housing in the review and approval processes

The propased Special Use District which modifies group -housing denszty, apen space, rear yard und
© exposure requzrements of the Planning Code will allow the project to provide a greater number of group
housing units than is otherwise permitted within the existing building envelgpe. As such, the Special Use
District will facilitate permunent affordable housing without adversely affecting the scqle or chamcter of the
" surrounding neighborkood. Overall, the number of occupied roomms in the building will be reduced from 29
fo 24 'wzth one manager s unit, for 25 units tatazl ‘

OBJECTIVE1L: - - "
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT C[-IARACTER OF SAN
FRANCISCO’S NEIGHBORHIOODS.

Pohcy 11L.1: Promote the construchon ‘and rehabilitation of well—demgned housing that
emphasmes beauty, flexdibility, and mnovauve des1gn, and respects exustmg nexghborhood »
character. : . '

Pohcy 11.3: Ensure growth is accommodated without substantlally and adversely mpachng
e)qshng remdenhal nelghborhood character, :

Policy 1L 7: Renpect San Franmsco 5 hlStOIlC fabnc, by preservmg landmark buﬂdmgs and ensu.rmg'
oonﬂstency with historic districts.

The praposed praject will enable a resldenhal use to be established in a building that was constructed on the
subject property in approximately 1914 without modifying the building's envelope or height As the -
building will not be newly constructed, or substantially altered, it will confinue to compliment, and be’
-compatible with, the MarinalCow Hollow/Union Sh'eet commercial and residential neighborhoods as they
“have de'aelopzd over time. . o .

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

The proposed pm}ect will not tyj%ct a h:stonc resource. . Pursuant fo an Historic Resources Eovaluation Report,

' dated May 19, 2010, prepared by Architectural Resources Group, a copy of which is on file with the Planmng
‘Department, i was determined that the propérty is not an historical resource. In addition, the building on the
project site is not listed in any standard lists of szgmﬁcmzt or historic siructures. Furthermore, the appeamnce'
of the buildmg will remain substantmlly unmody‘ied

OBIECI'IVE 12 -
BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WITH ADEQUATE H\IFRASTRUCTURE THAT SERVES THE
_CITY S GROWING POPULATION

oy FRANGISCO : . ‘ : ' , . .o 10
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Policy 12.1: Encourage new housmg that rehes on transit use and envuonmentally sustainable
patterns of movement. :

Policy 12.2:° Consider the proximity of quality of life elements, such as open space, child care,.
~and neighborhood services, when developing new housing units. ' '

The prapased project will allow group housing, units to be Ipcated o a site that is well served by existing
publzc transit lines, including: Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, all of which stop within three blocks of°
the project site; and Golden Gate bus service to the North Bay, which stops near the project site. Due tothe
required income level of residents, they are unhkely to own cars.. The project will provide @ minitnum of
nine (9) Class 1 bicycle storage spaces for use by residents. As u result, the project will provide housing that
relies on public transit use and enmronmentaﬂy sustainable pazi-tems of movemant such as walking and bike
ndmg :

An aBundmpe of neighborhood services, cultyral amenities and significant open spaces are located within - .
" close proximity fo the project. For example, the pra]ecf site is located within approximately V2 mile of four
banks and ATMs, one major grocery store, several smaller neighborhood markets and retail outlets for
- shopping and possible resident employment. The project site is also located near ‘the Exploratorium, the
- Palace of Fine Arts, Fort Mason and the Presidio. Within ﬁve blocks of the site are the Moscone Recreahon

' Center, Crissy Field, and the Marina Green.’

'OBJECTIVE 13: ' ‘ ‘ N
PRIORITIZE SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT. TN PLANN]NG FOR AND CONSTRUCTING B
'NEW HOUSING.

Pohcy 13.1: Support ”smart’ regmnal growth that locates new housmg close to jobs and trans1t.

o Pohcy 13.3: Promote sustainable land use pattems that integrate housmg w1th transportatmn in
- order to increase ﬁans;t, pedestnan, and blcycle mode share .

Policy 134: Promote the h1ghest feasible level of ”gre ” development in both private and

mummpa]ly—supported housmg ' T
The proposed project would: allow the location of group housing in an areq with an abundance of public
transportation and employment opportunities. If is unlikely that residents will own prioate cars due to
affordability restrictions. A minimum of nine (9) Class 1 bicycle storage spaces ‘will be available to the_
residents to promote an alternative made of transportation. - . ) t

As currenfly proposed the Project would meet Leadersth in Energy and Envzranmental Deﬂgn (LEED)
Sil'uer certification criteria and would include recycled materials where feasible, low-water use showerheads
.and faucets and EnergyStar rated tzpplmnces If feasible, the pTOJect may also include solar panels arid other
green energy devices, :

2004 HOUSING ELEMENT
. Objectives and Policies

SAN FRANCISED ‘ N o CTe _ .
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OBIECTIVEI _ ,

TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY - AFFORDABLE- HOUSING, N’
APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS AND TAKES .

INTO ACCOUNT- THE DEMAND FOR 'AFFORDABLE HOUSING - CREATED BY
EMPLOYMENT DEMAND

Pohcy 1. 4. Locate in-fill housing on appropnate sites in estabhshed rsldentlal ne1ghborhoods

The pro]ect would Jacilitate a rasuienhal project in ay arex. surrounded by buildings of srmzlar scale und
character, including residential and mixed-use retail-residential buildings. By converting the existing
building from a tourist hotel to a residential building without substantial structural modifications, the '
project will crate new housing and incredsed residential density whzle maintaining the same netghborhood ‘

' scale and, character. In addition, the project will have a. minimal effect on parking and traffic becayse: (1) B
the project is well-served by existing public transit lines; (2) most residents af the project are unlikely o
have their oioti cars, and bicycle storage will be provided; (3) the project converts an existing tourist hotel -
use which generated parking demand and traffic; and (1) the existence of kitchen-and other common area
facﬂztzes and on —site support programs will help to reduce the demand on stteet infrastructure.

- The pro]ecf szte is @ former tourist hotel in an- estabhshed rmdenhal/commercml nezghborhood The
. proposed permanently affordable group housing use is appropnate to the location and promotes this policy.
The need for affordable housing for transitional age youth has been established through a 2007 study and
report conducted by the Mayor's Fransitional Youth Task Force titled Disconnected Youth in San
Francisco: A Roadmap to Tmprove the Life Chairces of Sa Franczsco ’s Most Vi le Young Adults. -

s

- - OBJECTIVE4: | '
‘. SUPPORT AFFORDABLE HOSING PRODUCTION BY lNC.'REAS]NG SITE AVAI[ABI[II'Y
" . AND CAPACITY.

\Poli(':y 41: Actively. identify and pursue opportunity sites for- Perméne.ntly ;ffordable housing;
' The tourist hotel buila‘.mg, located in a res;dmtzallcammeraal area, is currently unoccupied and .can
" accomtnodate a reStdentzul companent with penmnently tyfardable housing units, which is consistent with

this poltcy

_Pohcy 4. 3 Encourage the construchon ‘of affordable units for smgle households in res1denhal ’
hotels and "ef:ﬁazmcy’ umts -

: Except for one manager wnit, the Pro]ect pmposes 24 units of group housing units for trmsztzona!—uge
occupants Overall, the projet propnses 25 units.

Policy 4.4: Conmder granting densu:y bonuses and parking reqmrement exemptlc-ns for the
constfuction of affordable housing or senior housing. .

SAM FRANGISCO . . . ' , - Ct ) ' . ’ 1 2
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The. project will create the Lombard and Scott SiTeet Affordable Group Housmg SUD, which allows &
. density bonus for the creation of affordable housing for transition-age youth earning a maximum of 50%
. Area Median Income. In addition, the legislation would exempt the proposal from the Plaunmg Code's rear
yard and open space reqmrments as well as modify the exposure requzrement '

OBJECTIVES5: - :
INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS .AND EFFICIENCY OF THE CITY'S AFFORDABLE

' HOUS]NG PRODUCTION SYSTEM

Policy 5.2; Supporf efforts of for-proﬁt and non-profit organizations and other commumty based
groups and expand their capacity to produce and manage permanemtly affordable housmg

© The: pra]ect is sponsored by C’ommumiy Housmg Partnership (CHP), a nan—praﬁt organization that has

served San Francisco's formerly. homeless individuals and families since 1990." CHP has parhzered with the =

" Mayor’s Office of Housing to secure fundmg for the proposal and with Larkin Street Youi:h Services for

client programming and services. These parinerships- -will enable CHP to expand their capaczty to produce
and mzmage the proposal as well as providing necessary client services and programming.

OBIECTIVE 8:
© ENSURE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES.

: Pohcy 8.1: Encourage sufﬁment and suitable rental housmg opportumtles and emphasme
_ permanenﬂy af_fordable rental units wherever poss1ble . .

.The graup housing units in the proposal will be rental units thut are permanently aﬁ%rdable to tranisition
age youth and will promote this nb]ecfme and policy.”

Policy 8. 6: Increase the avaﬂablhty of units suitable for users w1th supporhve housmg needs

The 24 group ‘housing units will be permanent hauszng deszgnated for emmcrputed foster youth and
homeless youth, who will be able to access on-site supportive services to transition to mdepmdmt living
md to succassfully integrate-into society. One unit will be used by a resident manager

OBJECTIVE 10:
REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS ]N COORDINATION WITH

RELEVANT AGENCIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS

Policy 10.1: Focus efforts on the prov1smns of permanent affordable and serwce-ennched
housing to reduce the need for temporary homeless shelters

Policy 10.2: Aggressively pirrse other strategies to prevent homelessness and the risk of
homelessness by addressing its contributory factors. '

' Pollcy 104:° Facﬂltate ch11dcare and educahonal opporhmmes for homel&ss fanu.hes and .
children. : :

‘SAN FRANDISCO ' : , ‘ ‘ : o L 13
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The housmgand services provided by CHP and its przrtners will be deszgned to provide the tenants a,stable
reszdentml enwironment with supportive services to help them become canh'ibutmg miembers of soczety

. NEIGHBORHOOD COMMERCE

| . Ob]echves and Policies

| OB]ECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBOHROOD COMMERCIAL AREAS EASILY
ACCESIBLE TO CITY RES]DENTS

Policy 6.3 ‘

Preserve and promote the mixed commercial-residential character in neighborhood commercial
districts. Strike a balance between the preservahon of exiting affordable housing and needed
expanision of commercial activity. :

The proposed pra]ect will create. new affordable housmg in an established NC-3 (Moderate Scale,
" Neighborhood Commercial) district. The proposed density.will permit a higher number of people to reside at
_the project site than would be otherwise permztted which will penmnently increase the number of people
on the street at dyﬁ’erent times of the day, increasing safety and business vitality on eoenings and weekends.
The proposed-project will not ]eopurdlze existing aﬁ‘orduble housing as the subject buﬂdmg was previously -
‘used as a tourist kotel ' :

 TRANSPORTATION" -
- Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 1: ' -
MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS AND “VISITORS FOR. SAFE CONVENIENT AND. |
- INEXPENSIVE TRAVEL WTIHIN SAND FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND
OTHER PARTS OF THE REGION WHILE MA]NTAHNG THE HIGH QUALITY LIV'.[NG;
ENV]RONEMENT OF THE BAY AREA. | \ '
Policy 1.3
Give priority to public transn‘. and other alternatives t6 the private automoblle as the neans of
meeting San Francisco’s transportauon needs, parhcularly ’rhose of commuters.
Policy 17
. Assure expanded mobﬂlty for the dmadvantaged

As a.result of the proposed project, the Pra]ect would locate permanent residents within very close
proximity to significant ‘public transportation opportunities in the neighborhood. As off-street parking
would not be provided, the Project would promote walking and. bzcyclzng amongst the residents. Due to
income limitations of residents, it is not expected that many will own private automobiles: Pramotmg the
use of public h'mlsportaﬁon, bzcyclmg and 'walkmg is consistent with the czty 5. Transrt Fzrst polzcy

-
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The proposed project will facilitate the lacahan of pefmanent hnusmg for emwmtcaﬂy dzsadvantuged and-

underemployed workers close Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45. This aﬁbrdable transportation choice.

-can be used as a tool for improving The economic and social situation of Project residents fo provide access

to employment educational znshtutwns, medical services and recreation ﬁzczlzﬁes '

OBJECTIVE 16:

DEVELOP AND' MLEMENT PROGRAMS THAT WILL EFFICIENTLY MANAGE THE

SUPPLY OF PARKING AT EMPLOYMENT CENTERS THROUGHOUT THE CITY SO AS TO
- DISCOURAGE S]NGLE—OCCUI’ANT RIDERSHIP AND ENCOURAGE RIDESHARING, -
-, TRANSIT AND OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO THE SINGLE-OCCUPANT AUTOMOB]LE

Pohcy 16.6: Encourage alternatives to the pr1vate automoblle by locatmg public transit access
and ride-sharing vehicle and bicycle parking at more close-in and convenient locahons on site,
and by location parking facilities for single-occupancy vehicles more remotely.

. The pfdjeet will include a minimum of eight (9) Class 1 .bi’cycie parking spaces for resident and employee
use. ' ' T

 OBJECTIVE 28: -
- PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARK]NG FACILITTES FOR BICYCLES. .

Policy 28.1: Provide Secu.re and b1cyc1e parkmg in new govemmental comme.rmal and
' reﬂdentlal developments

‘ A minimum of nine (9) Class 1 b;cyele parkmg spaoes are proposed in the basement le'ael

. AIR QUALITY
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 3 :
DECREASE THE AR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY COORD]NATION OF
LAND USE AND 'IRANSPORTATION DECISOINS.

Policy 3. 1 . ]
‘Take advantage of the hlgh dens1ty development in San Francisco to merove the transit
infrastructure and also encourage high denmty and compact development where an extensive
* * transportation, mfrastruchlre exdsts. - .

The propased pra]ect would increase the group housmg density from a ratio of 1unit for e'aery 210 square
. feetof otareatoa ratio of 1 unit for every 143 square feet of lot area resultmg in more group housing unifs
 on the property than allowed by the Planning Code for the NC3 (Moderate Scale, Neighborhood
Commerczul) district. As the site is within close proximity to Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, the

o Pra]ecf would result in a htgh density. development where an extenswe trunsportatzon mﬁ'astmcture exisis.

SAN FRANGISGO . ‘ o 15
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URBAN DESIGN
Obj ectives and Policies

: OB]'ECTIVE 4

' IMPROVEMET OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENV]RONIV[ENT TO INCREASE PERSONAL ‘

SAFETY, COMFORT, PRIDE AND OPPORTUNITY.
Pohcy 9.
Max:mlze the use of recreation areas for recreahonal purposes

The slte is located within close proxzm;iy to the Moscone Recreation Center, Cnssy Field, and the Marina
Green, ami use of these recreational spaoes by occupants is consistent wlth this policy.

Policy 15

Protéct the livability and character of res1dentxa1 properhes from the intrusion of mcompahble
new buildings. .

" The proposed project does not facilitate the construction of a new buildmg that would be mcomputz'ble with
' the existing livability and character of residential buildings. The proposed group hausmg units wauld be
' accammoduted within a buildmg that was consfructed on the site in 1914. :

Planmng Code Sechon 101.1(b) estabhshes eight priority- planmng pohmes and reqmras review

of permits for cons:lstency with said pohcles On balance, the pro]ect does comply with sa1d
pohmes in that:

1. That exlstmg nelghborhood-servmg retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opportumues for resident employment in and ownerslup of such businesses enhanced;

- The previous tounst hotel use was dzsconﬁnued in September 2010, and the use accommodated

‘tourists rather than residents. The project will enhance the neighborhood-serving retail uses in that the
project will increase the nezghborhood s permanent resident population resulting in a broader consumer -

base for neighborhood retail businesses in the Maring, Union Street and Cow Hollow nezghborhaods Liis
possible tkat residents of the proposed project could be employed by such-businesses as 'well :

2. That e)astmg huusmg and nelghborhood character be conserved and protected in order o

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our nelghborhoods

The project. will not alter the housing, nezghborhood character, cultural or economic dwerszty af the
. neighborhood: The existing building does not currently contain any residential hausmg and the project
does not include a building expansion or.exterior glierations that would alier its character. The
Lombiard .and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD dllows for @ higher density with no “rear
yard or open spice requirements, and certain exposure exceptions. Overall, the Project is consistent '
- with the neighborhood's existing mix of uses. Incrensed density will add to the neighborhood character
in that it will brmg residents and consumers to this transrt-onented mixed-use nezghbarhood. The-

- SANFRANGISGD , e 16
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Project could promote economic dwersn‘y by housmg low-income nt rlsk yauth in the generally aﬁ‘luent

'areaofCawHoZIow

-

' 'That the City’s supply of affordable housmg ‘be preserved and enhanced,

The project wzll ﬁzcﬂltate the creatwn of up to 24 group housing units for at-risk low-income youth, plus

© one manager’s unit for an overall unit count of 25. The project will not result in the removal any existing

legal residential unifs as the buﬂdmg has been used as a tourist hotel since its consfructtm in

" approximately 1914. -

SAN FRARGISCD
PLANNIN

'Ihat commuter traffic not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
nelghboﬁwod parklng, '

'AIthaugh the Project would result in addzﬁcmul density, the site is located on Lmnburd Sireet, which s

a ma]or trunsit corridor. . Due fo the-required income levels of residents, it is unlikely that they will
own private vehicles.for commuting. Storage for a minimum of nine blcydes will be provided on the - -
site, The Plamzmg Code does not Tequire off-street parking for group housmg

That a drverse économic base be maintained by protectmg our mdustnal and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial ‘office development, and that future oppormmﬂes for
resident employment and- ownershlp in these sectors be enhanced;

'1'he project involves the creatwn of group housmg umts.

That the City achieve the greatest possxble preparedness to protect agamst mjury and loss of- h

‘lifein an earthquake,

evelopment pursuant to the pro]ect must meet current Buildmg Code reqmrements The pmposed :

, ammdments wz‘ll not ulter any such requirements.

That the Iandmarks and h;lstonc buﬂdmgs be preserved

7

.The project would not aﬁ“ect any histotic buildmgs Through CEQA review of the proposal it was

determzned that the building does not quahfy as a historic resource.

That our parks and open space and their access to sunhght and vistas be protected from
development ) . ] _ _ -

The project would not alter the existing. building height, or hezght district of the property. The subject
building does not currently exceed a height bf 40 and the prupasal does not include the expansion of the
building that would exceed a height of 40 feet The' Pro]ect will have no negntive ejj"ect on existing
parks and  open spaces’ .

17
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10, The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
prov1ded under Section 101.1(b) in that, as dwlgned, the Project would contribute to the character
and stabﬂlty of fhe ne1ghborhood and would constitute a beneficial development.

11. 'I‘he Com:mssmn hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authonzatmn would promote
the health, safety and wel.fare of the Clty : .
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DECISION

“That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and other .
interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written. materials submitted by all parties, the Commission -hereby APPROVES Condifional Use
Application No. 2010.0420C subject to the following conditions aftactied hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in
geljérél conformance with plans on file, dated July 14, 2011, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”, which is
incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth. . ' - '
APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this Conditional
‘Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No. -
18405. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this Motion if not appealed (After the 30-
day period has expired) OR the date of the decision of the Board of Suﬁervisofs if appealéd to the
Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisots at (415) '554—7

' 5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr, Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102, ' ' -

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

Linda D. Avery.
: Com‘jxﬁssion Secretary

AYES: ' Commissioners Olague, Miguel, Moore, Sugaya and Fong - -
NAYS: . Commissionex Antpm.m .
' ABSENT: Commissioner Borden

ADOPTED:  July14,2011
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AUTHORIZATION

1

EXHIBITA

' This authorization is for a condmonal use to allow a group housmg use conta]mng up to 24 group

housing units-and one manager’s 1njt (25 units total), with exemptions from the opén space, rear
yard and exposure requirements located at 3151 ~ 3155 Scott Street, Lot 001 in Assessor's Block 0937
pursuant to Planning Code Section(s) 303 within the NC-3 (Moderate-Scale Nelghborhood
Commetcial) sttmct, Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD and a 40-X Height
and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated July 7, 2011, and stamped “EXHIBIT B”

" included in the docket for Case No. 2010.0420ETZC and subject fo conditions of approval reviewed

and appreved by the Commission on July 14, 2011 under Motion No. 18405. This authorization and

+ the conditions contained ‘herein run with the property and not with a partwular Pro]ect Sponsor,

busmas, or opetator.

- The ”Mmgauon Monitoring and Reporting Program attached herein as Exhibit C and whmh

identifies Mitigation Measures and Improvement 1 Measures to be included as part of the project as

outlined in the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. 2010.0420E, shall be Conditions of
Approval and are accepted by the project applicant and any successor-in-interest, If any measures of
‘the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporhng Program are less restrictive than the following condltlons of
“approval, the more restrictive and more protective condition of approval shall apply.
For information about compluznce, contact Code Enﬁrcement Planning Depariment at 415-575-6863, www. sf-

;glmzmng org

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL B

3.

Prior to the issuance of the buﬂdmg permit or commencement of use for the Project the Zoning

" Administrator shall approve and order the recordation of a Notice in the Official Records of the

~ Retorder of the City and County of San Francisco for the subject property. This Notice shall state that

the project is subjett to thé conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and approved by
the Plannirig Commission on ]uly 14,2011 under Motion No. 18405 :

PRINTING OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

4.

5.

The conditions of approval under the 'Exhibit A" of this Planning Comshission Motion No, 18405
shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of construction plans submitted with the Site or Building
permit application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the

_ Conditional Use au'l-honzatlon and-any subsequent amendments or modifications.

7

SEVERABILITY

The Pro]ect shall comply with all apphcable City codes and reqmrements I any clause sentence,

section or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such mvahchty

shall nct affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these conditions. This

" decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a building permit. ”Pr0]ect Sponsor” shall -

mclude any subsequent responsible party.
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~ CHANGES AND' MODIFICATIONS

6. Changes to the approved plans may be approved adrmmstraﬁvely by the Zomng Adrrumsi:ator ‘
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require I’lanmng Comnussmn approval of a’
new Condrhonal Use au’chonzahon. : ;

PERFORMANCE

7. Vahdlty and Expiration. The authonzatlon and right Vested by virtueof thls action is valid for three - - .

years from the effective date of the Motion. A building perrmt from the Department of Bmldmg
Inspection to construct the project and/or commence thé approved uge.must be 1ssued as this
Conditional Use authorization is only an approval of the proposed project and conveys . no
mdependent right to construct the project or to commencé the approved use. The Planning
Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or -
bmldmg permit has not beerl obtained ‘within three (3) years of the daté of the Motion approving the
Project.” Once a site or building permit has been issued, construction ‘must commence within the
. timeframe: required by the Department of Buﬂdmg Inspection and be continued diligently to
: compleﬁon. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a permit for the Project
has been issued but is allowed to expire and more than three (3) years have passed since the Motion
was approved.
For information about compliance, cantact Code Enfurcemenf Planmng Department at 415-575-6863, u_rzzw_i

planmng org. .

DESIGN . L : Sy ‘

8. Garbage, composlmg and recyelmg storage. Space. for the collection and storage of garbage, .
'composhng, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and dearly
Iabeled and illusirated on the architectirral addenda. Space for the collection and storage of
recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards
/ SpECI.fled by the San Francasco Recyclmg Program shall be prowded -at the ground level of the
“buildings. -,

For information gbouk: complumce, contact the Case Planner, Pltmnmg Depnrtment at 415 558-6378, wwtm. sf—
. planming.org . )

PARKING AND TRAFFIC A

. 9. Bicycle Parking. The pro]ect shall prowde no fewer than'9 Class 1 bicydle parkmg spaces required by
Planning Code Section 155.5. _
For mfarmatzon about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plannzng Depurhnent at 415- 575—6863 st—

“planning. arg
MONlTORlNG

10. Enforcement, Violation of any of the Planmng Department conditions of apprnval con’camed in this-
‘Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the
enforcement procedures and administrative penalhes set forth under Plannmg Code Section 176 or

SAN FRANGISCO : S ' ' : ' 21
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Sechon 176.1. The Planning Department may also refer the violationi complamts to other city

11.

departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction.
For information about complumce contact Code Enforcement Planning Department at 415-575-6863, wurw.sf-

: planmng org

Extension. This authonzauon may be-extended at the d15creﬂon of the Zomng Adnumstrator only :

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

~ improvements is caused by a delay by a local State or Federal agency or by any appeal of the

12,

issuance of such permit(s). L
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plrmnmg Deprtrfment at 415 575-6863, E@u_f_

plan 2.07g.

Commumty Liaison. Pnor to issuance of a bqudmg permit apphcatlon to construct the project and

jmiplement the approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community lizison officer to deal
" with the issues of concem to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall

) prov1de the Zoning Adn-umstrator written . notice of the name, busmess address, and telephione

mimber of the community liaison. Should the contact information change the Zoning Administrator -

shall be made aware of such change. The community liaison shall report to the Zoning. Admuustrator

- what issues, if any, are of concern to the community what 1ssues have not been resolved by the

13.

Project Sponsor
For information about complmnce contact Code .Enfarcement Planmng Department at415 575-6863, www gf

planping.org

nghtmg. All Project lighting shall be directed onto the- Pr0]ect site and 1mmed1ate1y surroundmg
sidewalk area only, and designated ‘and managed so as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.

'Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall in no case be directed

soasto constitute a nuisance to any surrounding property
For information about complmnce, contact CodeEnforcemmf Plzmnmg Depm’tment at 415- 575—6863 www. sf—

- plannin .07 _ Co

14.

" OPERATION

Sidewalk Ma.mtenance The Pro;ect Sponsor shall maintain the main enfrance to the building and all
sidewalks abutting the subject property in a’clean and sanitary condition i in compliance with the

Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance Standards. For informafion about

compliance, - contaci Bureau ‘of Sireet Use and Mzrppzng, Department of Public Works, 415-695-
2017,.http.if ﬂgw orgd .

DEPARTMENRT

SAN FRANGISGD - o o : S ’ C
PLANMING . - . 22
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‘NOTICE TO BO_ARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL -
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

Notice is hereby given of an appeal to the Board of Superwsors from the follownng action of the City
Planning Commrssron ‘

The property is located at 3 S \ -5 lS 5 _S‘b‘H' 3+f€,c + ' -

Jo lj r'—l a ¢z 1 ,
Date of Ctty Plannlng Commrssron Action’
(Attach a Copy of Plannlng Commlssmn s Decision) - 5€¢ A%qckeé

Auquer lS',' agil
) d Appeal Filing Date

The Planning. Commrssron drsapproved in whole or in part an appllcatron for reclassrf cation of
property Case No.

;-

The Planmng Commission disapproved in whole orin part-an appllca’non for establrshment
abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No. -

The Plannmg Commlssror(r;ia ggroved in whole or in part an apphcatron for conditional use .

authorization, Case No 1B ¢¢ "'/2¢ C ETZ

- The Planning Commrssron drsapproved in whole or in par’t an appllcatlon for condmonal use
authorization, Case No. .

Clerks Office/Appeal lnformetionIConditipn Use Appeal Processb - C updated 8/26/08
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St_atemerrt of Appeal:

a). Set forth the part(s) of the decisien t_he-‘eppeal is taken from:
The ep:)rire, ’cxe.c.‘srou'. L

" b) Set forth the reasons in support of your appeal

See a+—\—acke¢& leHer sehbiv 07 fortls —H«a reasows swffaero\C a)’fﬂa

Personto Whom

~Notices Shall Be Mailed | : . - Name and Address of_ Person Filing Appeal: :
Ha\MM sMé_ LG\W o - - ' L\DP; Bf(EL(E_ Pfﬁs JEA/'}'CJ'FC:DWHP[OWAS&—Q'}'
' Name , _ : Name

2623 Gr‘ee;’w[‘oc\s-l-

‘ 82‘1 /V\.a,rlce‘\" S-\-ree"\' 2 o SGM frauqspa CA ﬁqlg% BQ%
Address ‘ Address 4

SW Fraveisco cA TGS

@15)755 1S . | | .(”'—{IS) 7%_"1.--!'8%\

Telephone Number S "~ © Telephone Number -

/7 S n{ ture oprpeIlant or . '

Authorlzed Agent
Aéaw\ Pala'ltag
H‘iﬂ\modé L-"“"/
A’H‘GN%)S bor Co»v HDHowA—ssmA- oar

Clerks Ofﬁce/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Processb ) ) . ,  -updated 8/26/08
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259 LA med Tl »
330 Canietachs)

. City Planning Commission
Case No. KPIF. BLYAPBCETZ

The under3|gned declare that they are hereby subscnbers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the appllcatlon for amendment or condltlonal use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

If ownershlp has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we aﬁach proof of ownershxp change If
sngnlng for a firm or corporation, proof of authonzahon to sign on behalf of the organization is attached

S'cree’cr’[Addressd : _glsse(szofst . Printed Name of Owner(s) ' Ofnglnal S(lg)nature '

property owned - _ oc o of Owner(s

3[LS/ S(A‘ﬁ[‘ 502 on% %’UZ&[/ /4 sﬁ‘/ . «%/ /

2. ;éé éfeenw GLI(';CFS} )T Th Mas @‘ﬁo

9)5:5'? /MQAWO( 0G4t O ID i /\Levcl

4537 Greouwidh. o%pp22” Ay Tewnes
4537 Greewolchotf ~ 0230 Svid] ikle. L |
,Rv“g C\M‘G%QL @*-L?“r @5? U W /A@V ﬁarce

- .—L

w .

n .

»

10.

11.

12.

13,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19, .

; 20.

21.

22,

~ Clerks Ofﬁce/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process?7 ' ' : - updated 8/26/08

609



W N6 aselCuasneid, 05863 I_LLMQ,ML

City Plannlng Commission

Case No. RGP, BALBC BT -

“The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscnbers to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the- apphcatlon for amendment or condltlonal use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the extenor boundanes of the property.

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

. ‘Street Address, - Assessors - Printed Name of Owner(s) Original Srgnature
j}/ property owned Block & Lot .- of Owner(s)
1. 253e Guanwidd, 422-638 1 T ’escwmhuc;/
2. }SLf(a ()r&v\/\oﬂl\va\ a93?’(§é i ut oJsK: g, .

= 36O Cuamwth 033% 022" _Seus 7@&@__

4 _ASS3 @:!,,!ﬂ,ﬂ&m Emateri s, Th s
5. 25¢%¢ Cromusdh. o057~ 410 Hergin S‘(’g&&glb

7. zscem%mé\. 093t-ofo clo
8. ' i 0'739"03(;/ ﬁ-\ﬂ)}o Se.w Ku..‘('

0. gt Quassuidh 09 s10 pallp StinRnloTea
j1.:21\t% ‘Dru—iéaéwo o S‘;ZfZ: @|,{&"§%VWW7DIE.
12. A|264 TXudcalows Q‘j&?’ag(a Aue R hia bares
13, 2130 (O utsctluo 3 @Lsm &Q:,a’lfd

Cth 250 Gt 6B 027 g
15, 2528 Gmw_& CoxnF ol ,‘cl,g//z///m 7 1
16. Z52.0 C;Mw{- Osgto Lo ﬂbf/ﬂm Mavirsny

17. zfz'z-@m.u.v\ # 032 Fesb (/mccﬂT Manmini B /mva,'f W

18 12O Sesth QZ[ o0 Ponald %Mﬂaf W/ﬁamw/

9. 2L LSCO—ﬁ . &SEiz 029 Amar\n(a Bojnl M@

‘zo.

21.

Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process7 ‘ ' updated 8/26/08
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City Plannmg ‘Commission

Case No. R @lg. BSYABC ETz
. The underSIQned declare that they are hereby subscnbers {0’ this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
_ the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

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

Street Address, Assessor’s " Printed Name of Owner(s) Onglnal Signature
property owned - Block & Lot L : of Owner(s)

1. éﬁy_@é“aégd’ O3 O (Pu.snp\«» szg | /;2/7/’:4._.»— .
S Lom@ARD) 036 Ol2 UMLSHI /ﬂ/[l/”) |

4 - _@C\’\am Haddad W#ZJE‘Z.

7 I | Qe ﬂM,-)[‘)aJthJ P Lol b

_ _ . Jeel Naddad
. B M'm Yurldoed Pt %/%

. 2138 S( Q’% :1 ol

10. _A
1131“/0 &(,0'1'25 ﬁ(ﬁ) @ﬁ{ 7 ‘ :
12. 28355 Creenvidll§ O5gy 32N Abbent Soleclew
13 2833 (Gramanichs) 8S¢ 2 [frsdzu Alase ;
agz¥egzze St 9 623 _LAUR Iy vau
153180 Sptt B307 0k 0SB fathhew ats
153190 Jeett A7 307 0UsYy 0{£. VR Lindsay [ov i
1731%@5@‘17‘ “z Co%zs‘% oo (7
?/40 gz_m—-ﬁ:Z@J 513‘; 5{0 /f/ark Le(’
| 03/70 St FIETHS 60 D Zpuuler Lep |
o 2846 G 439 o3k kf"/MiOﬂMﬁ”\f/ A , -
22 L%S’\ (et M/L@ﬂl- 032 Yon SW\?M; xw/éu U/’ |

" Clerks OﬂicelAppeaI lnfohhaﬁori/Condiﬁon Use Appeal Process? updated 8/26/08
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- . City Planning Commission ‘
CaseNo. 20 (0, QY8QFT Z

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

If oWnership.has chahged and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownership change: If .
signing for a firm or corparation, proof of authorization to sign_ on behalf of the organization is attached.

Street Address, ' Assessor’s - Printed'_Name of Owner(s) - Original Signature
property owned . Block & Lot . of Owner({s)

1 2%% Creevwica St 0512/01c  Georce A Pezer Ly CLW

10. -

11.

12.

13. , ‘ : S

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19, -

20..

22,

Clerks :Ofﬁceprpeai Information/Condition Use Appeal Process? . i updated 8/26/08
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City Planning Commission

Case N0..3 DD oV ST
o The undersigned declare that they are hereby_éubscribérs to this Notice of Appeal and are owners of property
_affected by the proposed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

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

Street Address, Assassor's Printed Name of Owner(s) Criginal Signam re
property owned ' Block & Lot ‘ s of Owner(s) ‘

13440 Gasemia oo ST _agi;/c)lé Mmickate © PEZET Wm,/‘jﬁf/
2240 Bounmta St 051201 Raxcve W ek AL LH
3. 24'30 Grecawich St osflzl/alé - Cameren J Pz 2t (S =

~ 4- . . : —

5.

6.

. 10...

11.

12.

13. ‘ a . . ) / sy .

14.

15,

16."

17.

18.

19.

20

21.

22,

Clerks OfficeiAppea Information/Condition Use Appeal Process7? o _* updated 8/26/08
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City Planning Commission
CaseNo. 2gi@.dpYagc eTe =

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

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

Original Signature

Street Address, Assessor's Printed Name of Owner(s)
' - - of Owner(s)

property owned Block & Lot : |
.31_L74§(AﬁL sl FZZD %&TA&// P
2 z%éé@enwr %f 540 T/Awm; KO
3 o555 Cmanutel, _bobisAlewd [ gdice Kamgd
4. 4537 Greouwidh 0%t 22 A DowNes (7‘{4\’7“‘&&@\
5 4537 6(%“0)(«6%\% a)ﬂ)MWéO .ﬁi/sl(e« "/ )\g/é o

-—h

o D40070 Londud ¥ OF3L J020 1uCHAEL KESTIZ=T2Y, S/ /]

. »l ' . / N 7 T

1. 3B )23 F I OSRIRT fiena Frooue o
R I o |
Q. ’ B ' ' -

()]

10.

11.

12.

43,

15. _

16.

17.

“18.

19.

20.:

21,

22.

" Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process? A o hpd»ated 8/26/08
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21253 € oo sa QA 0537 035 Q {4 { 4 @[Lu'léj
22. 5153& @mv’t_u(}@)&

Cierks Cffice/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process? .

Cnty Plann;g uommxssmn

Case No Ql D Qgé&fapC E“z-

The under sngned declare that they are hereby subscribers fo this Notice of Appesal and are owners of property
affectad by the proposed amendment or cornditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
- the apph\..atvon for amendmnm or ccnd:tiona' use, or thhln a radius of 300 feet of the eﬂenc' boundaries of the property.

If ownership has changed and assessmsnt roll has rot been amended, we aitach proof of ownersh;p change. if
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization fo sign on behalf of the organization is attached.

© Printed Name of Ownéf(s}

Street Address, Assessor's Original Signature
property owned Rsocx & Lot of Cwrer(s)
A. | Q512 1> ﬂﬂw%s%u_—
05:2.014 |
3. Oﬂ_’¢ oly” o ¢
4. ggz 6Zy " "
- ) - 65z 626 .- re | B -
2 Gramudd s512 018 fageised TRUST W
7. Jgdd Gireasn o3, QQI 6312 611 ERC ThRKAS TRS Z V&M/éﬂsw}%&
8. MM os’li 612 A 'Dulésnl@f M/h/“—/
Es O512 6 Seer 4 fAd |
10. &5 ‘e,'z. 030  laaiat U ig- AP ;J_DE ;';Jgi;}
11, .“C)ﬂ? olé‘:v chatl Pz T
123{L Seett ¥ 1 232 Cop 5._1 Pa ¢ HER .
13 32 osiz03q  MHichas] Dewwig .
14, 3\-2!4 SaoT\' - oriz 035 ek VE? Lok bd ' V
18, f)i'zc._ S esit” Xtz 03C ZRIK OEp Lold |
6. ZUY Scoll onz 9% M RaH KL D
317_.‘1129_@@'1'(" osi2 67“? &QQ—L—D——.ELMCQQ—Q— . : _
18 5(?"‘0 S ft T3 0512 ofl  Moisika T ) |
.18, oSl oLfk (,.o Sest P

0BYF o35

/seBL Rasmpesec & ﬁ%(
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City Planning Commission

Case No. 22/ 2. BOLAHFCTTR

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

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

Street Address, . Assessor’s Printed 'Name of Owner(s) N Onglnal Signature
" 'property owned . Block & Lot b , : . of Owner(s)
. oyRe -0 ' e

2 ;ZS&AQMM&_ s12-4%. 23‘?.r-¢,oua

323 %’»‘LQMM Sia-Y4 7_ LLﬁn:)cmL Scu-w—% ﬁ
" 22'?S’Lm4’04?9 st ﬁQ - ) »
5. "ZSISGESCQHZOI s2z2- ﬁz’é o }

202 (2 (% }

s 2 - pﬁdﬂwﬁ
‘ el AreRr
ke

- — . s

J

b

Kﬁmm %wmz,g IP/P
/{smw nou»zm I NC

REALTY UL TIRS, # N & N, : pé
_L_ANAA ~PROPREX 15 . ( ~ A

13}6/45’[1&&94«1;}1(* 5’12_— /C{ Wﬂcq Mugtayu,ﬂz‘/, -
19¢‘H#£nummd\ 512~ /’Z  RRery RQUITIBE INL, ( /ESL/ 6’

03004 Seo Sl stz - o7, O Lalwe it () M}@
21. f?rz(, ScsHS\Jr‘F Sle=p3st _ ELT CL N oKy __Q Ne~
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S.E, el 97125 _
A AN e
Wﬁ g m ity Planning Commission
Tﬁ"& bCuﬂ(_ ‘ -S’Dhg:s:;\lo gc@ 1B BBYRPC ET2:

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

If ownershrp has changed and- assessment rofl has not been amended, we attach proof of ownershrp change if
signing for a firm or corporatnon proof of autharlzatlon to sign on behalf of the organization is altached.

Street Address, . : Assessors Pnnted Name of Gwner(s} ' Ongznai Ssgn

property owned Block & Lot :

L5 i Qvgo‘ﬁ'“ o344 oot ﬁ&i%éﬂ&_m

2. o - ]Qg, % (¢ &&2}2@ ')

| :%B a0 St _ppy-90% IINESEIE dowm_
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1z - ospprB
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e | | GSFrosS | -
20, 264 H lﬂ(ll\@neszﬂaé A3l Do & -
22 9\(9-%@\&0«'/‘4{&(‘/0\ 69?1*09’2 L‘-\FL Solomsa 'ﬁ_)gg&vu—»
@ﬁm@@w N esgct3. Eer Setammom— B B

Cler@ gﬁ’ ce!Appegt h%’ rLr)nahon,'Condltlon Use Appeal Process? : updated 8/26/08

617



AUG. 2.2011 1:12PM PELLECRIHI'BROS.INC { N ‘ ‘ NO. 386 P.2

City Plannigg Commiszlon
Case No, ADI@ . POYRPS ET 2

- The undersigned declare that they are heréby éubscﬁbers {0 thig Notice of Appeal and 'aré awners of pronn it
atfected by the proposed smendment or canditional uss {that is, ownars of property within the area that is the subjet. i+
the application for amendment or conditions! use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterior beundaries of the prope7y .

If ownership has changed and sesessment roll has not been sfnende_d, wa attach proof of QWnerahlp changé, U
signing for a firm or carporation, proof of authorization to 2ign on behalf of the arganization js aftached.

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

1_,' 3'9 6a Sco+f s
5. 3LLS  Ccosr S OFR y. A
| 27, Mﬂf""ﬁ‘“‘M e .';."- s £ ;Z 4 .'—".
2rde  NogiA @"‘“Iéﬁ—@" __,3 _ﬁ‘ 7’ =

22U CErHpades @l DY L -

22 S".Mﬂ-e:zvé Aloo '
| SR sndbio N ey fos

i

o A

o

o m N

fo, _ - . . - - _
11'. . C . ) ) B ; -

- o » ‘ | o L

14, ' ' | ' '

16.

16, _ : _ S L e

7.

18. — : : - - S - .

-18.

20,

~

Glerks Ofce/Appesl InfamnationConditon Use Appeal Procase? ‘ © 7 updated &25/08
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APPLICATION FOR | |
Board @f Supe visors Appeal Fee Walver

1. Applicant a'“d Pr OJSCt mf ormation

i "APPIJCANT NAME ™

o Bake

e TR e

; _PLICANTADDRESS STTETTTTT It TELEPHQNE tr

ﬁm 744*‘(%%) |
Uafao[f_e @ me V\c_ i

21;&8 éw”cfar\wncv\ &(—
o CA a412.3

NElGHBOF(HDOD OHGANIZATION N.AME-_' -

Coco T‘fﬁ Heu) %SS oé 5&10’@ __

NEIGHBOHHOOD ORGANIZATION AODRESS: - .-

RO, Box 47U “4‘3”44"9‘“

l EM,NL‘ ‘
__SE of emw e ol @9&3&2“12&”@%‘3‘@‘}0\ 5
I PRECT ADBRESS T e e TR DR
2151316 S¢eﬁ—§+ S ac23 ..
T PLANNING GASEND: T ;BUILDINGPEHMFTAPFLICAHDMNO T T DA OF GECISION (AN -

_20lo0. oqza c,r:“z

e e et e

2. Requirad Criteria for Granting Waker
(All must be safisfied; please attach supporting, rﬁateﬁalsj.
7
E// The appellantis g member ofthe: siaied nexghbarhoed orgamzaﬁon and is authorizad o file the appesal

ori behalf of the erganization. Authdrization may teke The form of 2 letter’ 51gned by the President or other
officer of the mgamzahan ) i

V/;'he appeliant is-appealing on behalf ofan organization fhat is.registered wuth the Planning Department
" anhd that appears on the. Departmeni’s ‘currerit list of neighborhood organxzatxons

The appellani is appsaling on beha]r ofan organization- that ‘has been in existencs at least 24 months prior
to the submittal of thefee walver request, Existerice may be established by evidencs including that refating
fo the drganization’s activiies af that time stich as meetlng minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters.

B/ The appeﬂant is appealing on behalf ofa netghborhuod orgamzaﬁon that s affected. by the: pro;ect and’
that is the sub}ect of the appeal,
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~ The Cow Hollow Association (CHA) was established in 1946 to protect and
~preserve the residential character of one of San Francisco’s distinctive
nelghborhoods With association boundaries representing over 1,800 residences, -
we are one of the most active associations with a commitment to community
involvernent and improved quality of life in our residential neighborhood.

Modernvl'\/'luseu'm in
'Historic Presidio

In mid 2007, the Presidio Trust (PT)
issued a nationwide Request for
Proposals (RFP) for cultural institution
facilities to be built on the Parade Ground
of the Presidio. Two responses were

. received: a proposal by Don Fisher,
wealthy local businessman, former PT
Board member and founder of the GAP;
and one by the Presidio Historical I
Society (PHA) to build a lustory
museun.

In October 2007, some members of the
CHA Board and Advisory Board met

with Fisher's lawyer (and former PTand -
CHA Board member) Mary Murphy for

an informal discussion about Fisher's
. plans and our concerns about greatly
increased traffic and parking.

Later that fall, the CHA Board wrote the
PT staff requesting that it address the
traffic and parking consequences to the
surrounding nieighborhoods, specifically
in the Lombard St. Gate and adjacent
Cow Hollow neighborhood.” "~ 7

In December, members of the CHA Board
voiced these same objections at a public
meeting with the PT staff. Later in

December, Fisher and the PHA pﬁblidy
presented their competing proposals

Fisher unveijled a proposal to put a
modern arehltecture_whmsh building,
directly catty corner to the 1812 wing of
the Officers Club, at the very top of the
Parade Ground immediately across from

the 1880 Barracks. The building would be -

100,000 sq.ft. of new construction, with
walls largely of glass so that the modern,

often bold painting, prints and mobiles,
could be displayed to the outside, and
with balconies and roof space for the -
display of a number of Fisher's large

abstract sculptures. The PHA proposed a -

considerably smaller historical museum
designed to be compatible with the
surrounding buildings.

In mid January, CHA and Advisory Board
representatives met with Sup. Alioto-Pier
to voice our objections to and concerms

regarding the location, size, architecture
and traffic and parking adverse
consequences implicated by the Fisher

. proposal. -

The CHA board has passed a resolu'doh,_l
(unanimous) opposing the F1sher It
reads:

The Cow Hollow Association (CHA) is
opposed to the Fisher Contemporary Art
museum being located on the Presidio
Main Post. The proposed enormous size,
incongruous style and outside art
displays are profoundly inconsistent
with the historical character of that Park
site. The increased traffic both inside and
outside the Park, insufficient parking
and consequent noise and pollution
would be detrimental to the natural _
environment of this National Park. .

. The CHA recognizes the civic- »
‘mindedness of the Fisher family, and

hopes that this art collection will be
placed in the City of San Francisco. The
CHA represents over 1,800 households in
the area adjacent to the Presidio and is
directly affected by this proposed very

.significant expansion of Presidio
" activities. We submit this both as

neighbors to the Presidio and as cztzzens
of the City of San Francisco. -

(continued on page 3)
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Van Ness Bus Rapid.
Transit Update -

At meetings January 29 and March 4, the Van
Ness Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) Project moved
another step toward realization. The purpose
of the Van Ness BRT is to increase transit's

" share of transportation on Van Ness by
speeding up the pace at which buses move -
from Mission to Lombard and vice-versa. The

. project will use regular Muni buses that will
complete their full existing routes (eg the 49

- will go from Fisherman's Wharf to City -
College), but will be able to move faster
through the Van Ness corridor by means of
dedicated lanes and the ability to control
traffic signals to avoid stopping at lights.

At its January meeting, the Van Ness Citizens

Adx}isory Committee (CAC) adopted the

Alternatives Screening Report and the

~ Description of Alternatives Report. The latter
- removes from consideration several
alternatives that were deemed "fatally flawed"

. —such as a subway. The EIR/EIS process will

now move forward with two no-project

" alternatives and three "build" alternatives:

L. Curb Lane BRT with parallel parking

2. Center Lane BRT with dual medians
3. Center Lane BRT with center median.

More information about and artists'
renderings of these alternatives is available on

_the project's website at wwi.vannessbri.org.

Of greatest concern to the Cow Hollow
Association is the potential for the reduction
in traffic lanes on Van Ness to intensify
congestion and back-up along Lombard
during the moming.commute, resulting in
spillover traffic onto the north-south streets’
that pass through ourneighborhood. We urge
interested Cow Hollow residents to attend the

next meeting and ask the responsible agencies

to include complete and adequate studies of

. these potential impacts in the EIR/EIS. The.

project leaders have already acknowledged
that increased traffic on streets other than Van
Ness will be the primary impact to be studied,
but we need to make sure that issue is
translated into adequate studies, reliable data

T

and a proper analysis of those data in
projecting negative impacts from the project.

© Atits March meeting the CAC received a

briefing about the proposed changes to Muni
transit service that were reported recently in
the San Francisco Chronicle, These proposals

" are the result of MUNI's two-year

Transit Effectiveness Project (for more
information, visit www.sftep.com). The CAC
also considered issues crucial to the adequacy
of the EIR/EIS proeess: assumptions about
future land use along the Van Ness corridor;
assumptions about existing traffic conditions;-
estimates of future travel demand; and how to
model future conditions.

Now is the perfect time to get involved! You
can apply for a seat oh the CAC (see the -
project websife at www.oannessbri.org or
simply attend the meetings and offer
comments during the public comment penod
at each meeting. All such comments are

‘recorded and made part of the project's

official record. No prior partlapahon is-
necessary. :

Undergrounding Utility
Lines Update

We have studied the Underground
Utilities Task Force (UUTF) Report of
‘December 2006, met with Catherine
Stefani of Sup. Alioto-Pier's office, Dan
McKenna of DPW, Dan Weaver, head of
the UUTF Task Force, and represehtatives
of PG&E.

On November 19 2007, the Board of
Supervisors met to receive the UUTE

~ Report and receive comments. The CHA

spoke ( Board member Dave ‘Bancrof"c), as

did John Brooke (UUTF and CHA~

member.) -

There are two tracks for getting our
utility wires undergrounded: (1) A City
wide undertaking, paid for from utility
surcharges remitted to the City by the
'-CPUC This track is deemed unfeasible as
‘ose funds have been borrowed for over
years into the future, no other funds are

“available, and if when they ever are,
neighBorhobd coﬁlpetiﬁon for them and
City politics make the chances for us very
remote; (2) Forming a Community Benefit
or Facilities District (CBD; CFD) under

_ the Mello Roos Act of 1982, where the

" costs are born by the neighborhood
esidents, typically paid by the floating of
City bonds, backed by property tax
assessments on the benefited -
neighborhood resuiences

On November 19,2007, at our mid year
meeting with Cow Hollow residents, we
made an interim report on the status of
our undergrounding efforts.

On December 6, 2007, The Board of
Supervisors, following the
recommendations of CHA, passed
resolutions urging City agencies, headed
by DPW, to develop information material
identifying the steps for the formation of
CBD/CFDs for undergrounding utility
wires, including the proper order for

contacting who, at what agencies, for .

- what guidance and determinations.

We will be proceeding to.(1) see that it is
implemented and (2) mdependenﬂy seek
to determine the same and any addifional
information necessary.

.Before completing that, in order to

determine by neighborhood carvassing
whether. the costs of undergrounding are .
reahsbc, we will be seeking to get

. updated, and as accurate as poss1ble

block by block estimates of what the
assessment and monthly payments

. would be per residence to underground
- the wires on the various blocks needing .
it. Imperfect estimates have been $13,500,
* for a 25 foot front residence, meaning an

assessment of somewhere around (but
probably somewhat upwards of) $100 a
month deductible and offset by mcreased
property values.
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Modern Museum in
Historic Presidio

(continued from page 1)

We note here that the Fisher is-
‘expected to draw, even at only 70%
capacity, over 500,000 visitors a year,
and the adjacent Disney Museum and
90 room hotel, between 300,000 and
400,000, for a total of upwards of
1,000,000 additional visitors. The
Fisher will have underground parking
for only 100 cars, and the parade
ground is being re-landscaped to
remove most of the existing parking.
Similar objections have been made by

Doyle Drive Update

Representatives of the Doyle Drive
Project made a presentation to the Board
of Directors at the February meeting. The
_purpose of this presentation was to

. update the Board on changes that were
under review regarding traffic exits near
‘Lombard Street (Richardson Drive) and
Marina Boulevard. The CHA has been

. concerned that the new Marina exit for
southbound drivers during the morning
commute would back up traffic on Doyle
Drive encouraging many more drivers to
take the Lombard Street exit.

Consequently we feared Lombard would
" become increasingly backed-up

| Bridge Motel

Although the Bridge Motel on Lombard,
adjacent to the Walgre'ens at Divisadero,
is outside the boundaries of the CHA,
many members have expressed

concern about the run-down condition of
this building.

Several years ago, this was less of a
concern as a large bike store and a bar
were tenants in this building. Both of
those stores have subsequently closed
and are now vacant-and boarded up.
The Bridge Motel rents rooms on a daily
or weekly basis and many of the
tenants are referrals from diversion

famed landscape designer Lawrence
Halperin (who designed the Lucas -
facility), CHA, PHA and the majority
of citizen comments received by the
PT and on file in ifs library.

The next step is for the PTto do a

draft EIS, comply with the National
Historic Preservation Act, amend the
Presidio Trust Master Plan to now .
allow for this major new construction,
in the course of all of which it will be
provisionally selecting a site for the
Fisher. It is believed that the PT
presently strongly favors the top of
“the Parade ground, as that is what th'é

.RFP called for, and Fisher has publicly

and commuters would seek cross-over

_ streets through our neighborhoed to

avoid the traffic on Lombard.

The Doyle Drive Project engineers and -
traffic experts have taken the CHA
concerns to heart and have designed the
new Marina exit off of Doyle with

synchronized stop lights (rather than the |

previous stop signs). The lights will have
a "green-light" for extended periods
during the morning-commute which will
allow drivers to exit towards Marina
Boulevard in a manner (and speed!)
similar to what exists currently. We were’
encouraged by the presentation that this
new solution will in fact keep traffic
flowing in a manner similar to current
pattei:ns.

programs and the San Fra.nc1sco Court
system.

The CHA spoke to both Captain Casdiato

© of the SFPD Northern Station and Mr."

Curtis Christy-Cirillo of the City

_Attorney's office. Both were very

knowledgeable about the situation at the -
Bndge and assured us that this buﬂdmg
is "on their radar screen”.

stated that is the only place he will .
accept Both in the course of these
processes and after publication of the
draft EIS, public comment will be-
critical.

The CHA will be consulting and

- coordinating with other
neighborhood and civic groups,
incliding NAPE, Marina Community
Association, Presidio Height
Residents Association, Coalition for .
San Francisco Neighborhoods and the
Presidio Historical Association to
formulate and present opposition to
the Fisher Museum on the Main Post.

A new entrance to the Presidio is also
planned. That entrance will be along a
widened Girard Road. Girard ends at
Lincoln Blvd, just east of the YMCA
parking lot

The CHA expressed concerns that this

‘may contribute to congestion in this area

as the Bay School, YMCA, and Parade
Ground traffic all pass through this
intersection.'According to the Doyle _
Drive engineers the Presidio Trust would
not allow any other routes than the one
described above. Construction of the

" new Doyle Drive is scheduled to beginin
2010.

making inspections. Supervisor Alioto-

' Pier, the Marina Homeowners
. Association, the Marina Merchants

Association and others have been actively
involved in voicing concerns.

The building is privately owned and the
current owner has been cooperative
and quick to respond to building
violation notices or complamts from the

" SFPD..

Undercover officers from the SFPD are
regular visitors to the motel

" (approximately twice a week), lookmg for

drugs or other illegal activities. The SF
Building Department is examining the
building for code violations, and the

Department of Public Health has beeri

In the short term we can only hope that
the vacant ground floor retail spaces are
rented which would certainly enhance

‘that area along Lombard Street.
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~Mark Your Calendars
‘CHA Annual Meeting

Thursday, May 8, 2008

5 30 - 7:30 pm
St. Francis Yacht Club
Refreshments served.

Lynn Fuller
Bill Gorman

Bring a new neighbor to the |
annual meeting, and if they join
the CHA, you receive free renewal

 for 2008-2009

'CHA Board Members

Lori Brooke (PreS|dent) .
Meg Ruxton (Secretary).
Martina Ehlers (Treasurer)
David Bancroft

Tony Imhof
Malcolm Kaufman
Elaine Larkin

Tom McAteer
.Mark Sherman

P.O. Box 471136
San F_ranciscp, CA 94147

E-mail:

nfoﬁcowhollowassocmuon org

‘Web;

Www.cowhollowassoclatlon.org

Block Captains

Question - What's the best way to
experience greater enjoyment from
living in Cow Hollow and gam
increased safety?

A;lswer - Meet and get to'know your
aeighbors. .

Details - Your CHA has started
building a team of Block Captains for
each Cow Hollow block. We have
about 50% coverage so far with more
on the way. '

If you wish to get'involved by
becoming a Block Captain, contact
" Malcolm Kaufman at

aufman@ulsefactors EOn1 or contact
him to find out if you already have a.

Block Captain and how to reach them.-

Public’ CHA Meeting,

' Othex than the Annual Meeﬁr;g, the

CHA board meetings are held at’

people’s homes making it difficult to

open the meetings to a large crowd.

" The CHA board wanted our members

to have a chance mid-year to hear
what CHA is working on, ask

~ questions and getinvolved.

CHA held its first ever public board
meeting on November 15, 2007 in the
community room, of St. Mary the,
Virgin Episcopal Church. We .
discussed Presidio development,
traffic calming, crime, block captains
and undergrounding utility wires.
The meeting was a success and CHA
will likely continue this new tradition

- in2008.

Muni Overhaul Plamed

- In March,; thé CHA board received a briefing
“from Peter Strauss with the SF Municipal

Railway (MUNTI) about a multi-year

initiative to improve the efficiency of MUNL

"The project has two parts: first, a study of

usage patterns and second, implementation
of service changes to conform more closely
with those usage patterns. The first part of

the project is cemplete and the second is in
the public workshop stage. Proposed service

~ changes that would affect Cow Hollow:
- include the elimination of the 3 ]ackson line

and the extension of the 24 Divisadero line

. down to ‘the Marina. For more information,
~ visit http:/ [ www.sftep.com/ . ‘

| Support for the Presidio Historical Association '

As many in Cow Hollow know, the Presidio Historical Association is leadmg an effort to keep the Pres1d1o s status as a National
Historic Landmark. Currently, the proposed mega-museum that is proposed near the former Spanish and Mexican Presidio and
Parade Grounds would violate many standards for historical preservation. This would destroy the historic integrity of the Presidio

. and place its National Landmark status in question. The Presidio Historical Association began in 1959 as a small group of
distinguished San Franciscans who were successful in rehabilitating Fort Point, opening it to the public and obtaining its status as a
National Historic Site from Congress Its mission is to be an advocate for historic preservation and educatlon at the Presidio.

_ They ask that you help their efforts by becoming a member and sending your check of $30 or more to; Presidio Historical
Assoc1at10n, P O. Box 29163, San Francisco, CA 94129. Please mdude your name, address, phone number and e-mail address

Further mforma’aon is available at : Wwwp_res1d10assoc1at10n org
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689 '
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 -

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

Al

August 17, 2011

" Mohammed Nuru

Director of Public Works om. o T
. . R . o 1
City Hall, Room 348 AE o m

San Francisco, CA 94102 O, =
Planning Case No. 2010.0420CETZ 2z 5 M
3151 -3155 Scott Street Condltlonal Use Appeal 5 . <
Dear Drrector Nuru: . : _ ' ' | ;3 5 N

oo (¥, B

SR

This office isin receipt of an appeal filed by Adam Polakoff on behalf of the Cow Hollow Association
from the decision of the Planning Commission by its Motion No. 18405 dated July 14, 2011, relatlng to
the approval, subject to certain conditions, of a Conditional Use Authorization (Case-No.
2010.0420CETZ), pursuant to Sections 303 and-249.55 of the Planning Code to convert a vacant tourist -
hotel (dba Edward I Inn) to a group housing use containing up to 25 units (24 units for transitional age
. youth between 18 and 24, and one manager’s unlt) within the NC-3 (Moderate Scale, Nelghborhood
Commercial) District, the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Specral Use District

(SUD) -and a 40-X Height and Bulk District, on property located at:
3151 -3155 Scot Street, Assessor’s Block No. 0937, Lot No. 001

By copy of this letter, the Clty Engrneers Office is requested to determlne the sutﬁcrency of the .

signatures in regard to the percentage of the area represented by the appellant. Please submit a

~ report not later than 5:00 p.m., August 22, 2011, to give us time to prepare and mail-out the hearing
notices as the Board.of Supervrsors has tentatively scheduled the appeal to be heard on September

13, 2011, at 4:00 p.m.

Sincerely, -

LIAD

: Angel Calvillo
Clerk of the Beard

Jerry Sanguinetti, Manager, Deparimént of Publlc Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapplng, w/copy of appeal

Fuad Sweiss, City Engineer, Department of Public Works, w/copy of appeal
Appellant, Adam Polakoff, Attorney for Cow Hollow Association, Hammond Law, 1829 Market Street San Francisco, CA 94103

Property Owner, CHP- Scott Street 1 LC, 280 Turk Street, San Francisco, CA 94102, w/copy of appeal
" 'Project Contact, Gail Gilman, Executive Dir., Community Housing Partnership, 280 Turk Street San Francisco, CA 94102, w/copy of appeal
Scoft Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planmng Department, w/copy of appeal
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
Tina Tam, Planning Depariment, w/copy of appeal
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
" Sara Vellve, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
Linda Avery, Planning Department, w/copy of appeal

" Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney, w/copy of appeal

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney, w/copy of appeal
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
~Tel. No. 554-5184 °
" Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 -

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

August 19, 2011

Adam Polakoff, Esq.
Hammond Law

1829 Market Street

San Francisco, CA 94103

~ File No. 110935, Planning Case No. 2010.0420CETZ
~ 3151-3155 Scott Street Conditional Use Appeal

- Dear Mr. Polakoft:

| ThlS is in reference to the appeal you submitted on behalf of the Cow Hollow Association, joined
by various associations from the decision of the Planning Comm1551on by Motion No 18405, on
property located at:

3151-3 155 Scott Street, Assessor S Block No. 0937 Lot No 001.

The Dlrector of Public Works has informed the Board of Supemsors ina letter dated August 18,

2011, (copy attached), that the signatures represented with your appeal of August 15,2011, have
been checked pursuant to the Planning Code and represent owners of more than 20 percent. of the
property involved and would be sufficient for appeal.

A heanng date has been scheduled on Tuesday, September 13,2011, at 4:00 p m., at the

Board of Supervisors meeting to be held in City Hall, tentatively in Room 416, 4111 Floor at 1
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Franc1sco CA 94102 _

Please prov1de 18 copies to the Clerk’s Office by

8 days prlor to the he‘armg: ” any documentatlon which you may want avaﬂable to the
_ Board members prior to the hearing;
11 days prior to the hearing: ~ names of interested partles to be notified of the hearmg in
- ' label format 5 _
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3151-3155 Scott Street Conditional Use Appeal
August 19, 2011 L '
Page2 :

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

- Sincerely,

A A
Angela Qalvillo ' :
“ Clerk of the Board -

c: -
Mohammed Nuru, Director, Department of Public Works
Jerry Sanguinetti, Manager, Department of Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapping
Fusad Sweiss, City Engineer, Department of Public Works © '
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department = -
. AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department :
~ Tina Tam, Planning Department .
Nannie Turrell, Planning Department
Sara Vellve, Planning Department
Linda Avery, Planning Department
‘Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney
. Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney L -
Property Owner, CHP Scott Street LLC, 280 Turk Street, San Francisco, CA 94102
Project Contact, Gail Gilman, Executive Director, Community Housing Partnership, 280 Turk Street, San
 Francisco, CA 94102 : ‘ - ' - .
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City and ‘County of San Francisco . : Phone: (415) 554-5827
I ' :@F ' Fax: (415) 554-5324

= www.sfdpw.org

- Subdivision.Mapping @sfdpw.org

- - Department of Public Works
Office of the City and County Surveyor

Edwin M. Les, Mayor - o ' - ' 875 Stevenson Street,' Room 410
' Edward D. Reigkin, Director =~~~ ’ B : o San Francisco, CA- 84103
Fuad S. Sweiss, PE, PLS, ' S ‘ . S ‘ : - , )
City Engineer & Deputy Director of Engineering . ' - ‘ Bruce R. Storrs, Gity and County Surveyor -
August 18,2011 -

'Ms. Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place
City Hall —Room 244 " :
San Francisco, CA 94102

RE:  3151-3155 Scott St .
Lots 001 of Assessor’s Block 0937
Appealmg Planning Commissions Approval of
' Cond1t10nal Use Appl1cat10n No. 2010. 0420CETZ.

" Dear Ms. Calvillo:

This letter is in response to your August 17, 2011 request for our Department to check the sufﬁc1ency of the
_ SIgnatures with respect to the above referenced appeal

~ Please be advised that per our calculations. the appellants signatures represent 24.10% of the area within the 300

foot radius of the property of interest, which is greater than 20% of the area involved, and is therefore- sufﬁctent for
appeal. :

. ) Il
If you have any questlons concermng this matter please contact Mr J avier Rrvera of my staff at 554—
- 5864. :

Sin(:erely

Afl
40 qyvod

.Y ‘
Q2 +IIHY 619NV 1102
S

IMPROVING THE QUALITg QF LIFE IN SAN FRANCISCO

Customer Service mwork | Continuous Improvement



'SAN FRANCISCO -~ e
PLANNING nspnm'm Nmm OF sup Jﬂ;y,
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Cond |t|onal Use Authorlzatlon Ai?itfe%\lz‘ PH 7 1 g s,

- BY . Sule 400

31 51 — 3155 Scott Street ‘ M Fancisth,
.- : L EA 94103-2479
DATE: . : Septernber 2, 2011 ' ' " Recegtion:

TO: o E Angela Calvﬂlo Clerk of the Board of Supervisors . ‘ 415.558.8378
FROM: .  JohnRahaim, Planning Director — Planning Department (415) 558-6411 i ia‘;:iﬁﬁ 5408

, Sara Vellve, Case Planner — Plarmmg Department (415) 5586263 P%asa?ng
RE: File No. 110935 Planning Case No. 2010.0420C~ o

_ Appeal of approval of Conditional Use authorization for 3151 3155 Scott Street‘
HEARING DATE: September 13, 2011 '

ATTACHMENTS: : :
' A. Comnussmn Packet for Condlttonal Use Authorization (mcludmg plans)
Adopted Commission Motlon No. 18405

C. Final Mitigated Negative Declaration

=

PROJ ECT SPONSOR Commu.mty Housmg Partners}:up, 280 Turk Street San Francisco, CA 94102

APPELLANT: Adam Pola_koff Hammond Law, 1829 Market Street San Franasco CA 94103

lNTRODUCTlON

ThlS memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of
. Supervu;ors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Commission’s '(“Commission”) July. 14, 2011 approval
of the application for Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Section 303 (Conditional Use
Authorization) to convert a vacant tourist hotel (d.b.a. Edward Il Inn) to a group housing use containing
up to 25 units (24 units for transitional age youth between 18 and 24 years of age, and one manager’s
-~ - unit) within the NC-3 (Moderate Scale, Neighborhood Commercial) district, the Lombard and Scott Street' _
~ Affordable Group Housing Special Use D1str1ct and a 40 -X He1ght and Bulk District.

This response addresses the appeal (”Appeal Letter”) to the Board filed on August 15, 2011 by Adam
Polakoff, Hammond Law, 1829 Market Street. The Appeal Letter referenced the proposed pro;ect in Case,

No. 2010. O420C

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

- Memo
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‘Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization | | : F|Ie No. 110935
_ Hearing Date: September 13, 2011 . ) Plannlng Case No. '2010.0420C
_ ' o : 3151 - 3155 Scott Street

| SITE DESCRIPTION & PRESENT USE:

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

The project site is located in the Marina D1str1ct and is developed W'lth an apprommately 8,100 square
foot three-story building with a basement formerly used as a tourist hotel (d.b.a. Edward II Inn) with a
pub at the ground floor fronting Lombard Street. The bujlding occupies most of the lot except for an
approximately 7-foot setback from the south property line. The property does not currently provide any

' off-street parking or ~open space for users/ocmpa.nts The buﬂdmg was constmcted in 1914 and has been
altered. .

.'SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD:

‘The site is located in an NC-3 (Ne1ghborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning D15tr1ct and 40-X
Height and Bulk District. Lots fronting Lombard Street to the east and west are zoned NC-3, while lots

fronting Scott Street to the south of the site are zoned RH-2 and RM- 2 The site is located one block south .

of the Chestnut Street shoppmg district and three blocks northwest of the Union: Street - shopping district.
Properties in the vicinity fronting Lombard Street contain a mix of uses lncludmg restaurants hotels,
'persorial services, retail stores, and automotive repair shops. Buﬂdmg heights range from one to four
stories with residential uses generally above the ground-floor commercial uses. Properties fronting Scott
Street south of Lombard Street generally contain residential uses with building heights rangmg from two -
to four stories. The height des1gnahon for the entire ne1ghborhood is 40-X.

: PROJECT DESCRlPTION

~"Community Housing Partnership, the project sponsor, proposes to convert the vacant tourist hotel
(formerly d.b.a. Edward II Inn) to 24 affordable group housing units for trans1t10na1—age youth between °
the ages-of 18 and 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, and one unit for a resident
manager, for an overall unit count of 25. The units will generally accommodate one person for each
‘bedroom. Interior buﬂdmg modificatioris would reduce the number of on-site bedrooms from 29 to 25
(mcludmg the manager’s unit) on the second and thll‘d floors, create bathrooms for each unit, construct a
kitchen, offices and rooms for programmatic needs on the ground:floor, and create a laundry room,
entertamment room and parking for a minimum of nine bicycles in the basement. Exterior modifications
would include window replacement, painting, new signage and facade enhancements. The proposal does
not involve alterations to the building’s 51ze or helght al’rhough mechamcal equlpment will be located on
the building’s roof in the future. ' :

The pro]ect as proposed requlres Plannmg Code and Zoning Map Amendments to create the Lombard
and Scott Street Affordable Group Housmg Special Use D1str1ct (SUD) as an overlay in this NC- 3 District.
The SUD Would

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

* ' Planning Code Section 204.4 exempts managers units from the density calculation for group-housing.
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2. Eliminate the rear yard requirement where a mlrurnum rear yard of approx1mately 15 feet is requ1red
by Planru.ng Code Section 134;

3. Ehmmate the open space requirement where a minimum of approxrmately 675 square feet of private -
open’ space and approxrrnately 875 square feet of common open space would be requrred by
Planning Code Section 135;

4. Modify the exposure requirement for approximately 13 group housing units that do not face a street,
a]ley or Code—comphant rear yard or courtyard as required by Plannhing Code Sechon 140.

GOn ]une 14 2011, Superv1sors Chiy, Avalos Kim, Mar and Mirkarimi mtroduced an Ordinance
proposmg to create the SUD at 3151 — 3155 Scott Street On July 14, 2011 the Commission adopted
Resolution. 18404 recommending: that the Board of Supervisors approve a Planning Code’ Text
Amendment to create the SUD by adding Plarmmg Code Section 249.55 pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 302 and 306 and approve a Zoning Map Amendment pursuant to Planning Code Sections 302
and 306 that would establish the SUD at Lot 001 in Assessor’s Block 0937 on Zoning Map Sheet SU02.

BACKGROUND

C2011 - Condztwnal Use Authorization Appllcutwn flled

On March 11, 2011, Hershey Hirschkop for Community Housing Partnersl'up (heremafter “CHP") ﬁled a
" Conditional Use apphca’aon with the Planning Department

‘On June 14, 2011 the Appe]lant filed an appeal the Prehmmary Mlttgated Negative. Declarahon to the
Planrung Commission. Note: the CEQA docurnent Was not appealed to the Board of Supemsors

On July 14, 2011, the Commission upheld the Preh'mjnary Mitigated Negative Declaration and approved
the issuance of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration ‘a5 prepared by the Planning Department in’
comphance with CEQA, the State CEQA Gmdehnes and Chapter 31.

On ]uly 14, 2011 the Commission adopted Resolution No 18404, Case No. 2010.0420TZ, recommending
that the Board of Supervisors adopt the text cha.nge and map amehdments to create the Lombard and
Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Speaal Use D1str1ct ' :

2011 - Conditional Use Authortzatzon hearmg

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

CONDITIONAL USE AUTHORlZATlON REQUIREMENTS

The Couurussmn must refer to fhe criteria outhned in Sechon 303 (Conditional Use) of the Planrung '
Code. Section 303 states that the fo]lowmg must be met in order for the Corrurussmn to grant approval of

an apphcatlon.
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1. That the proposed use or feature, at the size and iﬁtensity contemplated and at the proposed location,
will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compatlble with, the ne1ghborhood
or the community[emphasis added]; and

" 2. That such use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental to the health, safety, convenience or_

' general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property,
" improvements or potential development in the v1c1mty, with respect to aspects including but not
hn'uted to the following: :
a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size and shape; and the proposed size, shape
~ and arrangement of structures; '
" b. The accessibility and traffic patterns for persons and Vehlcles the type and volume of such
' traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street pa.rkmg and loading and of proposed
alternatives to off-street parking, mcludmg provisions of car—share parking spaces, as deﬁned
in Section 166 of this Code.
c. The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive ernissions such as noise, glare, dust
" and odor; o : :
d. Treatment gwen as appropnate, fo such aspects as landscapmg, screemng, open spaces,
. - parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and
" e. Thatsuch use or feature as proposed will comply w1th the apphcable prov151ons of this Code
- and will not adversely affect the Master Plan.

APPELLANT [SSUES AND PLANNING' DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The concemns raised in the Appeal Letter are cited in a sumnary below a.nd are fo].lowed by the- _
~.Department’s response: ‘

" ISSUE #1: Proper acﬁon on the Conditional Use and Final Negative Declaration, The Appellant contends
that the Commlssmn made a decision on the Conditional Use- Authorization on July 14, 2011 and a

decision on the Mlttgated Negahve Declaration on July 15, 2011, a sequence that is not consistent W1th the

requirements of the California Emvuormental Quality Act (CEQA).

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

In approving the Conditional Use authorization in MOthII 18405 the Commlssmn adopted the MIND a.nd -
the project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. Thus the -actual date of adoption of the
MND was July 14, 2011, and occurred when the Commlsswn voted to uphold the MND and approve the
: Condltlonal Use in Motion No. 18405 :

Mot[on 18405, which was voted on by the Commlssmn on Iuly 14, 2011 but clerically finalized by the
Department on July 15, 2011, refers to July 15, 2011 as the Department’s adoption date of the Final MND
(FMI\]'D) Thls is based on the Environmental Review Officer’s 51gnature on the FMND cover page,
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which occurred after the Planning Commission adopted the MND. This is not the relevant document or
approving body. The relevant approving body is the Commission-who adopted the MND after finding
on the basis of the whole record before it that there was no substantial evidence that the project would
have a significant effect on the environment and that the MND reflected the lead agency’s mdependent
judgment and analysis. Therefore, the Commission considered the findings of the MND as required in
Section 15074 and did not v101ate CEQA.

ISSUE #2: Proper action on the Conditional Use before the Board of Supervisors (BOS) action upon the
'Proposed Special Use District. The Appellant contends that the Commission could not approve the
Conditional Use Authorization because the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Housing Special Use
District (SUD) had not taken legal effect as the Board of Supervisors had not voted to approve the sUD to
‘ 1mp1ement the zoning controls related to the proposal :

RESPONSE #2: The Commlssmn properly acted upon the Conditional Use before the Board of Supervisors
. \LBOS) acted upon the Proposed Special Use District. The Conditional Use Authorization is dependerit' »
~upon BOS approval of the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Housing Special Use District (SUD).
~ Without approval of the SUD, the Conditional Use Authorization is not valid. In order to vet the .
environmental considerations and project details, it is standard procedure for the Commission to act
" upon Conditional Use authorization prior to BOS review and approval of associated legislation. The BOS
could add add1tlonal language to the proposed SUD at the appeal hearing should they wish which -
. would be binding on the pro]ect : ; S

ISSUE #3: Sufficient time for public review of plans and documents prior to the Commission’s action was
: QFOVided The Appellant contends that plans submitted for review by the project. sponsor on March 11,
2011 were incomplete and missirig information necessary to make a determination on the project and
" contained material gaps such as information relating to Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”) access. _'
Furthermore; the Appellant contends that the public did not have sufficient time to c:omment on the
rewsed pla.ns that were subrnltted for review on July 7 and July 14 '

_RESPONSE #3: The public was provnded with suffi cnent time for pubhc review of plans and documents prior
fo_the Planning Commission’s action. The public may request to review documents submitted to the
Planmng Department at any time during the review period. All hearj_ng notices (newspaper ad, on-site
posters mailed notice) complied with the 20-day noticing period on, or before, June 24, 2011. Planning
Code Sechon 306.3 does not require that mailed hearing -notices include plan drawings. It is not

- uncommon for applicants to update their application materials, particularly plans, throughout the review .

process as a project becomes more defined, even up to, and at, a hearing. Compliance with ADA is
- outside of both the Planning Department’s, and Commission’s, purview. This concern is also addressed
in Issue 7K. : ' - ' ‘

ISSUE #4:- Consideration of public correspondence and public'comment from those in: opposition to
granting Conditional Use Authorization by the:Commission. The Appellant contends that the Commission’s

Motion does not address arguments of those opposed to the proposal. The Appellant also contends that . '

while the Commission may d1sagree with pubhc commerits, it must prov1de evidence to support its
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~ conclusions,, rather than assért its own contradictory conclusions with no explanation as it did in its
decision. Finally, the Appellant contends that the Commission, “without further comment, analysis or
evidentiary support”, concluded that the project met-the requirements of Plarmmg Code Section 101.1
- without Cons1dermg the commients in opposmon to the pro]ect ' -

RESPONSE #4: The Commission consndered public corréspondence and_public comment from_those in
opposition to_granting the Conditional Use authorization. The Commission held a duly noticed public

_hearing on July 14, 2011. The public heanng took a number of hours and iricluded public comment in

" support of and in opposmon to the proposal. The public was not denied the opportunity to commient on
the proposal, or to provide the Commission with additional information to review and consider. In fact,

" the Commission received. over '_40 Jetters and emuails, and one petition, about this project., The
Commission reached an iridependent judgment, based on evidence in the record that differed from those
in opposition to the pr0]ect Finding No..5 of Motion 18405 presents a summary of concems raised by the
opposmon :

' At the hearing the Comrmssmn found that the project meets the intent of Planrung Code Sectlons 1013,

303, and. the General Plan; as is ‘evident through Findings 7 and-9 of Motion 18405. The Motion records,
- compliance with the policies of the General Plan and sites five specific Elements (2009 & 2004 Housing
‘Elements, Neighborhood Commerce, Transportation, Air Quality, and Urban Design), 21 ob]ectlves and
38 policies that apply to the project.

ISSUE #5: Receipt of conditions proposed by the Cow Hollow Association (CHA) by the Commission: The ‘
" Appellant contends that the Commission did not consider restrictions (attached, to the Appeal as Exhibit

B) proposed by the Appellant “that would strengthen the project and ensure that it operates to the

greatest benefit of future residents, the neighboring community and C1ty’ The Appellant contends that
their proposed 1 restnchons nght make the pro]ect consistent with Pla_tmmg Code Sections 101. 1(b) and
,303(d).

RESPONSE #5: The Commission received conditions proposed by the Cow Hollow Association (CHA).- The
- Commission receives information submitted to it for review prior to and during the hearing. Should any
Commissioner wish to initiate a motion to implement conditions as a result of public comment, they may
do so at the hearing. At the subject he‘ariﬁg, such a motion was not made and therefére the conditions
" proposed by CHA. were not acted upon. Motion 18405 includes the Commlssmns findings related to
Planning Code Sections 101.1(b) and 303(d) and comphance with the City’s Housmg Element. ‘

ISSUE #6 - Commission awareness of the number of proposed transrtlonal age youth residents. The
Appellant contends that the Commission did not accurately analyze the project’s consistency with
" Planning Code Sections 101.1(b) 303(d), 303(C)(1), 303(C)(1)(A)_(11) (apphcable only to non-residential
~ uses), 303(c)(2)(A), 101.1(b)(4), 303(c)(2)(B) and Housmg- Element Policy 4.4 because Motion 18405 claims =
' that there will generally be 24 residents occupying the site. The Appellant contends that in order to meet -
the above Plarning Code and General Plan requirements, the exact number of occupants needs to be
defined in the Motion and considered by the Commission. :

- RESPONSE #6: The Commission was lnformed of the number of proposed transmonal age youth resrdents
The word “generally” was included in the overall number of occupants to allow guests to be permitted to -
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stay W1th occupants. The Planning Department did not want to create a s1tuat10n where guests would not

be permiited becatse they exceeded the stated number of occupants. The Department and Commission

. understand that there,will be 24 single-occupancy rooms, and that occupants will be permitted to have
guests stay w1th them, tinder certain limitations. :

The Commlssmn accurately analyzed the project’s consmtency with the Planning Code Sections. Below is
a summary- -of their review with regard to some specific Sections raised by the appellant:

, 101 1(b)(4) Muni Transit Service: After review of the project documents, mcludmg the PMIND document
the Commission found that the project would not impede Muni transit service or overburden our streets :
or neighborhood parking as outlined in Finding 9(4) as project occupants are not expected to own private

vehicles due to their income levels. In addltton it is unknown whether or not the occupants will be

commuiers.

303(d) Application of Specific Conditions: Unider this Section, the Planning Commission may impose’
additional condmons in order to secure the ob]echves of the Planning Code. The Commission prescnbed
those conditions that it found to be necessary to secure the objectives of the Planning Code in the
Conditions of Approval contained in Motion 18405, and did not choose to 1mpose addmonal conditions

" as suggested by the Appellant.

303( c)(l) Necessary or Desirable and Comoahble w1th the Nelghborhood or Community: Upon review of
the case documents and lengthy public testimony both in support of and opposition to the project, the
Commission found that the proposed development was necessary or desirable, and eompatible with, the
nelghborhood or commumty as articulated in Findings 8, 9 and 10 of Motion 18405 -

= 303(cHIIAN 11) The non-residential use W111 serve the neighborhood and requires a larger size to function:
This Planning Code Section'is applicable only to non-residential uses. Per Planning Code Section 712.92
group housing is considered a residential use within the NC-3 (Nelghborhood Commeraal Moderate
Scale) Dlstnct thus this section does not apply to the project.

303(c)(2)(A) The proposed use will not be detrimental to the health safety, convenience or ,czeneral
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, improvements or
potential development in the vicinity, with respect to its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape
and arrangement of structures: The number of building residents will not change the physical nature of
the ex15tmg building, and the project does not propose an. enlargement or rearrangement, of the buﬂdmg
that would conflict with this Planning Code Section.

1 303( c)(2)(B) and 101.1(b)(4) The proposed use’s effect on parking and traffic: Planning Code Sechon 151
does not require off-street parking for group housing use. In fact, if the proposal were to provide parking
it would be con51dered an accessory use and the Planning Code would establish a maximum limit of no
more than 9 parking spaces and no parking. would be required. Earning no more.than 50% of the Areéa
Median Income, project occupants are not expected to be of an income level to enable ownership and
~ operation of private vehicles. The sponsor has included an alternative to off-street parking by prov1dmg
secure blcycle storage. Under CEQA review, the number of trlps associated with the subject pro]ect a7
did not watrant further study or specific mitigations.-

2009 Housing Element Policy 44: This " policy promotes ”sufﬁaent and suitable rental housing
opportunities, emphasizing’ permanently affordable rental units wherever possible.” The Comrmssxon s
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' dec1s1on regardlng the proposal supports this policy in Fmdlng 8 of Motion 18405 without’ regard to the
‘ number of pro;ect residents. -

2004 Housing Element Policy 4.4: This policy promotes grant(ng dens1ty bonuses and parkmg
requirement exemptions for the construction of affordable or senior housing.” The Commission’s
* decision regarding the proposal supports this policy in F]ndJng 8 of Mo’aon 18405 without regard to the ‘

number of project residents. .

!

ISSUE #7: Consistency with Planning Code Sections 101.1(b) and 303 and the City’s Housing Element. The -
Appellant contends that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization is not consistent with Planmng
Code Sections 101.1(b), 303 and the General Plan because the Commission did not consider CHA's
COTICerTLS regard]ng the project as presented during public comment at the hiearing. The Appellant
contends that the Cornmlssmn abused its dlscretron by using only those City: pohaes that support the

project.

RESPONSE #7: The Commission’s Conditional Use Authorization is consistent with Planning Code Sections
101.1(b) 'and 303 ‘and the City's Housing Element. Motion 18405, Findings. 7, 8, and 9 describe that the
project is, on balance, consistent with the Conditional Use Findings, Section 101.1 Findings and the
- Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. The Planning Commission adopted findings that the project -
is, on balance, consistent with the applicable Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. Findings of
consistency with the General Plan requires a balancing of General Plan policies and a determination of
overall eonsistency, not a microscopic look at each individual phrase of the General Plan. In preparing.
proposed findings for the Planning Commission's consideration, the Planning Department identified
“those Objectives and Policies of the General Plan that were most applicable to the Project, as is its
practice, rather than proposing findings on all General Plan Ob]ectlves and Policies that have any
conceivable relevancy to the Project. : : '

The fu:st item listed under Finding No 8 demonstrates the pro]ect s comphance with the 2009 Housmg ‘
Element. In authonzmg Conditional Use, the Commission -is required to. make findings which are -
applicable to the project. The language- contained in Flndlngs Nos. 6, 7, and 9 of Motion 18405 substantiate
- compliance with all Planning Code Sections, including Sections 101. 1 and 303. Although not all of the
~ concerns called out by Appellant were among those judged most pertlnent by Planning Department staff,
. in this response, the Department addresses the concerns called out by Appellant, and explains how the

"+ Project is consistent with these Objectives and Policies of the General Plan identified by the appellant

Should the Board uphold the approval of the Plamung Commission, the Board may choose to lncorporate '
“this additional 1nformatlon int6 Board ﬁndmgs in support of the cons1stency of the Pro]ect

ISSUE #7A: Appropriateness of the size and densitv of the 'prbieet . _Siﬁtabilitv of the site for transitional age
youth residents, and the neighboring community and satisfaction of the City’s affordable housing needs. -

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

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

project’s density.

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

-ISSUE #7A2 -Adequacy of the Kitchen FaCIlltles The Appella.nt contends that the project is undesirable
because the units*lack individual kitchens and the project only provides, one 73 square foot communal.
kitchen, and that this situation will lead to poor nutritional habits because residents will not have an
appropriate facility in which to prepare meals contrary to program objectives. The Appellant contends
that the Commission failed to sufficiently address the kitchen facilities through analys1s or evidence.
Finally, the Appellant questions. compliance with Planning Code Section 890.88(b) because the program

- will provide neither meals nor individual cooking facilities.

* RESPONSE #7A2: The project prowdes sufficient kitchen facilities. Exhibit B of Motion 18405 md1cates that
the ‘kitchen will be approxn:nately 300. square feet and will provide two four-burner stoves, two
refrigerators, two side-by-side double sinks, approximately 11 linear feet of counter space and food
lockers. A dining area of approxlrnately 150 square feet is located immediately adjacent to the kitchen
‘and will augment the kitchen area. The Code i is silent on the size of kltchens tequired for group housmg

uses.

-The project is located in an NC- 3 district and therefore the use is' controlled by Article'7: Nelghborhood
Comrneraal Districts rather than Artlcle 8: Mixed Use Districts. As such, Section 790. 88(b) applies to the -
pro]ect Planmng Code Section 790. 88(b) characterizes group housmg as “A residential use which
provides [either] lodging or both meals and lodglng without individual cooking facilities . . . in a $pace not _
defined as a dwelling unit.” Since the project provides lodgmg w1thout meals and md1v1dua1 cooking
facilities (such as a kitchen in each unit) it is consistent with Artidle 7’s definition of group housing.
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ISSUE. #7A3 Space for supportlve services programming. The Appellant contends that the project does not
meet Housing Element Objective 1 and Policy 4.4 because the buﬂdmg contains only one room of
‘approximately 427 square feét to provide supportive programming, which is insufficient to accommodate. -
the various services that will be @ffered to help the transitional age youth residents become independent.

. RESPONSE #7A3: The project provides suffi cient space for supportive services programming. Exhibit B of .
Motion 18405 indicates that approximately 700 square feet of the ground floor will be used for supportive
programming -for program - participants. This area will be divided into a program room including. -

~ computer stations and TV screen, office, counsglmg office and tenant services area. These rooms are

located immediately adjacent to the entry area and building lobby and will be visible and accessible to
program participants. Stich spaces will serve the various programs to be provided at the site. Both the

Planning Code and General Plan do not prescribe the area required for programmatic needs of group

housing uses. '

ISSUE #7B: Appropriateness of the site for the project and investigation of more appropriate sites in the

neighborhood. The Appellant contends that the sponsor. could have purchased a building within District .

2 that did not require a rezoning. The Appellant contends that- the sponsor has refused to consider a
d1£ferent site that would be more appropnate for theuse. ’

RESPONSE #7B: The Commission is not responsnble for propertles purchased by mdlwduals for a specn‘" ic
use. The project sponsor is free to purse entitlements through legislated avenues. The project sponsor
filed an appropriate application and followed the legiélated steps for such entitlements. The Commission
duly noticed the required public hearing and acted upon ‘the application for Conditional Use
' Authorization. Neither the Commission nor the Department are’involved in the site acquisition process
of outside parties. Community Housing Partnership, its partners and funders are qualified to understand
the physical, programmatic and financial needs of the proposed use and related programs- necessary for,
-transitional age youth occupants On July 14, 2011 the Commission approved with conditions the
: apphca’aon associated with Case No.-2010. 0420C w1th Motion Number 18405.

ISSUE #7C: Questlons about the supgortrve services programming that will be provided to trans;tlonal age
youth residents, The appellant contends that the Conditional Use authorization does not ensure nor
. require the provision of supportive services, and. specific conditions should have_been imposed to
address the Appe]lant’s concerns. .

RESPONSE #7C: The Commission'is confident that supportlve services programming that will be provided to
" fransitional age youth residents. The Commission approved a Conditional Use Atithorization to convert
" a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of af_fordable“group housing and one manager’s unit pursuant to
Planning Code Section 303 at a duly noticed .public hearing at a. regularly scheduled meeting on
Conditional Use Apphcatlon No. 2010.0420C. The Conditional Use Authorization does not regulate the
provision of supportive services. If the Commission had concerns, the Commission had the option of
expanding their conditions for the project; however, the Commission chose not to and acted - upon the
Conditional Use request per Motion 18405. '
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That said, the authorization for the Edward II included a 305 sg. ft. tenant services suite consisting of an

-outer room with a counselor Workstaﬁon, a supervisor’s office, and a private counseling room. The
project sponsor has adv15ed that the adjacent program room of 350 sq. ft.- will be used by the Tenant"
Services for group meetmgs classes and related activities. Together, these spaces consist of
approx]mately 650 sq. ft. dedicated to supporting the residents. In addition, there are two separate'
lounge areas, a dmmg room, community kitchen, and laundry room for the residents. :

Further, the pro]ect sponsor has mdlcated that fundmg sources requu‘e that there be on-site tenant
services. The California Department of Housing and Community Development’s Multifamily Housing .
Program for Homeless Youth requires a detailed plan, budget, and staffing ratios in order to be awarded
funding. In addition, the SF- Mayor’s Office of Housing riot only requires onsite support but is also.
instrumental in leveraging funds from other City sotirces to ensure services are provided. ‘

As reported by the sponsor, Community Housing Partne'rsh'ip, they have been developing, managing,
and providing tenant services at supportive housing sites for over 20 years, and under their own mission
statement they not only to house the homeless, but also ensure their lives improve once they are housed.

Like all of the sponsor’s propertxes the Edward II will have orisite tenant services, and the sponsor has
teamed with Larkin Street Youth Services, who will provide an array of on- and off-site serv1ces'
: mcludmg two full time services staff at the sub]ect property. :

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

The Comumission was presented mformahon about the Appellant’s concern, and moved to approve the
Draft Motion as presented by staff without changes proposed by the appellant.. »

ISSUE #7D: Questions about adequate supervision and secufity. The Appellant contends that the level of '
supervision for 24 full-time residents and their guests is inadequate and that the project does not comply
with Planning Code Section 303(c)(2) requiring the “use or feature as proposed will not be defrimental to
the health, safety, convemence or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity.” As an
example, the Appellant uses ‘an existing transitional age youth project managed by Larkin Street Youth ‘
Services (LSYS) at 864 Ellis Street where instances of crime, noise and police calls have increased in the
neighborhood. The Appellant conterids that the Commission is not limited to the four factors identified in
Planning Code Section 303(c)(A) «D) as Planning Code . Section - 303(c)(2) stafes that the
- health/safety/converuence/general welfare analysis “hot be limited” to the four factors the Coxrmussron
" relied on. Finally, the Appellant contends that restrictions proposed by CHA were presented to the
Commlssmn and were not acted upor. : ’
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" RESPONSE #7D: The pro;ect ‘provides adequate supervision and securlty

Under Planning Code Section 303(c)(2), the Commission considered if the proposed use would be
detrimental to the health, safety, conveniénce or general welfare of persons residing or working in the
vicinity, or injurious.to property, improvements or potentlal development in the vicnity. The
Commission found that the project would not be determmatron with respect to several factors. Further, if
the Commission had concerns, the Commission had the option of expanding their conditions for the '
project; however, the Cormmssmn chose not to and acted upon the Conditional Use request per Motion
18405. ‘

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

The sponsor has reported to the Department that residents and their guests will be required to comply
with lease and house rules and actively work together to create a positive community inside and outside
" the building. These house rules include limitations on the number of guests and the duration of their -

stay, consistent with City ordinances around renters’ rights. Tenants will be responsible for their guests’
‘behavior, and property management staff car prohibit guests from returnmg to the bqudmg

" Based on. the sponsor’s appeal response to the Department, the subject property differs frorn the Ellis
Street Apartments not only in its more robust staffing but also in having a greater number and variety.of
community spaces that provide recreational area for tenants ‘within the building envelope. Most
importantly, the subject site is in a location that, though ona busy thoroughfare, has far lower crime rates
than the Tenderloin neighborhood surrounding the Ellis Street Apartments. The sponsor notes that _
according to the San Francisco Police Department crime maps,'crime rates in the radius immediately
around the Ellis Street building are lower, not higher, than on the blocks imimediately to its north or -
south, suggesting a neighborhood with an already high-incidence of crime. Police logs have shown that.
calls originating from the Elkis Street Apartments are. reporting on crimes out51de of the building, not
wrthm ' -

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

RESPONSE #7E: The public entitlement process is consistent with the Housing Element‘s Objectives and
Policies. Motion 18405, Finding No. 8 describes that the project is, on balance, consistent with the
- applicable Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. The first item under Finding No. 8 demonstrates
the project’s compliance with the Housing Element. In authorizing the Conditional Use, the Commission .
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is ‘require'd to make findings regarding the Objectives and Policies which are applicable to the project. .
 Specifically, nine Objectives and 21 corresponding Policies of the 2009 Housing Element are contained in
the Motion, and they discuss how the project complies with each of the applicable Polic\ies' (Motion No.
18405, pages 7-11). In preparing proposed findings for the Planning Commission's consideration, the
Planning Department “identified - those Objectives and Policies of the General Plan that were most
applicable to the Project, as is its pracﬁcé, rather than proposing findings on all General Plan Objectives .
and Policies that have any conceivable relevancy to the Project. Although the Objectives and Policies
called out by Appellant were not among those judged most pertinent by Planning Department staff, the -
Planning Department addresses each of the Objectives and Policies called out by Appellant, and explains -
how the Project is consistent with these Objeétives and Policies. Should the Board uphold the approval of
* the Planning Commission, the Board may choose to incorporate this additional information into Board
findings in support of the consistency of the Project with the General Plan.

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

«  Objective 10: ENSURE A STREAMLINED, YET THOROUGH, AND TRANSPARENT DECISION-
MAKING PROCESS. - _ |

- In general, this Objective is focused on eliminating constraints to -dévelopment.v

x  Policy 10.1: Create certainty in the de_velo‘vmenf entitlement zﬁroc'e_ss, by_providing clear community
parameters for development and consistent application of these regulations. '

The processes implemented by the Planm'ng Dep'arhnent and Mayor’s Office. of HoﬁSiﬁg :
complied with noticing requirements and documents are available for public review upbn request.
The process impleménted by the Mayor’s Office of Housing is detailed below. Planning Department
staff responded to inquiries By the community on a timely basis'and it was understood by staff that

~ the sponsor was engaging in public discourse to address the nejghborhood’s concerns, more fully -
explain the project and provide information. The sponsor has provided a detailed list of community
outreach efforts. The project does ‘not include an area plan that would have entailed a lafger
.community-based planning process. Co '

: '.-,' Policy 10.2: Implement planning process improvements o both reduce undue project delays and ﬁrovide
clear information to support community review. s ’ ' ' '

In February of 2011, the Planning Department initiated the Preliminary Project Assessment 'proéess for
projects creating 6 or more dwelling units and/or constructing a new non-residential building or addition
of 10,000 square feet or more. Projects that had not submitted an entitlement request prior to February 1,
2011 are subject to the policy. Since the sponsor submitted an environmental application on June 3, 2010,
the project was not subject to this review. The Planning Department issues-a Preliminary Project
Assessment letter to the sponsor and posts them on-line-at www.sf-planning.org. -

The Pre-Application Process is primarily to reduce the number of requests for Discretionary Review and
_is'tied to the Planning Code Section 311 and 312 processes. Those projects subject to this process include

riew constriction, vertical additions that add 7" or more to the existing building depth at any level,
_ horizontal additions that add 10" or more to the existing building depth at any level, decks that require |
Section 311 or 312 Notification and all Formula Retail uses subject to Conditional Use authorization., The
subject project does not involve any of the scopes of work that would trigger the Pre-Application Process.
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With regard to the process led by the Mayor’s Office of Housing, in 2006, the Mayor convened the
Transitional Youth Task Force to address the needs of Transition Age Youth in San Francisco. The Task .
Force published findings in July 2006 and charged City departments with developing detailed work
" plans for several relevant areas, including housing. The Mayor’s Office of Housing (MOH) facilitated a
six-month process focused on transitional age youth housing, which included representatives of Clty
agencies and nonprofit organizations, and culminated in a 2007-2012 Work Plan. The plan calls for MOH
and SFRA to fund 400 units of housing — using a number of housmg modeéls - for various subpopulatlons
of transmonal age youth. :

On August 24, 2009, MOH 1ssued a Notice of Funding Avallab1hty (NOFA) for $2 million— its only

NOFA in 2009 -- to support transitional age youth projects. As is customary with MOH policy and

practice, the NOFA was published on MOH's website, and emails were sent to all of San Franc1sco 8
nonprofit affordable housing developers alerting them' of the NOFA’S issuance.

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

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

Project - | Type ) TAY . | TAY sub- | Neighborhood | Sponsor
= "~ |wunits | Population - '
Edward I | TAYonly | 25 mixed | Marina | CHP
Aarti Hotel | TAY only © |40 | TAY w/ | Tenderloin TNDC

: merit. illness" : '
Booker ' T. | mixed . 15 Former B _ Western . | Booker ~ .T.
Washingto | populations | ‘| foster youth | Addition ‘Washington

Commumty Housmg Partnership’s application received the highest score, with 100 pomts

In addition to the three projects above, MOH is fundmg tra.ns1t10na1 age youth housmg umts at the
+ Phelan Loop mixed-use project in the Oceanv1ew nelghborhood

ISSUE #7F: Questlons about the populatlon to be served when considering the application. The Appeuant7
. contends-that the sponsor was inconsistent in describing the popula’aon to be served by the project and

that the inconsistency could not create a project that is appropriate for eventual residents as the needs of
© various populations can differ. The Appellant contends that without k.nowmg the exact population of
transitional age you’rh between the ages of 18 — 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, the -
Commiission could not determine if the project is appropriate for the population to be served, which is
incpnsistent‘with Housing Element Policy 5.4. Finally, the sponsor voluntarily suggested restricting
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occupa.nts to youth transitioning out of foster care or to bar felons and probationers but the Comxmssmn'
+ did not act upon this sugges’aon

RESPONSE_#7F: The Commission was aware of the population to be served when_ considering_the

application. Policy 5.4 of the 2009 Housmg Element discusses .a number of housing types that are
beneficial and should be prowded to residents as their housing needs change either up the “housing
ladder” or down the “housing laddez”. The policy is designed to allow flexibility in the populations that’
could be in'need of housing, and support the development of a broad range of housmg types to fit their
needs. The sponsor submitted an application to establish a group housing use as defined in Planning
Code Section 790.88, which does not specify a particular population to be served. The Planning '
' Commission and Department understand that the group housing project will serve transitional age youth
between the ages of 18 —24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income

ISSUE #7G: Analysis of traffic considerations. The Appellant contends that the Commission improperly
analyzed the proposal under Planning  Code ‘Sections 101.1(b)(4) and 303(c)(2)(B) because the
Corru:mssmn believed that the population re51dmg in the project would likely not own cars due to their
. level of income. The Appellant contends that the Commission did not consider the traffic genera’ced and
parking required from employees and service providers travelling to and from the site: Finally, the
' "Appellant conténds that the traffic problems caused by the project W111 exacerbate traffic jssues associated
* with the Drive replacement pro]ect and the America’s Cup :

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

With regard to Plannmg Code-Sections 101 1(b)(4) the finding stipulates that commuter traf:ﬁc is not to -
unpede MUNI transit 'setvice or overburden our streets or neéighborhood parking. In addition to the

response that project residents are not expected to privately own cars, it is questionable whether or not '
the project residents can be defined as commuters as it is unknown where they will need to travel in their
_ day-to-day routines. The project will support a decrease the dependency on private autos by providing
bicycle storage spaces and the more-than—adequate access to’ existing pubhc transportahon in the _

’ ne1ghborhood

The Appe]lant appealed the Preliminary Mitigated Negahve Declaratlon to the Plarmmg Commission

- and Concern #3 of that appeal was traffic associated with the proposal. In Exhibit A of Motion 18404 of
the Planning Department’ s Response to Appeal of the Preliminary Nhtlgated Negahve Declara’non (page-
7)itis stated that:

- ”The CEQA. document for the 34th Amerlca s Cup has not been fmahzed however, itis poss1ble that
the project could have adverse transportation effects. The project at 3155 Scott Street would generate
approxnnately 17 net mew tnps which would not be considered a substantial contribution to
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cumulative impacts. While the 34% America’s Cup maIy have adverse transportation effects, those
effects would occur regérdless of whether the project at 3155 Scott Street is implemented.”

Under CEQA review, the number of tr1ps associated with the sub]ect pro]ect (17) did not warrant further
study or spec1£1c rmtlgahons :

Traffic concerns were adequately addressed by the Commission through the CEQA review and Planning
Code Section 101.1 and 303 Findings. This transportaﬁon analysis cited in the CEQA document accounts
for service-providing staff and visitors: as well as cumulahve 1mpacts accounting for the Doyle Drive
replacément project. ' :

ISSUE #7H: The proposed use and local retail business, The Appellant contends that the project does not

‘ comply with Plarmmg Code Section 101.1(b) because the project’s occupants are not part of the target.
. ‘consumer group of nelghborhood business. The Appellant contends that conversion of the building from
a tourist hotel to a group housing use will eliminate a steady stream of tounst consumers

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

ownership..

The commercial areas around the pro]ect site (Union Street Nelghborhood Commeraal District, the
Lombard Street corridor and the Chestnut Street commercial area) represent a diverse range in
ne1ghborhood—servmg retail opportunities. ‘While Union Street shopping is geared toward tugher—mcome '
* consumers, - it is punctuated with corner stores and some retail outlets that would be economically
- appropriate for project residents. The Lombard Street corridor provides a greater number of retail outlets
that are economlcally approprlate for project residents. Retail opportunities on Chestnut Street are a mix
of those types found on Lombard Street and Union Street The proposed group housmg use will locate
new residents to the nelghborhood who wﬂl hkely patroruze ex15t1ng ne1ghborhood—servmg retail uses.

~

o _ISSUE #71: The building’s hlstoncal character The Appe]lant contends that the pro]ect does not meet-the
requlrements of Planning Code Section 101. 1(b)(7) and Housmg Element Policy 11.7 and that the sub]ect
‘ bulldmg is a historic resource. - ,

RESPONSE #71: The Comimission appropriately analyzed the bu1|qu s historical character Note that appeal
of the CEQA document is not before the Board of Supervisors. Pursuant to the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA), alterations to the building were considered in a Historic Resources Evaluation -
Report (HRER) dated May 19, 2010 and prepared by a third party as is standard procedute. The historic.
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resource status was assessed objectively during the CEQA process and the building Was not found to be a
. historic resource:

“The analys1s of the buﬂdlng at 3155 Scott Street in the FMND cons1dered all apphcable cntena as
required to determine the eligibility for listing in the California Register and determined the bmldmg to
be mehg]ble under all four critetia. :

_ Page 38 of the FMIND describes the process of determining Whether a building may be a historical

~ tesource by evaluating the property per the California Register of Historic Places (CRHP) criteria, which

“include events (Criterion 1), persons (Criterion 2), architecture (Criterion 3), and information potentxal
(Criterion 4). The property is evaluated for individual hlstoncal significance and to determine if it
contributes to a historic district or context. To be a historical resource under CEQA, a property must be’

shown to be.not only” 51gmﬁcant under CRHP criteria, but it also must retain sufficient integrity from the '

period of significance that qualifies the property for listing on the CRHP. A resource that is designated or
recognized as ‘significant on a local register of historical resources or one that is significant under the-
"Public Resources Code, Section 5024.1(g), is also presumed to be significant under CEQA "unless the
preponderance of evidence demonstrates that the resource is not historically or Culturally 51gn1ﬁcant
Per these criteria, the FMND conduded the building was not ehglble for hstmg in the CRHP. '

. The Appellant states ’chat it is beyond dlspute that Cha.rles J. Rousseau was a hlstonc ardutect and that “

the building retains the character and: appearance of his original design. In fact, the FMND does not
.dispute the architect’s historical significance, but finds that the building is not a strong representatlon of

his work due to the extensive alterations that have taken place over the years. The Department concurred

with the Historic Resourceé Evaluation Report prepared by the Architectural Resources Group (ARC) that -

the subject ‘building retains-integrity of Jocation, association, workmanship and feeling. However the
" Department did not find the building to retain sufficient. mtegnty of design, setting. or materials to
convey historical s1gmf1cance under Criterion 3 prlmar]ly due to the demolition of @pproximately one-
fifth of the building’s original volume, the alteration of the building’s storefronts, and the widening of
Lombard Street. The Appellant states that the building is one of the few remaining buﬂdmgs from the
Pan American Expo, presumably referring to the Panama—Paaﬁc International Exposition of 1915 held
" nearby the project site. In fact, the building was not part of the exposition. The FMND explains that the -
. building was constructed for lodging purposes around the time of the exposition; this provides an
iridirect connection with the exposition, but the building was not constructed to be part of the exposition,

" and riever had a relationship linkage with this event. The Appellant has provided no information to

.- support the contention that the property is an historic resource.

ISSUE #7J: Seismic analysis. The Appellant contends that the ‘Commission did not adequétely assess the
project pursuant to Planning Code Section 101. 1(b)(6) for seismic considerations. The Appellant provides -
an example through a project at 2395 Lombard Street located chrectly north of the project site.

RESPONSE #7J:.The Commission’s seismic anaIvsns is suffi CIent. Note that appeal of the CEQA document
is not before the Board of Supervisors. Through adoption of the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration,
‘Case No. 2010.0420E as noted in Motion 18405, page 2, the Commission inherently adequately assessed’
the seismic considerations of Planning Code Section 101.1(b). Issue Number 1 of this Appeal Response -
addresses the hmmg of Comm1551on actions as they relate to CEQA
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The geology analysis in the FMND is appropriate for the renovation of a building that does not include
and would not require extensive sub-surface gra&ing or excavation. In addition, the renovation woild

include extensive upgrades to the bqudmg, in accordance with all apphcable state and City seismic codes -
and reg'ulatlons :

The Appe]lant states that a geotechnical report, similar to that conducted for a project at 2395 Lombard
. Street, should have been conducted. The City required.-an extensive geotechnical investigation for the
project at 2395 Lombard Street because it involved the construction of a 12 unit condominium bu]ldlng 7
‘involvirig new foundation, drilled piers, subsurface footings, and other stmctural details. The proposed
project consists of renovation of an existing building at 3155 Scott Street.

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

The Appellant further states that “available evidence prepared by geotechnical engineers, indicates the
potential for a significant seismic hazard to project occupants”, referencing the project at 2395 Lombard
Street. While there can be no doubt that the residents of the proposed project at 3155 Scott Street would
.also be sulaject to potentially significant seismic hazards, so would all the occupants of the Marina
neighborhood and other areas subject to seismic hazards. Given the current positive physical condition of
the building at 3155 Scott Street, the required structural reinforcements with the renovation of the
building, and the adherence to all required state and C1ty seismic codes dunng pro]ect construchon
potential geology Jmpacts have been adequately addressed. : .

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

RESPONSE 7K: The Commission comphance with ADA is_not- under the Commission’s jurisdiction.

Comphance with ADA is under the jurisdiction of the Department of Building Inspection and the
-Mayor’s Office of Housing, and should the project move through the permit process, those departments
will conduct the plan check. ADA compliance is not within the Planning Department’s or Commission’s
purview. As noted by the Appellant the plans submitted for review by the Commission (Exhibit B of
Motion 18405) do not indicate that the Limited Use Limited Access elevator will access the building’s

" third floor. The Appellant contends that access to the building’s third floor is necessary to gain access to .

- common space for those who require the lift. The plans indicate that common space for the project is
located on the first and basement levels, and that bedrooms, bathrooms and hallways constitute the third
floor. *
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ISSUE #8: Housing for the transitional age vouth populatlon The Appellant contends that the Comnussmn_
improperly addressed a conflict they perceive between. perma.nent housing that is targeted to youth ages
18 — 24 and perma.nent housing with eviction control as occupants furn 25 years of age. The Appellant
argues that “there is a serious risk that once the Project is fully occupied, current residents will not cycle
outt to make room for additional transitional age youth residents. After several years, the pro]ect could be
at full capacity with only residents over the age of 24.” Finally, the Appellant is concerned that their
proposed restrictions on the term of tenancy and ewchons were not implemented. :

RESPONSE #8: The Commission appropriately approved group housing and is confident that the project
sponsor will properly house fransitional age youth., The Commission approved a Conditional Use
Authorization to convert a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of affordable group housmg and one
manager's unit pursuant to Planning Code Section 303 at a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly
scheduled meeting on Conditional Use Apphcahon No. 2010.0420C. The Conditional Use Authorization
does not regulate tenancy nor does the Commission have the authonthy to review or alter rent control -
laws. If the Commission had concerns, the Commission had the option of expandmg their conditions for
the project; however, the Comnussmn chose not to and acted upon the Condltlonal Use request per

" Motion 18405.

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

The physical design of the subject property is intended to be comfortable but not lﬁxu.tjious. Much of the
resources of this project have been put into community services spaces and not into in-unit amenities, in
order-to foster community and support tenants in their goals of independence. For example, units will
not have kitchenettes, and tenants will instead cook in a shared kitchen. Occupancy restrictions will limit
units to one tenant edch, proh1b1t1ng residents from" cohabmng with a parmer or spotuse. Restnchons
regarding overnight guests, visitors, a set of house rules and the level of supervision at the bulldmg
- create an'incentive for residents to attain during their tenancy the resources necessary for indcpendent :
. living ahd.tc_) move to a more conventional housing setting as they mature into adulthood.

CONCLUSION: |

In the Commission’s authorization of the Conditional Use, the project was found to be necessary,

. desirable and compatible with the community or neighborhood. The project is necessary to address a
specific housing need for the City and transitional age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 earning no

more than 50% of the Area Median Income. Under the Sate Density Bonus Law the sponsor could have =

‘applied for a density increase of up to 35% over the permitted number of group housing units for
. affordable housing projects through a Special Use District. Under this density bonus, the Commission

st FaARDISCD “ S S R I
646 -



Appeal of_Co_r_xditional Use Authorization - , : . File No. 1"1'(').93-5 -
Hearing Date: September 13, 2011 K ~Planning Case No. 2010.0420C
' ' : o : 3151 - 3155 Scott Street

4

could have considered approving up to 44 full-time occupants living in up to 22 bedrooms each of Wh_‘lch
* could contain two occupants. However; the project sponsor chose to pursue and the Commission chose
to approve a project of 24 occupants—nearly % of the size what could have been permitted under law. '
The 2007-2012 Work Plan calls for MOH and SFRA to fund 400 units of housing for various
subpopulations of transitional age youth. The proposed project works to secure a small amount of this
. desperately needed housing. In granting the Conditional Use and authorization, the Commission made
' Findings that the project promotes the applicable Objectives and Policies of General Plan. The
- Department points to four General Plan- pohc1es f_rom the Commlssmn s motion for your concluding
considerations:

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

OBJECTIVE 4:
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT Mb}:.lb THE N l:I:.DS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS
LIFESTYLES.

" Policy 4. 2 Prov1de a range of housmg options for residents with spec1a1 needs for housmg support
and services.

Policy 4.7: Consider envuonmental ]usuce issues When planning for new housmg, espec1a]ly
affordable housmg

For the reasons stated above, the Flanning Departmeﬁt recommends that the Board uphold the
Commission’s decision in approving the Conditional Use authonzahon for 3151 — 3155 Scott Street and
' deny the Appe]lant s request for appeal

- ' . ‘ . ’

SAN FRARCISRE . ' .20
FLANNING BDERARTMENT - 6 4 7 . .
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