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Via Hand De]ivery - A . File No. L/’O’_j N
Angela Calvillo

" Clerk of the Board of Supervrsors _
~ #1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place, #244 -
-~ San Francisco‘, California 94102

“Re:  3151-3155 Scott Street — Case No. 2010.0420CETZ
Dear Ms. Calvrllo

Please find enclosed wntten documentatlon Cow Hollow Association is makmg avaﬂable
to Board of Supervisors members prior to the October 4, 2011 hearings on the appeal of the
mitigated negative declaration, the appeal of the conditional use authorrzatron, and the special .
use: district ordmance for-3151-3 155 Scott Street. - . :

v . \ . : :
, COW Hollow Assoc1at1on ‘makes these documents available on ifs own behalf as well-as o
behaif of Marina Community Association; Marina Merchants Assocratron Marina Cow Hollow
Neighbors and Merchants and Union Street Merchants Assomatron

Because these three hearings are related and may be consohdated by the Board Cow .
Hollow Association is providing all its written correspondence for the three hearmgs n thls
-single packet ’[he followmg documents are included: )

1. Let‘ter dated September 26, 2011 re Thc Crty Violated CEQA by Falhng to Perform the
Required CEQAAnalysrs Before Approvmg the Project x

2. CHA Appeal to Board: of Supervrsors dated September g, 2011 of Final Mrtrgated Negatwe
- Declaration and Planning Commrssron Motion No. 18403 Afﬁrmmg the Mrtlgated Negatrve -
Declaratlon on Appeal '

3 CHA Appeal to Plannrng Commlssron dated June 14, 201 1 of Mrtrgated Negatlve Declaratmn
.dated June 14, 2011

4. Letter dated September 21,2011 re The Clty s Special Use District Ordmance (Plannmg Code .
~ Section 235) is an Improper Method to Eﬂectuate California Government Code Section 65915’s
Density Bonus Reqmrements :

-
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Angela Calvillo ‘
- Re: 31513155 Scott Street
September 23, 2011 B
Page 2 ‘

5. Letter d-ated:_Sé'ptemb’er 23,2011 re Co_W Ho]low Association’s Request to Add RestriCt_ions to
Conditional Use Authorization ; :

" 6. CHA Appeéal to Board of Supérx}isofs dated August 15,2011 of 'Plarming_ Commission Motion
- No. 18405 Authorizing the Conditional Use Requested in Application No. 2010.0420C

7. Cow Hoﬂow'Aséociation’s’ Public Comments dated .TuBf 7,2011 on Proposed Planning Code -

Text Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment to Establish the Lombard and Scott Street
Affordable Group Housing Special Usé'DisTIict . e

' Sin_ceréIy yours, P

7 Kam Polekoft

Attorney for Cow Hollow Association

encl. .-

{00000037.D0C/} -
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August 18, 2011

San Francisco Board of Supervrsors
San Francisco City Hall”

1°Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

=0k

| m:z Hd 67 43S 1102
Y
3

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors:

" According to the Transition Age Youth housing report, approximately 150 San Franmsco youth emancipate
from foster care every year. However, youth who emancipate from the child welfare system are unlikely to find
safe, affordable housing. The John Burton Foundation reports that nearly 40 percent of transmonrng youth will
be homeless within 18 months of discharge. The outlook for former foster youth is not great.when they leave
the system; however, the supportive housing that is planned for the Edward |l building will directly address the
needs of former foster youth and former homeless youth. : :

The Edward ll program for Transmonal Age ‘Youth will foster the development of mdrwdual life skrlls give the
youth a stable home,and ultimately prepare these individuals for independent living. This program will prepare
foster "youth exiting the system and -former homeless youth with the skills, resources, connections,
permanency, and safety nets to be ‘successful and thrive. : .

Knowing the great effort it takes to address the causes leading to homelessness, it is critically important to

 support youth as they become young adults in the communlty By providing 24 young adults with affordable
housing, as well as educational and vocational resources, the city will be providing the necessary resources for
these youth to create successful future for themselves. Wlthout this housing community, San Francisco faces
the risk of a vulnerable populatlon splrallng into homelessness and struggle

‘The young adults need our help. | urge you to support Communlty Housmg Partnershlp and Larkin Street-
Youth Services in their endeavor to provide supportive housing and services to vulnerable youth at the Edward
- [I Hotel. These youth deserve the opportunrty to obtain permanent housrng, earn a l|vmg wage, and malntaln
thelr rndependence and stability. Thank you for your consideration.

Smcerely_,

MARR LEN
3" Senate Dlstrlct
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Ham_mond LAW

187_9 Market Street, San Francisco, CAg4103 -~
‘phone: 415.955.1915 fﬁ’}' 415-955-1_975

August 15,2011 .

S1:2lid 1 any g7

VIA HAND DELIVERY
San. Francisco Board of Supervisors
. Attn: Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

. #1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place, #244 -
San Franclsco Cahforma 94102 '

3151—3155 Scott Street Case No. 2010 OO420CETZ (the “Pro_]ect’”)
CHA Appeal of Planning Commission Motion No. 18405 Authorizing the
Condluonal Use Requested in Apphcatlon No. 20 10. 0420C S

-Re: _

Dear Supemsors and Clerk of the Board

' ThlS ofﬁce represents the Cow Hollow Association (“CHA”) a long standmg non- proﬁt
neighborhood organization that represents ; the interests of approximately 1,800 residénts in forty-
. eight blocks demarcated by Lyon Pierce, Greenwich, and Pacific Streets. This letter, along with
the attached Appeal Form, serves as CHA’s Notice of Appeal of the San Francisco 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 Orgamzahon Fee Waiver Request Form. The followmg nelghborhood
associations _]0111 this appeal _ R

- _Man'na Community Association (MCA) '

°. Marina Merchants AssomatLon (MMA) S
Marma Cow Hollow Nei ghbors and Merchants (MCHNNI)

' . Union Street Mercha_uts Assoc;1at10n (U SMA)

e |
..
o . Based on the followmg reasons in support of its appeal, CHA respectﬁﬂly requests the
Boa.rd of Supervisors disapprove the Motion. In the event the Board of Supervisors approves the

Planning Commission’s (the “Comnussm Y action, CHA requests that it prescribe in its
resolution the restmctlons CHA has suggested to secure the ob_] ectives of the Planning Code

The Commission Improperly Authorized the COIldIth]lal Use Before Adoptmg the
Final Mxtlgated Negative Declaratmn : o _ }

1.

Before authorizing a Condltlonal Use the Corcumssmn is requ:u:ed under CEQA to-
consider a ﬁnal M_ttlgated Negatlve Declaration (or other CEQA document) See Cal. Code
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CHA’s Cond1t1onal Use Authoi  .ion Appeal
. Case No.2010.00420CETZ
Page 2 '

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 Mltlgated Negatlve

Declaratlon, the Planning Commission violated CEQA

2. The Comlmssmn Imprm)emr Authorlzed the COIIdlthIlal Use Before the Board of
- Supervisors Has Made a Decision on the Proposed Special Use District Oljdman_ce. _

“A conditional use permit, unlike a nonconforming use, allows a use permitted rather .

- than proscribed by the zoning regulations, but because of the possibility that the permitted 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 permltted under current zoning -
regulations.

The PI'OJ ect is located within an NC-3 Zoning District and a40-X Helght a.nd 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 housmg 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 approximately 675 square feet of private open space and approximately
875 square feet of common open space, and Planning Code Section 140 requires each unit to
have a window that faces directly on to an open area. -

In v101at10n of the above requlrements, 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
reqmrements

Desp1te the Project violating current zoning regulations, the Commission found “the
Project is consistent with the relevant provisions of the Planning Code.” Motion at 4. The
Commission based this finding on the Project’s consistency with Planning 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 Special 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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CHA'’s Conditional Use Authoi " jon Appeal
, Case No. 2010.00420Q_ETZ :
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3. The Public Had insufﬁcient Time to Stuﬂv 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. ‘ ' .

" On July 7, 2011, seven days before the hearing, the Project Sponsor submitted updated
plans to the Commission. Motion at 20. Apparéntly, the Project Sponsor submitted forther
updated plans on the day of the hearing, July 14, 2011. Motion at 19. Because the Project
~Sponsor changed its application at Jeast 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.

4. vTh’e' Commission Improperly Failed to Consider Corrésp'ondence' and Public
Comment from Neighborhood Residents and Community Organizations in
Opposition to Authorizing the Conditional 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. " o

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 ifs 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.
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5. The Commission Improperlv Failed to Consider CHA’s Proposed Condltlonal Use
Restnctlons - :

CHA submitted examples of Conditional Use restrictions (attached as Exhibit 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 néighboring
.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 :

: Comm1ssmn cons1dered, let alone read, CHA’s proposed Cond1t10nal Use restrlctlons

6.  The Commission Improperly Made Its Determmatlon Wlthout Knowing How Manv
Re51dents the PrOJect Will House ' .

The Commission based its determination on the smtablhty 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 house “twenty-four residents (generaily)” (Motion at 10 (emphasis added)). -
Thus, the Commission made a Conditional Use decision based.on the physical structure of the
Building 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)(), 303()(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 -
Testriction expressly limiting the PI‘O_]CCt to single-occupanty units. The Planning Commission,
however, failed to adopt this reasonable restriction that nght have justified the Comrmssmn s
COIldlthllal Use analysm \

7. ‘ Authonzatlon of the Conditional Use Does Not Comport With Planmng Code
' ' Sectlons 101.1(b) and 303(d) and the Cltv’s Housnglement '

Before auth_onzmg a Cond1t10na1 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 1dent1ﬁes facets of the PrOJect the Commlssmn found support its approval
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and ignores those that do not support approval. Rather than balancing the Project’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 afl the City’s planning policies set forth in Planning Code
Sections 101.1(b) and 303(d) and the Housing Element. _ o

The folloWing are aspects of the Préj ect that are inconsistent .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 poliéies of the Housing Element. o

A. The Size and Density of the Project Will Harm its TAY Residents and the
Neighboring Community and Make it an Unsuitable Site to Meet the City’s -
Affordable Housing Needs. - - ' ) ' i

1. . The Project Will Pack Too Many Residents Into mapprovriatelv Small Units. -

: 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
drastic change from the typical density in the neighborhood. ‘ : '

‘ 2 Thé Project Has Insufficient /Kitéhen Fécﬂit_iés. _

‘The Project is also undesirable for'its proposed TAY residents because the individual _
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 expénsive 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 learn 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, mérely concludes that “the
existence of Kitchen . . . will help to reduce the demand on street infrastructure.” Motion at 12.
‘Furthermore, the insufficient kitchen facilities raise the question whether the Project qualifies as -
group housing under Planning Code Section 890.88(b) because it does not provide either meals
or individual cooking facilities. , L

3. The Project Has Insufficient Common Spacé to Accommodate Supportive
Services Programming. " o

The Project is designed to help‘ TAY residents successfully transition to independent
living. TAY-specific a‘ffo;da‘ble housing should provide services and programming on-site to
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help resldents become mdependent -On-site services are essen‘nal with this PI‘O_] ect because few,
. in any, such services are available in the Building’s Vlclmty Urfortunately, 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 pro gramming 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 housmg needs, in violation of Housing Element Objective 1 and Pohcy 4.4.

B.- | Even Though itis an Inappropnate Slte For the Pr0] ect at its Proposed Size and
' ' Density, the Project Sponsor ] Purchased the Building Without Investlgatmg
More Approprlate Alternatlve Sites in the Nelghborhood

The PI‘O_] ect Sponsor,eould have created a 24—11111’[ TAY project that meets 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 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 neighborhood 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, Iocatlng this PIO_] ect in this Buﬂdmg when more suitable sites B

were avaulable is not

- C.  TheProj ect and Its COIld.lthllal Use Authorization Lack Sufﬁc1ent Guarantees
That Appropriate Supportwe Services Programmmg Will Be Provided to 1ts '
TAY Resrdents

Other than providing affordable housmg, the most iniportarit aspect of a TAY projectis
‘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- sufﬁc1er1t on-site
. support. The Program Sponsor’s Application contains no details regarding the services it will l
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 . Larkm Street Youth Services [(“LSYS™)] for client prog;rammmg and
. service,” which the Comrmssmn found will “provid[e] necessary client services and
programmmg ? MOthIl at 13. : :

- Furthermore, in authonzmg the Conditional Use the Comm1ssron faﬂed to ensure
sufficient supportive services will be provided by the Projects Sponsor, LSYS, and/or its _
successors throughout the life of the Project. Thereis 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 prov1ded, or if residents fail to engage in them Wlthout consequence the Prol ect will fall
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to satisfy Holising Element Policies 4.2 and 4.4: to provide suitable housing options for residents
“with special needs. ‘ o ' .

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, nutrition/cooking,
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 independent living.. : - '

D, The Prqj ect Lacks Adequate Supervision and Security and Its Conditional Use
'Authorization Fails to Remedy This Problem. . B

- Planning Code Section 303(c)(2) requires 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. - o

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 eviction. ' S

“Ignoring concerns that this high—dénsity, l-ow.'-vsup'ervision 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 detrimental to the health, safety,
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convenience or general welfare of persons residing or working in the v1c1mty ” The
Commission, however, based its conclusion on a cursory analysis of the factors set forthin
Planning Code Sectionis 303(c)(2)(A)-(D), even though Section 303(c)(2) explicitly states that
the health/safety/convenience/general Welfare analy51s “not [be] l]IIJlth” to the four factors the
Commission rehed on. ' IR

To ensure that adequate supervision and security would protect the Project’s residents .
‘and the surrounding community, CHA proposed Cond1t10nal 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 1gnored neighborhood concerns and, without analys1s assumed the
Project’s proposed superv1s1on and secunty proposals will be adequate

E. The Lack of Transparency Snrroundmg the Pro;ect’s Plannmg and Approval
Process Vlolates the Honsmg Element’s Communlty Based Vision.
Housmg Element Ob]ecnve 10 is to “ensure a streamlmed 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 certaJnly been streamlined, it has been far from transparent

o The Project’s planmng began at the Mayor’s Office of Housmg (“MOH ”) CHA is
informed and believes MOH pre—selected the Bulldlhg 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. Tl'llS scenario is

' prec1sely what Honsmg Element Ob_]eetlve 10 is des1gned t6 avoid. .

| | The Commlssmn Could Not Have Made a Ratlonal Decision on the Application '
‘Because the Project Sponsor Has Cons1stently Mlsrepresented the T ype of
Population the PrOJect Will Serve. .

From the t1me the Project was first made pubhc the Pro_1 ect 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 charactenzed asa “TAY™ prO_] ect: the C1ty defines
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TAY broadly as any youth between 16 and 24. Disconnected Yozﬁﬁ.‘h in San Francisco 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 Motion at 8,9. ' -

Ultimately, it is unclear whether the Project will house youth transitioning 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 appropriafe for it§
eventual residents. It is also impossible to determine whether the Project will house -
incompatible youth populations 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 certainty regarding the Project’s

.. 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 uncertainty regarding who will reside at the Projéct. '

G. . The Comumission Improperly Concluded the Proj ect W1[l Not Impact Traffic
Without Evidentiary Support. . f 3

Planning Code Sections 101.1(b)(4) and 303(c)(2)(B) require an analysis of a proposed
" use’s effect on traffic patterns. Here, the Commission found no impact on traffic based solely on '
the conclusion 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 Proj ect’s residents, the Commission also failed to consider the effect of employees

* and social service providers driving to the Project. -

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

" concern that increased density 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 Proj ect’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 PrOJect comphes Wlth Plannmg Code Sect10ns 101. 1(b)(4) and
303(c)(2)(B). '

H. The Commission Improperly Faﬂed to Analyze the Pro_]ect’s Effect on Local
' * Retail Businesses.

. Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(1) requires an analysis.of whether existing
nelghborhood-servmg 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 concern 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 PI‘O] ect comphes

E with Planning Code Sect1011s 101. 1(b)(1) :

I The Commission’s Analys1s of the Bulldmg s Historical Character is Flawed

Planning Code Sectlon 101.1(b)(7) and Housmg Element Pohcy 11.7 requlre 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 fo the dévelopment 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 des1gn and, contrary to the Project Sponsor’s claims, it
was never altered to the extent representecL Unfortunately, the Project calls for s1gmﬁca.nt '
alterat10n of the Buﬂdmg s fagade.

Rather than mdependenﬂy detenmnmg whether the Bulldmg is. ‘historic under Plannmg
Code Section 101. 1(b)(7), the Commission relied solely on a summary determmatlon 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 Mariria and Cow Hollow
~ neighborhoods and should be protected from the Project’s planned alterations.

J. -TheConimission’s Seismie Analysts is Flawed and Insufficient.

Planmng Cede Section 101. 1(b)(6) reqmres “the C1ty achleve the greatest poss1ble
preparedness to protect aga.mst injury and loss of life in an earthquake ? Rather than" -

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

2 CHA has been unable to locate permits for any cutback to the Building.
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mdependently analyze whether the Project and/ or Bu11d1ng is se1sm10a11y 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 faﬂmg to engageina
“seismic analysis, the Comm1ss1on ignored the location’s partlcular seismic issues.

A geotechnical report on file with the City fora project at 2395 LOmb'ard Street, directly

across the street from the Building, illustrates the potential seismic problems at the Building. - .

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 addIeSs whether the Proj ect (':omplies with Planni’ng Code Section 101.-1 (b)(6).

K. . The Comm1ss10n Improperly: Authorlzed the Conditional Use Even Though ‘
Much of the PI‘OJ ect is Inaccess1ble to People With Dlsablhtles

Currently, the Bulldmg 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 Sponsof 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 partlcularly troubling because residents Wlll need access to all parts of the
Building due to the Project’s lack of common space. - :

- 8. The Commission Improperly Failed to Address the Inherent Conflict Between
Permanent Housing and Housing for Transiﬁonal Aged Youth.

The Project is designed to be perma.nent affordable housmg for youth between 18 and 24
years -old. There is, however, a fandamental conflict between housing designed for youth up fo a
particular age and permanent housing with eviction control. Permanent affordable housing is
undoubtedly a major goal of the City’s Housing Element. But, 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 PIOJCCt s stated proposed use

_ as affordable TAY housmg

: In its Motlon the Commission appears to attempt to address this mherent 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 -

896



CHA’s Conditional Use Author. ion Appeal
. Case No. 2010.00420CETZ
Page 12

50% Area Medla.n Income would be eager or able to g1ve up an affordable housmg unit in
increasingly expenswe San Francisco. -

Desp1te this concern, the Comm1ss1on 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 Apphcatlon 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 anthorizing 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 brrthdays .
and to réquire the Project Sponsor comply with that plan. CHA. also recommended that sucha
restriction address rent and eviction control barriers to such a plan. The Commission, however,
authorized the Conditional Use w1th no restrictions that would ensure the use rémam feasiblein -
-the long term. S : : : '

¢ ‘ - - Conclusion

Based upon the foregomg 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 Planrung Code.

&

Adam Polakoff
- Attorney-for Cow Hollow Association

N sincerely,/

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 Condmo,nal,Use Restrictions

-cc: Lon Brooke, President Cow Hollow Assomatlon :

John Millar, President Marina Community Assoc1atlon

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 Frandsc.o, CAgqi03
phore: 1 5-955.1915 fax: 41 5.955.19]6

Ju1y7 2011

Vla Email & Facsimile Dellvery

- 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 Pubhc Comments on Proposcd Plannmg Code Text
~ Amendment and Zoning Map Amendment to Establish the Lombard and Scott
Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District

Dear Ms. Vgllve: -

' We write regarding the Planning Commission’s July 14, 2011 public hearing 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 II Inn). This office -
represents the Cow Hollow Association (CHA), a long-standing organization that represents the
interests of approx:mately 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
quality of life of the Cow Hollow nelghborhood and therefore has an interest in whether the SUD.
is appropriate for its proposed location. We hereby submit CHA’s pubhc comments'regarding

: the Proposed Ordmance

The foIlowmg nelghborhood assoc1at10ns join in submlthng these Wntten comments

' Marina Community Association
Marina Merchants Association - »
" Marina Cow Hollow Neighbors and Merchants
Union Street Merchants Association

“Included with these written comments is a petition opposing the Proposed Ordinance with the
signatures of over 425 residents and merchants who live and work in the area aud who are
directly 1n1pacted by the SUD and the proposed project.
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L Inﬁoduction..

: 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 project that fundamentally fails to
address basic questions related to density, crime, supervision and security, nearby crime-afflicted
areas, lack of common space, loitering, traffic, parking, public trausit, local economic impact,
historical preservation, and the precedent for poor planning. '

: " The Proposed Ordinance is particularly unwarranted because Cc;mmum'ty, Housing
Partnership (“CHP”), sponsorof 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. Furthiermore, CHP has provided 1o justification for why creatingan

overcrowded housing project that has no commeon areas for delivery of social services and that

. will negatively impact the neighborhood would benefit the TAY residents, the neighborhood, or
the City. - o : ' ' : - -

2. CHP Has Failed to Show Whv Public Necessity; Convenience, and General Welfare Require
the Planning Commission to Affirm the Proposed Ordinance. - ' . .

_  Under Section 302(c) of the Planning Code, the Planning 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. Furthermore, the Planning

" Code allows for the creation of SUDs “in order to carry out further the purposes of [the Planning
Code].”! CHP has not presented sufficient evidence for the Planning Commission to find that

! According to its Section 101, the “City Planniﬁg Code is adopted to pfomotc and protect the
public health, safety, peace, morals, comfort, convenience and general welfare, and for the -
following more particularly specified purposes: : S

{(a) To guide, control and regulaté future grdwth and development in accordance with the Master
Plan of the City and County of San Francisco; o ; S

(b) To protect the character and sfabil_ity_of residential, commercial and mdustrlal areas within
 the City, and to promote the orderly and beneficial development of such areas; :
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“the pubhc necess1ty, convenience and genera.l welfare require” it to create this SUD CI—IP
.cannot explain Why it chose a building that has no rear yard or sufficient useable open space to
meet current zoning recp.urements 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 statés in its application that developing fewer bedrooms “would make the project
financially infeasible due to resulting decreases in available funding.” - This single, conclusory
. statement 1s msufﬁclent ewdence for this Comm1SS10n to find that this SUD i is necessary
This SUD is unnecessary because we beheve properly—zoned buildings are avaﬂable for
this Project in District 2. However, CHP has consistently refused to consider searching fora site
within the neighborhood that is more appropriate for the Project and would not require zoning
- changes. Instead, CHP purchased the Edward I Inn despite the fact that the Project conflicts

with its zoning and other bmldmgs in District 2 would have been more appropriate. Thus, while -

TAY housing may be a public necessity, locating this particular Project at ﬂns particular location
. in sp1te of its inconsistency Wlth local zoning is not. .

" While we understand the need for TAY housmg and welcome an appropnate facility in
our neighborhood, the Bdward II Inn was aii unjustifiable choice and requires an unusual ameount
of legislative action to make the Project feasible. It is not the City's obligation and the -
nmghborhood‘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 ‘

economically feasible without regard to existing zoning and the planning that went into creating
that zoning. Good governance requires that elected and appointed officials adhere to the land use
_ standards all San Franc1scan s must follow.

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

B (c) To provide adequate hght, air, pnvacy and convenience of access to property, and to secure
safety from fire and other dangers

d) To prevent overcrowdmg the land and undue congemon of populat:lon [and]
(e) To. regulate the location of buildings and the nse of bmldmgs and land adjacent to streets and

thoroughfares, in such manner as to obviate the danger to public safety cansed by undue
_ mterference with ex1stmg or prospective traffic movements on such streets and thoroughfares .
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n truth, this SUD has niot been proposed to further the purposes of the Planning Code.

" Rather, the sole purpose of the Proposed Ordinance is to enisure 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 I Inn is currently Zo‘ned NC-3, Molderate-Scale Neighborhood Commercial
District, which would linit the Project to 16 group housing units. However, CHP did not plana .
16 unit TAY project for the Edward I Inn or search for a nearby sight currently zoned for a 25

unit project. Instead, CHP purchased the Edward II Inn with full knowledge that it would require

the cteation of this SUD to allow it to avoid compliance with density restrictions as well asto

~ ecliminate 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 Edward II Inn 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 II
 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 comiparable projects. _ :

It may be worthwhile to crbate 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 -

- the price for such overcrowding. The only winner here will be CHP’s investors. As such, 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. , S

Furthermore, We are concerned that CHP, which owns, operates, or scﬁes 738 ﬁnits of

permanent supportive housing with an additional 287 units due to open in the next few years, has’

not submitted to the giidelines 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 Planning 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 neighborhoods.
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4, In Add1t1011 to Not Bcncﬁtmg TAY Res1de:11ts1 the Proposed Ordma.uoe Would Harm the
General Welfare of the CltV and This Nelghborhood o :

A The S1ze and Density of the Pro1ect Will Harm the TAY Remdents and Commumty

We believe that the Project as planned is smply too blg for the proposed TAY readents
‘and the nelghborhood If the Edward I Inx was used for permanent residences, current zoning
would allow no more than 6 remdentlal units. But if the SUD and the Project are approved, the

Edward I Inn will house 24 residents, theirguests, 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 units of group or 8 units of residential housing would be allowed.
Furthermore, we question whether the Proj ect would actually be “group housing,” because the
Project conitains 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
residenits CHP can fit in, with no room for supportive services on site of recreation areas. The
increased density dllowed under the SUD will niot 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 s1gmﬁca.nt alteration to the character
of ﬂle nei ghborhood ,

B The Prcnect Lacks Adequate Supervision and Sectmty

Furthemlore the Project’ asplanned lacks adequai'e sccunty 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 overmght 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. Thisisa genume concern because the purpose of
- the Project is to house “at nsk” young adults

CH'P’S proposal is for one on-s1te SllpCI’VlSOI betwccn 9 00 p.m. and 9: 00 am. Thisjis .

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 a:ound-thc—clock staffing would be acceptable but we beheve the hlgh dens1ty, low-
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supervision model CHP and LSYS propose will cause serious broblems to the gencral welfare of
the Cow Hollow and Marina neighborhoods and their residents. o

C. The Project is Located in an Unsafé Location for TAY Residens.

' The Edward I 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 & 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 concem 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. o

‘ The SUD would also be detrimentai‘ 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 #ricrease 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 Project to Negatively Tmpact Traffic, Parking, and Public Transit
in the Area. . : | - : - : _ s

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

impact traffic congestion in the Cow Hollow and Marina neighborhoods. - This comner of the City
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is facing a dramatic1 mcrease in traffic and its related envuonmental and health problems in the
coming years. 'Adding density under the SUD, without added parking for the addltlonal residents
~and fhelr counselors and teachers, would only exacerbate these problems

If as CHP clalms the Project’s residents do not own or drive cars, the increased densrty
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 wﬂl hurt the general welfare of this corner of the City. C

F Local Busmesses Wﬂl Be Harmed Bv the Loss of Tounst Dollars

As descnbed above, the SUD and the Project in general would adversely affect the
welfare of the Cow Hollow and Marina nelghborhoods because the Project is too big and dense,
provides inadequate 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 Il Ion. 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 nelghborhood busmesses The area needs more, not less support

. for 1ts local busmesses :

E. The SUD Allows the Prolect to Harm a lhstoncallv S j.r,nlﬁcant Bmldmg

Addltlonally, the bmldmg currently housing the Edward 11 Inn holds great cultural and
historical significance to the neighborhood and the City. It was constructed in conjunction with
the 1912 Panama Pacific International Exposition and the opening of the Golden Gate Bridge,
~ ‘which led to the development of the Marina district. It is one of the last remiaining buildings
from that era. Unfortunately, the Project calls for the destruction or significant alteration of the
building and/or its fagade. 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 Ne1gl_1borhood and Clg—
wide Planmng ’

If approved, this SUD Would create a preeedent for developers to plan and mvest 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. 'I'lns

905



.PagCS_P

'Commission should avoid implementing increased high—densigf h'ouéing i:hrough what amounts -

to spot zoning. In particular, allowing exemptions for density, parking, and open space for the
‘Rdward II 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 site that meets density and other zoning
requirements that have long been deemed proper for the area. : o

. 6. Conclusion,

The Cow Hollow Associatidn, the Marina Communify AsSociéﬁon, 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 require it. - - -
Rather, the Proposed Ordinance would harm the welfare of the neighboring community and is -

unnecessary because 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 create 2
" 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
. standard, o , R :

Very truly yours,

-fs/-

Steven L. Hammond o
" Attorney for Cow Hollow Association
“encl. ’"Péﬁﬁo'n dpposing Proposed Ordinance with signatureé of residents and merchants who
: live and work in area and are directly impacted by the SUD and Project. ”
ce:  Cow Hollow Association ‘ : o
. Golden Gate Valley Association © - - ) o

Marina Merchants Association . _
Marina Cow Hollow Neighbor and Merchants Group. .
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Marina Community Association
Union Street Merchant Association
Linda Avery ' -
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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NO mmuﬁﬁ_E USE @%Eﬁ% ON F@%% mﬂgﬁﬁ
o Q.:E:Em Eacwiimﬁ Ommm. 2010.0450TZ)

- We hereby- Hmaso_ﬁ, that the Planning bo@ﬁgoi EmaE.wm Conimission, wcmﬁm .of ms.ﬁaﬂ:.,mog arid 5@8 of San Francisco adhere to ‘existing
zoning and: EEEEm Ho@cﬁoﬁaﬁm and NOT establish a Special Use District on the @E.oﬁ ooBBoB% known as'3151-3155 Scott Street, the current |

site of the NEm Edward II Inn, on the Southwest corner of the intersection of Scott and boﬁgﬁ mqaos for the use of Em& density Public
Housing project.’ . .

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no .amﬁuﬁwﬁ& connection or relationship to the b&m.go%o.& and who stand to -

. receive mﬁdwﬁmhmﬂ private financial wauow its, have .Hoe.amﬁaa 4 single 38.& m@o&& Use District. The creation of a Special Use Emﬁwnﬁ ownpﬁéwa .

- - city zoning and Emsbﬁm guidelines, contradicts the 9@ s master plan, and does Eﬂan,& damage to the surrounding ﬂa_mrwo%oomm and wsmsommom
 The use of spot-zoning on behalf of a mmmﬁmo wﬁema sets a amﬁmoﬂocm precedent. moa the neighbothood and the city of San Francisco. Good

mo<mBmuonHﬂsﬁnmE§aHaoﬁm mum %@oﬁﬁom ome&m ommaonw mEm Ooﬁ@ommmsmwmsamoom&uﬂoﬁoﬁoﬁmﬁsma ﬁﬁ&&% Egbﬁbwg
;mawnﬂmomsmﬁsmﬁ observe. , .

1908

.. The undersighed OPPOSE the craation ofa .m,vo&&. Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:

SIGNATURE—  ADDRESS - PHONE _
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‘NO mﬁmﬁgﬁ USE @ﬁmﬂaﬂ% OZ ﬁ@yﬁwg mﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ
C Q._E_Enm @%EAEER O»wm. 2010.0450TZ)

We hereby Hmas%.ﬁ_ that the. EmuE,bm U%maaunﬁ_ Emué.bm .Ooanmm.&g_ ,wgﬂ .of md@oﬁﬁ.mo? mn.m Zm%.on of San Francisco adhere to "\oﬁmﬁﬁm
NoEum BE planning requirements and NOT T establish a Special Use District on the aﬁo& commonly HBESH A8 uEH 3155 Scott Street, the cutrent

_ mna of the Hﬁ:m Hmsﬁnn HH HE_ on the moﬁ&ﬁomﬁ corner cm the intersection of Scott and ﬁoﬁwﬁd Streets, mou the use of a Emw aobmpq Public .
. mosmEm Eo._ann .

, : .
Hwozm%oawoﬁcn om mocmEm mﬁ@oﬁ%@ﬁ& EE% g&o wméno oﬁmgmr& oouuooaoﬁ oH HESOEEHU 8 Em mﬂmgo%oom mna swo mﬁua 8‘

feceive substantial private financial benefits, have requested a single vE.omH Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District onoEBS“Em
8@ NoEum and planning mﬁamgom ooaHm&oﬁ the city’s master Emu and does Emﬁon& damage to the mcﬁosn&um uﬂmrwonroomm and businesses.
The use of spot-zoning on behalf of a specific project sets a mmwmﬂocm Eacamoa for Ea neighborhood and the city of San Francisco, Good

o
governance requires that elected Bﬁ mwwoﬁ;am owmoEHm of the 05\ and OSEQ of San’ Emuﬂmoo m&ﬂd to the rﬁa use standards Eﬁ Fﬁ mms S
m_BBEmomS 8 must obgerve,
o .H_wo undersigned OE.OmH_ the creation of a mvooﬁ; Use District mﬁ wGH qu Scott Street; ! N : . S
SIGNATURE . Euuwumm o . .. - 'PHONE . - . EMAIL
; c&&\@iﬂ & &E?mel. (42 At Boreie SEiood. L M Ll 24)2 i @ ¢ 1 nel
2 79 Olbomdra, S o $r5 L1t 24 [ , ' - :
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U/ Bhermidora. 25 _ HEAaessD
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NO Euﬁgﬁ USE DISTRICT ON LOMBARD mﬂgwe
. QEE_E:m Department Case: 2010. oamcHNv

We _pﬂ.od% request that the Planning Department, EEEEW OoBHEmmSu Board .of mcﬁagmoam mHE ?Hw%oH of San wﬁnﬂmoo adhere to Samswm
~ Zoning and Ewgﬁm Ho@sﬁanEm and NOT establish a S

uoﬁﬁ Use District on the parcel commonly known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, Ea 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 density Public
Housing project. - )

- .
o

The Mayor’s \ovmmoo.% Housing and other E..._a parties, who have no established connection or relationship to the neighborhood and who. stand to
receive substantial private financial benefits, have requested a single parcel Special Use District, The creation of a Special Use Distrigt circumvents
city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material damage to the surrounding ﬁawmwsonmoomm and businesses

- The use of ‘spot-zoning on behalf of a specific project seis a dangerous. Eoooaaa for the p&mgoEoom and the city % ‘San Francisco. mooa

16 WG #\a‘ m,.: &w Lol

governance requires that elected Ea appointed ommeam 9.q the 05\ and County of San maasmno m&uﬂo to the land uge standards that >H__.._ San . | omu
Franciscan’s must observe. ’ ) , _ :
The undersigned OPPOSE the creation of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Seott Street:
...SIGNATURE | Equumm | | | CPHONE = EMAIL Du? x\%
1. »u ,,m._uv E,L LE&J\C_ DS mp ic S - SeFMSID 4mmﬂr2 a2 |
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'NO SPECIAL USE DISTRICT ON LOMBARD STREET
| : Q:»E_.::m Sm@uﬁami hsmﬁ uﬁo.cn_mc%Nv |

»

NouEm and EEEE@ requirements- and NOT %EEE& a Special Use District on the parcel ooBBobE known as uGTuG 5 Scott Street, the: current

m:no:g HﬁEm Hnﬁﬁ.& H:”E-os Em moﬁréaﬁ ooEanomEn Eﬁnnmnnnon om moon EE roﬁwﬁmmqmaﬁwﬁ Emsmo ow p Em& QQEHQ H.sdra
- Housing project. _ ,

The Mayor's meoo of Housing and o&ﬁ. third @m&pom. who E:a no amsgmwam 85@355 or H&mﬂoumgu to the sﬂmgo%ooa mba who stand to_

receive mcwmsba& c:a,ﬁo financial benefits, have requested m mEmHa parcel mwoﬁa Use District. The onomaou of a Special Use District circumvents
o:u\ Nthm and EEBEW guidelines, confradicts the city’s master EME and does B&nnﬁ %Bmmm to the mE.no:mem :o_mgo%oo% and businesses.
The use of spot-zoning on ‘behalf of a mwnﬁmo project sets a mmsmnnosw Eaanaoﬂ for the sm_mwwo%oom and -the city of San Francisco. Good

governance' requires- that &aoﬁm mbm mEuoEﬁam owmﬂmpm of Ea City and County of San Francisco adhere to the land use mnmsmﬁmm Emﬁ EH.. San
.. Franciscan’s must %m%o

.- The g&oummmum& OPPOSE the creation of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:

- We meE\ request Eﬁ Ea Planning Hu%mﬁana wSEEm Conimission, Board .of m%ﬁﬁmoa ﬁa Mayor om San Francisco adhere to existing .
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ZO mwﬁng ﬁmﬁ Ewmﬁgﬁ% ON LOMBARD w_HEme
Q.E::Em Department Oumm. 2010, opmcﬂNv

We hereby Hoan_nﬂ that the Embabm U%m&ﬁ_asﬁ Planning Conimission, Board .of mﬁumﬂmmoa mu,m. 3@3 of San Francisco -adhers to existing

zoning mum HUFHEEm requirements and ZO.H establish a mﬁaﬁa Use District on the parcel noBBoE% known ds wﬁ 1-3155 Scott mqaoﬁ the current

site of the King H&iunn II Tnn, on the moﬁ&éomﬁ corner of Ea intersection of mnon and Lombard Streets, m.ou. the use om a Em_p m.aum:% Public =
Housing Eeooﬁ o . _ ,

The Zm%ﬁ s Office of moﬁEm and o&ﬁ nza EE% who gé no established SHEoonou or 3535&6 to the mﬂmzuo%ooa and who stand to
‘receive substantial private financial benefits, have requested. a single parcel m_eooﬁ_ Use UEE&. The creation of a Special Use Uagﬁ circumvents
 city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material damage to the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses.

The use om mv%.NoEbm on wmr&w of a specific project mmﬁm a dangerous. precedent for the w&mgoﬁoom and the city &, ‘San Francisco. Good

912

. ..moﬁbﬁbao requires that elected and m@woﬁﬁnm officials of the City and OEEQ of San Prancisco adhere to the Eba use standards that Pﬁh San -
Franciscan’s must observe. - | JD n ?L , . w?irui Ah] Ami,,\, ,w! AnM nmu
The gm&&mﬁm OPPOSE the creation ow a mwnomm Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:
. , 'ADDRESS o o PHONE EMAIL
e e &P g \} | _SW MGl Aty Q&kﬁ
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ZO m%ﬁﬁg USE meHED% ON H@E% m@ggﬁ
ﬁ._»:n_um w%mﬁEoE o»ma. 2010. EmcHNv

We rnu.og\ request that the EﬁEEm U%magma Planning Commission, Board. ow,msugdaonm and Z&BH om San Francisco adhere to existing
zoning and: EmuEbm Hoanﬁoambﬁ and NOT establish a Special Uss District on the parcel ooBBoE% kenown as 3 GTu 155 moo: Street, the current

mnooﬁ. Ea Hﬁum m@ima EHE:oﬁ Ea mos?.émﬁ ocBaH owaﬁ .Eﬁﬂmooﬁon.om maoﬁmnnboﬂg& mqmnﬁm, moH.EoEmowm Emu moum:% ms‘uro
Houging project. i _ _ _ |

The Mayor’s OBS of Housing and other third EE% ég rmé no mmsgmwmm connection or BHmaoumEﬁ to the cﬁmgo%oom and who stand to

receive msdmﬁsc& private financial couoma have Hapsoﬁam a mEmHm parcel mwoﬂa Use District. The creation om a Special Use District circumvents

city. zoning end EmEEBm guidelines, ooﬂqm&oﬁ mca city’s Bmmﬁe. plan; and does Bmﬁgﬂ mﬁsmmn to the mss.ocb&bm neighborhoods and businesses.
The use of spot-zoning on-behalf of a %oo:mo project mnﬁ a dangerous. procedent for Eo uﬂmwco%ooa and the city of San Francisco. Good - -
governance requires that a_aoﬁom gbm mﬁvoEﬁa officials of the City and County of mmﬁ m.wmusmoo adhere to the land use standards that ALL San . p

Epusmogmﬁsa observe. ufr\r W 4?(, A %\ra\h. L e wfi(k\/wCC | R B
.dp,m undersigned OPPOSE the oHnmﬂos of a Special Use UHE& at 3151-3155 Scott Strest: _ -
SIGNATURE . . | _.guﬁmm.. EMALL
. 2 Tueher . ARAW1RS z 3 SFAY 22 < r?mr? &%\ - 82989
. -y , -u —_y \ o Gt o
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ZO MHVHOEF @wﬁ_ @mcﬂ_EOﬁ. @Z LOMBARD mﬂgﬁﬂ : : /Z//
: AEEEEM U%E.ssaa Case: Nch camceNv : . - NEA

ﬂo hereby request that Eo Planning U%ggﬁ Planning OOEEHmmBs woﬁm .of m%aasmoamu Ea Mayor oa San Eﬁemoo adhere to QsﬁEm
zonihg and planning HBEH@BaEm and NOT establish a mwoo:& Use District on the parcel ooEEoE< known as wGH -3155 moo:. Street, the current

. gite omma King Hnﬁ.& H HHE on Ea moﬁ.séomﬁ corner of the intersection of Scott and H.oEdma wqaam_ for the use of a Emﬁ density Public
Housing project. ,

. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who-have no established oouun_omoﬁ or relationship to the neighborhood and who stand 1o

receive stbstantial private WENE&& benefits, have requested a-single parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use Uw&oﬁ owosEéuﬁm
city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts .Ea city’s master plan, and does material %Bmmm to the Eﬁoﬁaum neighborhoods and businesses:
.,Ez_u use of muoﬁ.noé.bm on Jbehalf of a specific project sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. .Good
governance Hancﬁom that elected EE %ﬁoﬁﬁna officials om the City and OQE@ of San mﬁmﬂsmoo adhere to the land use standards Eﬁ ALL San

Franciscan’s Ec.mﬁ owmaﬁd

Huo gmoaﬁb& Owwomm._ the Qomaon % a muneﬁ Use U;HQ at 3151-3155 Scott Street;

ADDRESS PHONE | EMAIL -
G TSRS &1 mﬁxﬁig QRT3
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ZQ mwmﬁgh USE ﬁﬁmﬂaﬁ% ON FO§>§ mﬁgmﬁ
(Planning U%E.E_aﬁ Cage: 2010. cAmcHNv . ‘ .

We hereby. request Emﬁ the EEEEm U%mﬂBaE Planning OannmEoP moma ow mEuoEMmon. anid Z&Q of .San Francisco adhers .to existing

NoEbm and Emﬂnﬁm requirements and NOT aﬂ&armﬁ a muaﬁ.& Use District on the HuB.oa_ commonly known as mGE 155 Scott Street, the current

site of the King Edward II HﬂP on the moﬁﬁéomﬁ corner of the intersection oH. Scott Eua hmﬁga mqnoﬁ for the smn of a high %E:w wcd:n
Housing ?.eooﬁ _ , . - . " S : : -

. The Z&SH s Office of Housing and other third vﬁnom, 4&5 have 1o established oosbaosg or relationghip 8 the sEmEuoBoom and who mSwa to
receive substantial private financial benefits, have requested a mEmHa parcel mﬁoﬁﬁ Use District. The creation of a mﬁaoSH Gmo District oﬁoﬁﬁﬁuﬁ
city NobEm and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does material damage to thé surrounding nawmgomsc% and businesses:

The use of spot-zoning on behalf of a %oo&n ,Eemﬁ sets a dangerous. precedent for the na_mwg%oom and the city- of San Francisco. Qoo@

governance HonHEHom that elected me mﬁﬁoﬁﬁom officials of the O:% and OBEQ ow San mumbﬂmoo adhere to the land use standards that >HF San

wabemoma § B:ﬁ dbserve.

The gmﬂmﬂwﬂom OwwOmm the creation om a mﬁooi Use UEEE at3 G_ 3155 mooﬁ Street:

SIGNATURE . ADDRESS - SR PHONE = ' EMAIL
H§§o .. ‘?../ . 220 Lom becod s &\C_F . LI~y 88 |
2 g (AL~ 3294 lnGadw lerrace - gqq-0537]
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9
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NO m@ﬁﬁg USE _@wmﬁﬁﬁa QZ b@?ﬁw%@ m%ﬁﬁmﬁ
) - ﬁ:EEEm Department Case: 2010.0450TZ)

We héreby request that the Planning Department, Planning Comimission, Board .of Supervisors, ard Mayor of San Francisco adhers to existing
zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a §

pocial Use District on the wﬁo& ooBEomF known as 3 ETuEm Scott Street

site of the N:ﬁ m.:ﬁ:.& i HEr én the Southwest corner of &o intersection of mceﬁ and Lombard Streets, for Em use of a high mobm_q Puiblic
. H.HocmEm ptoject.

ﬂﬁ Ew%oH s Office’ om H.Hoc.mEW and ‘other third parties, g&o have no omﬁ&rmrom oogooﬂoﬁ or Hogoumw% to the wo_mzuougoa and who stand to
HoomEn ‘substantial private financial benefits, rmﬁ H%Smﬁ& a mEmH parcel w@oﬁ& Use District. The creation of & mwoﬁa Use District circumvents

~ city zoning E&. planning guidelines, ooﬁqmgoﬁm the city’s master plan, and does materigl mmEamm to'the .,.._EBEEEm ‘neighborhoods and businesses.

H&o nse of spot-zoning on- behalf of a %mo&o Eeog sets a dangerous. E.wo&ba for the neighborhiood and the city of San ,mnmasmoo Good -

moéBmsoo réquires that elected mum appointed officials of the City and County of San Francisco adhere to the land use standards that ALL San

Franciscan’s st observe. ﬂ. f.f, N, _,,M i mﬁé ﬁ(”,., 7Lc¢ﬁ\r\f.v . .
ﬂuo cu&oumgmbam OHwOmH the Qomﬂon of a mwaﬁﬂ Use Uaﬁoﬁ at 3151-3155 Scott Street:

, the current -
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- o ‘ , .. . .._, e Lx,. .
" | ) .,..,....,FL AV m\m\p\qh\ L
2 @ @%HOE USE @ﬁmﬁaﬁﬂ ON F@?ﬁw_}g mﬂ_ghﬁ
: Q::EEM b%sﬁEmﬁ Case: mﬁc 04507Z)

We hereby request that the EmuE.bm Department, AE.«EUEW Commission, moma of mgow&mcwm atd E&\Q\ of San Francisco adhers to Emm.ﬂmm
zoning and EBEE@ Hanc.nagnnﬁ and NOT establish a mmemH dmm District on the parcel commonly known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current _

_m:a .of the HnEm Edward IT Inn, on mpa moﬁwémmﬁ corner of the Eﬁaﬁmooﬁou of Scott and Lombard Streets, for the use of & high %E:Q Public
m.csmEm Eo_ocﬁ ,

ﬂﬁ zmusu ‘s Office of H.Hosmﬁm and other third wmwnmm who have no %ngram ooubnoaob or 855556 to Eo sﬁmgoéoom and Sro stand to-
receive substantial ptivate financial gﬁowﬁ have requested a single UE.SH Special Use District, The creation of a Special dma District cﬁoEE\oEm

city zoning and planning guidelines, oouqm&oﬂm the E@ 8 Bmmﬁon EmP and does material %Emmm to the mcnog&um u&mr.cozpoomm and businesses.
_The use of spot-zoning on cnwm:, of a specific, project sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the city om San Francisco. Good

917

~ governance requires that elected Epm %HUBE& officials of the City and County ow San Embemoo adhere to the land use mgbm.&% that ALL, San .
- Franciscan’s must gbserve, - f ¥ n.,., TN Wﬁ}(f m,.i
The undersigned OHuH.OmH the B.omﬁou of a mﬁmﬂ& dmm UEEQ at 3151-3155 Mnon Street; o .
.- SIGNATURE ADDRESS o PHONE . . EMAIL
N&&WN\&;& V%A k«“\%\\ - o  BlwPeg aT & Ml P
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‘NO mﬁﬁﬁg dmm DISTRICT ON H@ZE% mﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ_
. \EEEEm Department ﬁ»ma mﬁc 0450TZ) .

We hereby Enﬁaﬁ that Ea EEEEm Department, Emsébm Conimission, moma of m%oasmoa mHE Mayor om Sah Francisco maboao to existing:

zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a mﬁoS& Use District on the wﬁa& oogon@ known as 3151-3155 Scott mﬁmmﬁ the current

- - gite of the King Edward II Inn, on the moﬁwﬁam\ﬁ corner om the Eﬁﬁooﬁoﬁ of Scott and Lombard m(ﬁng for ?,a use om p_Emw mgm@ H.:SB

mocmﬁm PIOj ooﬁ

"The gm%oa s Office of H.HosmEm Epa other third wﬁﬁom ﬁ&o have no established connection or n&m&oume 8 the ﬁﬂmﬁﬁoﬂgoa and whor ﬁ.ﬁm to
receive substantial private mugoﬁ benefits, have, Ho@coaom a single parcel mmao_mp Use District. The creation of a Special Use District cir osBﬁBm
SLQ zoning and planning guidelines, ooﬂqm&oﬁ the QQ s master plan, and does material damags to the Zﬁog&um neighborhoods B& businesses.
ﬁpm use of muo?NouEm on behalf of a specific Ho_moﬁ sets a dangerous. Hanomma for the bﬁmwgzpoom and the city of San H,Hmﬂoaoo moom |

~ goverpance HaeE.nm Eﬂ elected NB& %ﬁoﬁnm ommﬁﬁmom?a@%mnagg@ommap mHNESmoo m&pﬂa Snﬁ land Enmamaﬁmmmpmfwﬁﬁ mg .
‘, .m.amwﬁmomﬁ s must odumm?m :

918

Hrn gaﬂﬂmm& OHU D) mn T the Qmmﬁoﬁ ofa mﬁoﬁﬂ Use District at mEH w 155 Scott Street;

~ ADDRESS  PHONE EMAIL _

338 2™ ST ﬁﬂ. of o Gl (U)o 300 SMomphm@LEL
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) : ) N

Z@ m@ﬁﬁﬁh daﬁ Emﬁﬁnﬁ @2 EQ%% @ﬂ%ﬁ% .
AﬁmuEum d%ﬁg_ai O»mm. 2019. fmcHNw o 3

. 20 hereby Hnmﬁmmn Eﬁ the EmhuBm U%magpna Planning Comimission, mom&. .of mswﬂﬁmoﬁu ad Mayor of San Francisco adhere to existing
~ zoning and: Emﬁﬁﬁm Hoqsﬁnupnﬂm and NOT establish a Special Use District on the Mﬁnﬂ noBEouH% HauoﬁE as meH..m 155 mcoﬁ mﬁaoﬁ the current

site of the HwEm Edward HH Inn, on Ea moﬁwﬁomﬁ corner of the Hﬁﬂmmoaoﬁ of Scott and boEdm& Streets, for the use of a Emw %mﬁq Public
Housing Ee ject. .

The Z.&SH g Ommoo of MosmEm and other m:& parties, who have no established connection or H&maoumgu to the ugmzuo%oom and who mﬁﬁa to
Haoaﬁa substantial private mﬁmﬂﬁa benefits, wmﬁw Hoaﬁamﬁaa a mEmHo parcel muooEH Use District, .H_Hﬁ creation of a mvao:m Ise District circumvents
,BQ NouEm mba planning gnidelines, nogm&nﬁm the QQ s master plan, and does material mEHEmm to the EﬁouaEm R_mgo%oo% and busineases.

The use oH.. mwoﬁ.uoabm on .behalf of a specific @Heaqﬂ sefs a dangerous. Eooamoa for the neighborhood and Eo city of San Francisco. Good

»
governance requires Eﬁ &mnﬁmm E&. mEuoEﬁam ommo:mm of the Q@ and Ooﬁsu~ of mmb Francisco mm&ouo to the Hmﬂm use ﬁﬁ&.ﬁ% that ALL San piny
._mumbﬁmomu s must odmoﬁo ; )

The undersigned O@%Om@ the E‘mﬂaon ofa Special Use UEE& at mGH 3155 Scott mqooﬁ
*  ADDRESS . . pgoNE - EMAIL |
1ow0 Lot Sk w@ P Fra T pdW havin @ §§e_
SUCH_nfarly Am\ WSS beedbenddytbey
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NO %ﬁng USE DISTRICT oz.ﬁczm% @Eﬁﬁﬂ
| _ QEMEESW Department. ﬁmmm 2016.0450T7Z)

We wouog request that the EﬁEEm Uowmaggﬁ EBBEm OOBHEmEoP wOm..a of mswozﬁoﬁm and Mayor of mNE mnﬁosoo Ewpoan to aﬁmﬁ_bm
zoning and- planning Haasﬁmﬂaﬁm and ZOH establish a Special Use District on the uwﬁo& ooBEoE% known as wGTqu Scott mﬁaaﬁ the current

m_ﬁoowﬁoﬁbmﬁniw& HH onﬁEm mo&pﬁna ooEQomEo Eﬁamaoﬁou of Scott and Lombard m:oﬁm moH the use of a high density H.sEE
mQﬁEm project. _

. .55 g@% 8 oummno of mcEEm and other third wﬁaom, who Ezm no mmsgmu& connection or ﬁ%ﬁoﬁg‘, to the wo_mgo%oom and who stand to
" receive substantial private financial benefits, have um@samﬁam a mEmF parcel mwooé Use District. The creation of 2 Special Use District circumvents
city zoning EE EEEEW mEmoEﬁmu contradicts the 8@ 5 Emmﬁﬂ. plan, and aoam material damage to the mEHoEaEm neighborhoods msm businesses.

The use of muc?NouEm on dag,_..m of a specific project sets a dangerous, Emoomgﬁ for the neighborhood and the city of San mmﬁﬁmoo Qoo& _

moﬁgmﬁoa requires \Emn elected mbm appointed officials om Eo City and County of San Francisco adhere to the HE& use standards that ALY, San ‘ m
_ ._m_HNEQmoMB s must %maﬁo | - _ .
ﬂ“ﬁ E&maﬁmn& OE.Omm__ the onownoﬁ ofa mﬁoo&& Use District at 3151-3 Hmm Scott Street;
_ .‘ > ADDRESS B |  PHONE | O EMaIL Cop.
L R < St .ja ey K3 bh  Bly x/.c/. r?iw«mﬂ (D
. 2 t&% Jovy ?//Ee; - :J% 5%3 Fogqule»y o _ | )
co A S LR TR AW CE s S Aty b,
” Lttrct Ei\an\?c\ 3P FlLLidre (I q¥iz) . .. : . . <
s Bl e 2430 ST ) WA |
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L

AQ m%ﬁﬁg dmﬁ bﬁmgﬁ% QZ FOW@% mﬂﬁ@%
_ : ﬁ.?nesm U%E gmi Case: 2010.0450TZ)

We wﬁ.n&% request that the' Planning Department, EmsEbm OoEHEmEoP Board .of mswogmon EE Mayor om San Francisco adhere to nﬁmﬁﬁm
zoning and planning requirements and

site of the King m.aiﬁ.n II Inn, on thie Southwest corner om Ea intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, for the use ow a Emw %E& Public
Housing project.

The gmwou 8 Ommoo of mOEBm and q&% mﬁm wmnam_ who have no established ooﬁ_aosow or H@Hmﬁocmu% to Em neighborhood msm who gtand o

receive substantial private financial benefits, Eéo requested a mEmHn parcel Special Use gﬂﬁoﬁ The creation of a Special Use District circumvents
- ity NoEbm and planning guidelines, contradicts the 8@ s master ENP and does materigl damage to the mEHosﬁ%bm bﬂmwgnroo% »Ha. businesses.

The use of m@oﬁ.NoEbm on dagm. ow m %oon.a project sets & dangerous. precedent for the ﬁﬁmgoﬁoom and the city of mmﬁ mumﬁoﬁoo Good

NOT establish a mﬁmo:& Use District on the ﬁﬁowﬂ ooEEoE% known as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current .

governance Be.E.am that &ooﬁ& NE& mﬂuoﬁﬁm ommsam of the O&Q and Ooﬁ:.% of San m_amwoaoo m&ﬁﬁ to the Fug use %.Emdmm that ALL San >
. .,..m_zﬁsmog s must owmaﬁn v .
~ The undersigned OE.OmM the oammﬂou ofa mﬁmnﬁ Use District mﬁwﬁﬂ 3155 mooﬁ mﬁ.og. ‘
_ _ . '~~~ ADDRESS - o " pmonm . | EMAIL
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NO wﬁﬁﬁE do@ bﬁm%gﬁ% ON F@%@mg mﬂwﬁwﬁ%
: Q:E::um b%mugmﬁ QE&. 2010. fme.HNU .

. éo wﬁ.od% Heuaﬂ that the H..:EEnm Uo@ﬁgmﬁ Planning OoBHEmmSn Board of mcvunﬁm%m“ ard K@oﬂ of San meQmoo @&53 to mﬁmsbm

NoEﬁm and: planning requirements and NOT mmﬁw:mr 8 mvooﬁ Use District on the Mﬁ.oﬁ ooBEcE% known as mH.uH . 3155 Scott mﬁooﬁ the cutrent

site of the H.Sm Edward IT Inn, on the Southwest corner of the Eﬁﬂmooﬂob of Scott ,Em Lombard wqoﬂm. for the use of a high mgm@ Public
H.HosmEm project, .

The Zm%ou 8 Office of mosmEm and o\&@n third parties, who have no omﬁgm&om ooﬁaa_oﬁ or 8555&% 1o apn uamw,co%ooa and éro stand to
_ 3820 m;cmgﬁﬁ wﬁ§3 wﬁﬁﬁ& _uouomﬁm, have requested.a mEmE parcel mﬁnﬁw_ Use District, The creation of a Special Use District ohoﬁuﬁam

city NoEﬁm and EmaEum mEm&E% ooaum&oﬁm thie city’s master plan, and does Eﬂaﬂ& damage to the Eﬁoﬁ&bm sﬂmgo%oomm and dsmEnmmom

The use of &uo?NouEm on doﬁmﬁ. of a specific project sets a dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. Good

922

. maﬁgmbom requires that elected mEm m@voﬁﬁom officials of the om% and OBEJ\ of San Francisco ;&53 to Em land uge standard$ that ALY, San
* Franciscan’ s must o.omaaa . |
o The gmﬂﬁmﬁaa .OE,OmH ?.m. mnowmoﬁ of a Special Use District H._,_w 151-3155 Scott Street:’
. 2@&}5 . > ADDRESS  PHONE . EMAIL,
: 1200 [fFasesm ST ,.\:m G m\£ 23 H1 %@N L \n\§§
257V w.\“,&.g_,_\.a.t s . .
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Z@ m%ﬁ@?ﬁ USE @EHEQ% ON F@Eg méﬁr—wﬁ%
(Planning wmwﬁ.gmi ﬁ»mm. 2010, oamcHNv

ﬁ\o w&d@ Ha@oﬁ Eﬁ the Planning Uo@magobﬁ Planning OoEE_mmBP wgﬁd of mﬁunﬁ:monm. ad Mayor of San Francisco .mmwoao to existing

- zoning and EEEEW HBEBBQE and NOT establish a m@nﬁa Use District on the uE.an commonly known as 3 15 1-315 m Scott Street, the current

site of muo King’ Hniu_,.n i | HEP on the moﬁﬁiaﬂ corner of the intersection of moo.n aa hoE_uma Wﬂnog for Ea use of 'a Emﬁ density Public
Housing Eo_ ect.

' The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no established connection or relationship to the neighborhood and who stand to
receive substantial private financial benefjts, haye requested a single paicel Special Use District. The creation of a mw@&.& Use District circumvents
9@ NoEbm and planning puidelines, contradicts the .BQ s master EmE.. and does Bmﬁanﬂ damage to the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses.

- The use of spot-zoning on do&mm.. ow a %aﬁmo E.&moﬁ sets a amnmnnozm Haoammﬁ for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. "Good

923

governance requires that &aoﬁ& Eﬁ mﬁonﬁom officials of the QJ\ dnd Ooﬁﬁ% of San Francisco adhere to- ?o HEE use standards that ALL San
m:ESmog s must observe, _ _ |
The samﬂﬂwn& OwwOmH the creation om a mvoEmH Use District at 315 H 3155 moon Street:
SIGNATURE ~ ADDRESS . BHONE . .,  EMAL.
L iy s e A Cludbied ,._ Y~ P (S AW Vs @ (phor
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EO m%ﬁoiwﬁ USE @w@ﬂaﬁﬂ ON ﬁ@gﬁ»%b STREET .
ﬁéwﬁuﬁm U%%.gmﬁ ﬁsmo. 2010. Emﬁ_Nv

We Hﬁn_@% Hm@ﬁﬂ that the Planning Department, Ewuﬁam oou.s&mmwoﬁ, wo_ma .of mswa.?.wmoa
Noﬁﬁ.m and planning requirements mb_a NOT establish a'Special Use District on the w.ﬁomw commonly known a8 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site of the NEm m@iﬁd 0 Inn, on Eo moq&samﬁ comner of Eo intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, for the use of a Emr.moum:% H._sla:o

" Housing project. -

The ?Hm%oa 8 Ommnm of H.HoﬁmEm and ompﬂ. zEm wmﬁam who have no established connection or Hm_mﬁowmw% to the nﬁmwg%ooa and d&uo mﬁﬂa to |

receive substantial E.Eﬂa financial benefits, have requested a mEmHa EHSH Special Use District. The creation of a mvoea Use District circumvents

city zoning mnm plenning mEmoHEmm contradicts the 8@ § master EEH and does material damage to the mEBE&Bm neighborhoods and businesses.”

The use of m@o?mowﬁm on dog:. of a %ooymo Eouooﬁ sets a amﬁmﬂdsm precedent for the neighborhood and the 9@ of San H‘Esﬁmoo Qoom.

s, atid Mayor of San Francisco adhere to existing
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governanee requires fhat elected and appointed officials of the City EE, County of San Francisco adhere to the land use mSuaEmw that E._H_ San
o .mmﬁﬂmog s must o‘cmﬂéo ; . -
. The Epaﬂ.ﬁmbmm OwwOmﬁ the E.mmﬁon of a Special Use UEES at3 HwH 3155 Scott Street: .
SIGNATURE . - °  ADDRESS - o . PHONE EMAILL
PoPeteprs ARt ,Wm.w\m.w%a |
N@\?\ Gten wrer] &.\\ - 5103 = VALH§@£BFq03ks .

I e s d .Nw,&u e hh /1 «SN\ s uﬁ\%ﬁi §u§@?&nﬂm‘m\§,
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“NO mﬁﬁﬁ@rﬁ dmm @m@é%ﬂ@ﬁ ON FOEE%@ mﬁgﬁ% .
: Q_E_E:m umumiaaﬁ .nwmo. ueuc gmeHNV .

We w%o_u% Honsomﬁ that the EmE.Em U%E&Egﬁ Planning Ocnﬁnmm_oF moﬁm om m%o_.smoam atid Mayor of wwc H.L.Bbsmoo m%ﬁa to existing
zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a Speoial” Use District on the parcel EEE.SEMN Jnown as 3151-3155 Scott Street, the current

site of Eo\Hme Edward I Inn, on the moﬂ&ioﬁ cornet of the interdection of Scott and Lombard Streets, for the use of a high anﬁ.mn% HUE&B.
HHcEEm project., , ., R . |

The Mayor’s ommnn om Housing and other third Humnamv sEo have no established connection or H&maoumgu to the E&mgo%ooa EE éro EBE to
receive substantial E.Eﬁo financial benefits, have Homsoﬁom B mEmHa parcel Special Use UEHQ The creation of a Special Gmo District circumvents
“city zoning Ea. planning m,_h&orbmm contradicts the o& § miaster Ea,._ and does material %.Bmmm to the ,éﬁodbn:bm ﬁo_mgoapoomm EE wsmEommnm
The use of mvo?NoEbm on ‘behalf ow a %oo&o H_Houo& gets a dangerous. precedent for the hEmEuonoom Epm the city of” Sen m.nmhﬂmno Good

governance requires Emﬁ &onﬁ& ﬁ& mmonﬁnm officials of the- o@ and 00¢E.< of San Francisco m&pou..o to Eo Jand- Ea ﬂﬁmﬁ% that AT, San >
- ..mamwgmomﬁ S must ogga o

The camaaﬂmﬁom OwwOmm__ the S.Sacu ofa mvuoEH Use District at 3151-3133 maos Street: . _ .
 SIGNATURE . - ADDRESS - PHONE ., - . . EMAIL |
Mporpepcstee - 18er Jetlorcuns wf oﬂ. A 123 . _ ?>§~Ynih‘mm£mr?0 .,,,oa .
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ZO m@ﬁﬁﬂkﬁ USE 55%@%&@ ON FOZ%EW@ STREET
. om._muEum U%EAEQ; O»mm uod 0. EmoHNv

.ém rﬁ.a@% Hﬂsamﬁ that the. EﬁEEm U%menhgr Em.auEm OoBEEmBﬁ Board of mswﬂémgm E& Mayor of mmu E..Eemoc adhere to Snmuam :

zoning and- Emnbﬁm requirements mﬁm.nmﬁmrrmw a Special' Uge District on the ﬂEoE noBEobG known as uGTu G 5 Scott Street, the current

site of the King Edward IT Inn, on the moﬁﬁﬁomﬁ corner of the intersection of Scott mba bonma Streets, on the Smn of a high density Public -
- mosmEm project. , ,

The Mayor’s Office of moEEm and other third parties, ﬁ&o have no- omﬁm_urmwom connection or H@Hmﬁoﬁmgu to the aﬂmgo%oom and ,SB stand to
receive mcdm\nmsna ‘private financial benefits, have requested a asmﬁ parcel Special Use District. The éreation of a Speeial Use District circumvyents
city zoning and planning mmaagom contradicts the city’s master plan, and does Emﬁﬂ& damage to the surrounding sﬂmrdo%oo% and businesses.
- The use of spot-zoning- on behalf of a specific project sets a dangerous.precedent for the neighborhood and the 8@ of San Francisco. Good

governance requites that elected 85 %@oﬁam ommeam of the 9@ -and OBEQ ow San mamuozoo adhere to the HE& use standards that ALY San

Franciscan’s must observe.

The gmﬂamsmm OPPOSE the creation of a .mﬁ.a_cma Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:

" ADDRESS PHONE © EMAIL
37U Iedoster :s SE__ u41$-9L9 -pha),
2B WOt e SE B - P -8 S
3720 widosder ST s WS -3My-13TR
3039 \mamxv rm./\ 303 _&R ,amd\_._,P a\\.
7437 @)R\REQ} S | D Ar Y &.\hﬁr
. E552 1w ST - &I 928 - 7B
+% o {40 _N:;;& D12-989. &
%@gﬁ ?E@E Ak Sewan Stk T 107729771004
;Eg 3 r&u? 2043 Pew Sk H5 93] 9573
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~ NO mﬁmﬁg c.&w gﬂm.ﬂﬁﬁ% @Z ﬁ@?@%@w m%ﬁhﬁ%
Q,U_EEEW Department Case: 2010.0450TZ))
We Hﬁag request that the’ wgﬁm U%&gaﬁ Planning Conimission, Board .6f méﬂsmoa and. ‘Mayor of w% Francisco &wng to oﬁmgm
. NoEum and: planning requirements and NOT, aﬂmgbw a Special Use District on the %Eoﬁ ooEEoEw known as mETmHmm Scott Street, the current

site of the King H%ﬁ:.a X HE_, on the mocmzqamﬁ corner of the intetsection of Scott and H.on&ma Streets, for Eo use ow a high %Eﬂ@ Public
Housing Hu.o_moﬁ . . o o

The gmuaa 8 Office of H.HocmEm and other third @mnuam who Eaa no omﬁgmw& connection or HmHmﬁoEEw to the ﬁﬂm&ggcm B& Sro stand 3

receive substantial private financial benefits, Eﬁo anmmﬂam a single parcel mwmo_a Use UaEQ ‘The creation of a m@ooﬁ Use District circumvents
9@ zoning g& planning guidelines, ooBH.n&EH the oﬂ% § master E«E“ and does Emﬁoﬂ& damage to the surrounding ﬂaﬁEuoncomm and businesses.

The use of %oﬁ.NoEbm on Jbehalf of & %mﬁmo Eo.._ma sets & mmbmanoﬁm Emoamobﬁ for the ﬁﬂmgo&oom and the city of San Francisco. Good

moﬁBﬁS requires %ﬁ elected mb@ %@oEﬁom officials om the City Nﬁm Oossq of mpn mamcsmoo m&_,na to Eo HEE use mﬁmﬁmﬁ% that >HP. mmE _
- ..Emnemams s mnst o_uma.cm _ o ‘

1

The aﬁmﬂmﬁpam OPPOSE Eo ouom;poﬁ ofa wwoow& Use District at 3151-3 Hm 5 Scott ma..ng

927
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- NO m_@FGEL USE H&m.ﬁaﬁ% ON F@E% mﬁgﬁ%
: _ (Planning b%»ﬁiﬁ: Case: 2010. Emcﬂ@ :

- We hereby Honcnﬁ apmﬁ the wSqum U%EEQB Planning OoEEEmEu Board .of ms@mwﬁmoam» pﬁa. Mayor 8, mmﬂ Emﬁsmoo p&pnaa to oxmgm

zoning and planning HBERBoEm and NOT establis

h a Special Use District on the wﬁo& ooEBo% Jnown as 3151-3155 Scott mﬁmmﬁ the current

m;oo?woﬁsmmaiﬁnﬁ??oﬁ&a moﬁ&éoﬂ corner of Eo intersection of moon m,.pphon&ﬁm mqona ﬁ.oH sﬁ use of 2 Emu density Public
H‘Hosmupm ?.8 ect.

_'The Mayor’s Ommoo of moEEm and other third @mﬂﬁmm who have no mmSEEwmm connection or H&m&oﬁg@ to the sﬁmgo%ooa and who stand to
receive substantial private financial benefits, have Hoﬁomﬁm a mEmHo parcel mwooﬁ Use District. .ES creation of a Special Use District oﬁncEﬁEm
~ city zoning Ea planning mﬁaog@m_ contradicts the E@ § master plan, and does Eﬂmﬂﬁ damage to the mEBEEEm neighborhoods Eﬁ ,osmEnmmnm

The use of %o?moébm on wogﬁ ofa specific project sefs a. dangerous. precedent for the neighborhood and the BQ of San m.HEpEmoo. Good

_ governance HBEH% Emﬁ &ooﬁ& NE@ mﬁﬁoﬁﬁm officials of the Q@ and’ OBES of San Francisco adhere to the HEE use standards Eﬁ ALY San -

Franciscan’s must gbsetve.

.H&o Eaﬂzmsom OE.GmH 90 oaomﬁou ofa mwmQE dmm Uﬂmﬁoﬁ at 3151-3155 moo: mqnz

> ADD ﬁmm PHONE, . EMAIL

W Loy pesn7a SF (A o g ESE o

Lu\%\ﬁi%\%%p; &Y\Ew &Eu\%\u\
\S\@, Clastwod Sy Y4123 .

23\ e . Al

218, Lwameas % QU 56z- (370

o5 2nd bLmA& 74 (1Y
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s '

ZD mﬁ%ﬁgﬁ USE @E%Eﬁ% CN F@%% STREET
Q?Eﬁnm Department O%m. 2010, oamc.ﬂNv

We hereby Hnﬁﬁ E& Ea E.:EEm U%B..Bma EmHBEm Comimission, moﬁm of mzﬁﬂﬁmoﬂm_ ard Mayor of San Emasmco,m%aﬂo to existing
zoning and planning B@Eamﬁmbg and NOT establish a Special'Use District on the ?ﬁo& commonly known as meTuHm 5 Scott mﬁamp the current

N site of the Enm HQSE.& II Inn, on the mod?ﬁmmﬁ cornet of the intersection of Scott and hoE_umE Streets, for Em use of a Emr mowm_q Public

4

.H.Ho%Em project.

The Mayor’s meoo of H.HosmEm and oE@n third parties, who E_ﬁ 1o amﬁmgmuom connection or Ha_msobmg to the uﬂmwdompoog and who mn:a to

HwnaZm mcdepﬁmH private mEEE& dmnamﬁm have requested a single parcel Special Use District. The cteation of a Special Use District circumvents

city zoning apm EBEE@ mﬁm&hﬁm contradicts the city’s master EPF and does B&aﬁ& gmmm to the surrounding _pﬂmrdongo% and dsmﬁammo? ‘
‘The usé of %S.Nouﬁm on behalf of a specific Eeaa mmﬁm 8 mpﬁmﬂoﬁ precedent for the nﬂmzuo%ooa and. the: city of San Francisco. Good

()
governance requires that anﬁa BE mEuoEHg officials of the QQ .Em OQEQ of wﬁ m,amusmoo adhere to the land use ﬁE&E% that ALL San M_u
Franciscan’s must observe.
) The ﬁumaammmh.o& OH..HOmH the creation of a Special Use District at 3 E..Tw&m moo,n Street: .
o p . ADDRESS . ..\. \ o | PHO EMAIL |
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ZO m@ﬁﬁg dmﬁ @wm,ﬁﬂﬁ% ON H@Zﬁ@% mﬂaﬁuﬂ
. ﬁﬁEEEm U%uwﬁﬁmﬁ dwma. Nowc 0450TZ)

We w&.md% request that the' Planning Department, Planning OoEEHmmSu woma .of m%ﬂ.smoﬁ arid Z&SH om San Francisco adhere to oﬁmgm.

NoEbm and: plarining requirements and NQT establish a mwmoﬁ Use UES& on the wﬁomw ooBBoE% lmown as uHmH.mem Scott Street, the current

site of the King Edward II Inn, on the mocmpéma corner of the intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, for Ea%oowp Emr %um@ Public
_H.HoEEm Eemg ,

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and Q&B. third ﬁmﬁuam. 4&.6 have no amﬁdrmr& ooubaoﬂow or H.oumﬁoﬁmgﬁ to the ﬁﬁmEuo%oog and who stand to
receive substantial private financial benefits, have Hﬁsnﬂ& ] mEmHo Eﬁo& Special Use UEEQ The creation of a Special Use District citcummvents

" ¢ity zoning and planning mEmaHEom contradicts the 9@ S Bmm.aa plan, and does matetial manmm to the Eﬁcsb&bm uﬂmgc%oo% EE ngommam

. .Eﬁ use of" m@o?NoEum on Jbehalf ow a specific project seis a dangerous.precedent for the uﬂmgou&oom and the city of San Ewﬁﬁmoo Good

_ - governance requires that elected Bﬁ mwonam ommoSHm of the Q@ and ooch of San Franeisco adhere to the Fum use standard$ that ATL San

m.ﬁmbﬁmomﬂ s must odmoda

The undersigned OH.H.Omm the creation of a Special Use District at3 EH 3 Hmm Scott Street:

. ADDRESS -

| . CpEONE . Eﬁw?
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NOC mﬁuﬁﬁgﬁ USE DISTRICT ON F@?ﬁwg m%ﬁﬁmﬁ.

Qu_EEEm U%E&smi mem. NES E,,mS.NV

“We rﬂdg H.nepmmﬁ that éa EB.EEm bnﬁﬁggp EEEEm Comimission, Board .of mEuE.Smonu mHE Edau of San Francisco adhere to. oﬁmgm
zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a Special Use District on mpa parcel noEEonE known as m..GH-u 155 mooﬁ Street, the current.
site of the King m__%qpum 0 Inn, on the Southwest corner of the intersection of mceﬁ and Lombard mqnas moa the use of a high aoﬂm& Public

Housing project.

The Mayor’ s Office om H.HoﬁEm and other third parties, who have no oﬁm‘crww& ooEpooﬁoh E. SEEE_EU to the aﬁmEuoHrooa ,Em who stand to

receive substantial vﬁ@ﬁ financial benefits, have 8&52& a single wﬁo& mwnosu. Use UEHQ The ﬁamﬁoﬁ ofa mﬁoo&p Use District circumvents
city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the 9@ g master plan, and does Bﬁaﬂa amEmmo to the mﬁnoﬁ&bm ﬁaﬁgo%oo% 8& businesses.

.H_ra use of m@o?NoEbm on behalf of a mﬁaﬁmo project sets a dangerous. precedent for the uo@”&om&oo& and Eo city of San Francisco. Good
governance: requires that o_noﬁn E.E m%oﬁam officials of the City and OSEQ of San Hﬁﬁﬁmoo m&ﬁ& to the Hﬁa use standards Emﬁ bbﬁ San

m.nmuo_mo»b § must observe.

The Eaﬁ.ﬁmunm OHH.OmH Eo creation of a mﬁn&& dmm Uamﬁnﬁ at 3151-3155 moo# mqooﬁ
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NO wﬁﬁﬁg USE @Hmﬁﬁﬁﬁ QZ bcég m%ﬁﬁﬁ@
: _ AEmEEm Department Case: 2010. chmcHNv

¢<o Wonmww Hoas@mﬁ that the EmHEEm U%ﬁ.goﬁ Platining Comimission, Board .of _mﬁuﬂﬁmoﬁ“ EE gm%oH of mwn Francisco adhere to existing
zoning and: planning reqiirements and ZO.H_ establish a mwosa Use District on fhe mﬁo& commonly known as Em 1- 3155 Scott Street, the cutrent

mH.a of the King Edward. d“ Fnomﬁo moﬁwéomﬁ ooBs.ong\nﬂmmocoh% mcon and Honam& Streets, for Eaﬁoom a high density T&ro N
Houging project.

The g,mwomm o_wmno of Housing #ind other third parties, who have no established connection or H.aSﬂoumEu to the s&%éu&oog and who m.ﬁ,mbm to
_Hnno?o substantial @iﬁnm financial benefits, have requested: a mmb_mwa parcel m@m&.& Use District. dpn creation of a m@m&m,,_ Use District circumvents
- city NouEm and planning. guidelines, contradicts the SQ s master Emb and does Eﬁau& mmBmmm to the msﬁogmﬁm uﬂmgompoo% mﬁm businesses.
.H.wa use of %o?mouém on behalf of a specific E.o_moﬁ sets a %Bmo_..osm Emnagaﬁ for the neighborhood and the e@ of San H.,Eaﬁmno Qoom

moﬁﬁﬁﬁaa requires. \&m& elected Epm\ m@@oﬁﬁog officials of the City and Oocb@ of Sen Francisco sdhere to the land use mgmﬁmw Emﬁ ALL San
.H_,Ewﬂmomb 8 must ogoﬁa :

932

The cumﬂmwmmom OwwOmH the creation of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:
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ZQ mﬁﬁﬁﬁwﬁ dnm ﬁmmﬂaﬁﬁ ON LOMBARD m_ﬂﬂmﬁﬂ
. . ﬁu_m:E:m bmvmwﬁsoﬁ Osmn. nﬁc camcHNv .

ﬁ\o hereby Hmesﬁ that the EEEEm Umma.nﬁma EEEEm OOEHE%EP Board ow msvﬂsmo? BE Mayor ow San mnﬁoaoo adhere to existing

e, N
\\ “

NoEbm and- planning requirements and NOT %SE&W a mﬁmQE dmo District on the ﬁmao& ooBBocE known a8 3151-3155 Scott Street, the 9503 .

site of the King. Edward I :E_.oﬂ .m\osﬁioa corner of the intersection of moon Ea. ﬁoﬂ&w& mﬁdaﬂ for the Fn.m.ow a high density Public
Housing project. a .

" The Mayor’s Office of H.Ho:mBm and oEﬁ third parties, who E.ﬁ no nmsgmuom oouuoocon or _.nanumuE to the neighborhood and swo stand to |
‘receive substantial private financial vnsomﬁm have requested a single wﬁo& Special Gma Uﬂmga The creation of a Special Use District circumvents -
city zoning and planning mEma_,Bam contradicts the city’s master plan, and does mateiial ntmma to the surrounding no_mgouroomm and ngommom .

 The use of spot-zoning on “behalf of a %ao&o Eeoﬂ sets a dangerous. precedent for Eo neighborhood and the 9@ of San m.HmuSmoo Good.

governance tequires that Qmo.ap msn mﬁvoﬁﬁm officials of the City and County of San m.EboEoo adhere to the land use standards that ALY, San

B Ewﬁﬁmomﬁ s must observe. - /\ O\ e ,H..m N .? @h\%.m

The Emaum_mmmm OE.OmH Eo oammaos of a Special dmm U;EQ at 3 EH 3155 Scott mqnmﬁ

m52>§ - ADDRESS
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2@ mﬁddg USE bmmHEOH ON LOMBARD mﬁghﬁ
: %Szﬁum U%E.H_mi O»mm. 2010. cpmﬁﬁw

We- ws@% Hapsaﬂ that the’ Emuébm U%EEEE Planning Comimission, moma. om mswﬂ.ﬁmoﬂm“ EE Mayor om San Em.sﬁmoo Eup&o 10 oﬁﬁﬁm

zonitg and planning requirements and ZO_H 0m§wrmr a m@aﬁ& Use District on the mﬁo& ooHEnoE% HBoﬁb as 3151-3155 Scott wﬂnaﬁ the current

site of the King Hnﬁaﬁa a Hﬁr on fhe Southwest corner of the Eﬁmawooﬁoﬁ o.,m Scott and Hchm& Streets, for the use of a high amﬁm:% Public
moEEm project.

-

" The Z@S s Office of Housing mﬁm other mﬁ&. parties, who have no oﬂmgmw& connection or H.&mﬁoumrﬁ to Ea neighborhood .Em who ambm 8.

- 8820 ‘substantial private mESEmH benefits, have requested a mEmH wao& Special Use Uagoﬁ The creation of Special Use UESQ onoEB,qoBm

city zoning and planning mEa&Enm contradicts the o& s master plan, and does material damage to the EEBEE&@ ﬁﬂm_p_uoaroo% and businesses.

The use of m@o?uoébm on, behalf opa a. specific project sets a %Emoaosm Eooo@o& for L&o ﬁonEuonoon and the city of San Francisco. Good

governance requires fhat elected ga %woﬁgm officials &.. apo Q@ mna OBEQ of San Emnﬁmoo m&pona to the HNE& use standardd that ALL San’ -

H..Bboaomb 8§ must ocmnﬁo

.HHS undersigned OE,Omwu ﬁo Samﬁom ofa mﬁoﬁﬁ Use UEES 3 3 EH 3155 Scott mqonﬁ
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Z o mﬁﬁﬁE USE Eﬂm%ﬁmﬁ% Qz b@y@% mﬂ@uﬁﬂ
AEEEE_W w%mﬁaaﬁ ﬁsmn Nﬁc onmcﬂﬁu

o i -

‘We .:mumu% request that the' Planning Department, EmuEbm OOEu:mEoP woma. of ms@ogmo? EE Mayor of San- Francisco m&pﬂo to aﬁm:um
NoﬂEm and: planning requirements and NOT establish a S

H.oﬂﬁ Use U_mwnoﬁ on the wﬁoﬁ oogosq known as 3151-3155 Scott mﬁnoﬁ the cutrent
site of the King Hnﬂﬁ.m I Inn, on Em mosﬁiomﬁ comer of the intersection of mno# and HoEgB Streets, for the nse om a Em_p aonm_ﬁ Public
- Housing project.. S

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other ,E.ngm&._om.. who have no established oogoamow.ﬁ Em&o&&% to the s&mwwo&omm and who stand to
receive mﬁdmﬁum& private financial benefits, have tequested 2 single parcel Special Use District. The creation of a mua&E Use District circumvents
.8@ NoEbm and planning puidelines, contradicts the 9@ g Emmﬁﬁ. plan, and does Bﬁoﬂﬁ %.Bm@o to the mﬁﬁoﬁnmEm ﬁﬂmgoﬁrco% and ngommam .
The use of m@oﬁxNoEbm oﬁ behalf oun.. a %ao&o project sets a- &Emmnosm Hnnmmaﬁ for the bﬂmgouwoom and the city of San ‘Francisco. Qooa

B e e

)
mo<8.bmﬂoo requires that elected mﬁm m.%ocpﬁm officials om the City and OQEG ow San mumho_moo m&u@am to mﬁ ..:Em use standards that >HLH San pi
.mnmuﬂmng s must odmada o _ _. ‘ |
The Epaﬂm.ﬁpmm OHHOmM the nao.mmcn ofa mvn&& dmo UEEQ at315 H..u 155 moon mﬁ.mnn . .
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ZQ mmmng USE D iﬁm_ﬁﬁnﬂ @E F@?E% mﬁgmﬂ
QU_BEBW umumiami Case: 2010, ak_mcﬁa

20 ﬁﬁ%% Hm@samﬁ that the wEubEm Department, EmHEEm OoBBHmEoP Board .of mscogmo? and Emuaw om San meESmoo adhere to- oﬁmﬁbm
zoning and-planning Honﬁnoﬁabdm and NOT establish a S

pecial Use District oﬁ the %E.o& commonly known as mHmH 3155 Moon Street, the current

maa of&m King Edward I Inn, on Ea Southwest corner of the intersection of Scott mﬁm Lombard wnnnﬁm H.oH. Eo use of a Emr mgm&\ Public
Housing project. _

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third Hum&o.m who have no _amﬁm_umw_woa connection or H.@Hmﬂoamgw to Ea. neighborhood .Eum who stand to
receive maggﬁﬁ ‘private financial benefjts, H:a Hopsomﬁam a mEmE parcel Special Use Uﬁ:ﬁ dpm creation of a Special Use District circumvents .
city zoning mHa. EEEEW guidelines, contradicts the S@ s master plan, and aoom material %.Bmma to the mE.BEp&um ﬁﬂmzuo%oomm .Em businesses.
The use of %o?uoémm on behalf of a %aemo waouooﬁ sefs a dangerous. precedent for the neighbothood and the EJ\ of mmﬁ deEano ‘Good

governance requires apmﬁ &oﬁm@ Ea. mEuoEﬁ& officials of the City m,.nm Oos&% of San H._.Hmﬁopmoo adhere to the Jand use mﬁmﬁ?ﬁ% that .}HH. San
Franciscan’s must observe. ‘ ; .

936

The gmﬂﬂmﬁ&.OdHOmH the creation of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott: Strest:
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. NO SPECIAL USE DISTRICT ON LOMBARD STREET
,Q_m_u.ugm G%mi_ﬁma nsma"..mcHo,imcHNv

We hereby Hﬂsaﬁ Eﬂ the mEuEbm UnwmnBoE EmHEEm ooBBHmmSm wcm& of m%%_moﬁ and, gmuau of San E.mcﬁmoo adhere to Qcmﬁ:pm,.

Zoning and- EE.EE@ Ho@sﬁaﬁoﬁm and NOT establish a Special Use District on the wE.cwH commonly known as 3151 -3155 Scott mnonﬁ the oE.RE .

site of the King Edward I F: on the Southwest corner om the intersection of mnon and Lombard mqoaa for the use om a Emﬁ density Public
Housing ptoj ect. _

The Mayor’s Ommom of H.HosmEm and other third. uﬁnmm i_uo have tio %E_u_pmrmm ooubmonoﬂ or Hmﬁﬁoﬁm&% to Eo uﬁmgouroo& and who stand to
receive substantial wnﬁﬁo financial cgamﬁm“ have requested a mEmHa parcel mvosa Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents
_city NoEbm and planning guidelines, oowqm&gm the city’s master Emb and does Bﬂﬂ_& damags to the mcﬁosh&um sﬂmgo%oomm and-businesses.

The use of spot-zoning on ‘behalf of a %oﬂmn project sets a dangerous. Eanaagﬁ for the neighborhood and the 8@ of San Francisco. Good

governance requires that elected mum mEuoESm cmmo:% of Eo City and County of San Francisco adhere to the Fbm use standards that ALL San

E.mcoaoms s must observe.

_ The E_mauﬂmuoa OHH.OmH Ea Smmﬁos of a mﬁnﬁa Use District mﬁ 3151-3155 mooﬁ Street:

vmﬁz\ﬁcﬁ ~ ADDRESS h - © PHONE EMAIL
_ /o 137 wAwonA | I RS T3 |
:w Redirs Wo Qe 2> NL“AJNﬂi ~LPTZ
Zesg 2474 ST. m_.‘\ oA, §§4 1. R4S . 7949

6% Mawove a LAy :u CA G R S - BT ~SHID
o0 (Lplia- ,u\i au DfJe? . /-2 - 7957

E\ﬁ qr?j(ix e Uls AL

Vel A S P/ 1D f £57-3380

A &N\S«N&& DS~ 923 m@i N\é

37 m:zi mli ne_ mﬁ ism

937



]

ZO mwﬁﬁg USE @wmﬁm@ﬁ,ﬁ '2 F@?ﬁw% m.ﬁgﬁﬁ.
~ (Planning b%wuﬁﬁai O»mm. 2010.0450TZ)

ém rﬂng H.ﬂcma Emﬁ Ea EEEEm Department, E.&Ehm OoHEEmEoP onm om m%ngmoam arid ‘Mayor of San Francisco adhere to oﬁm:bm
NoEbm and planning HonEHoBoEm and NOT mmﬁwﬁmr a Special' Use District on the mﬁoﬂ commonly known ag mHmTmeu Scott Street, the current

site of ?a King Edward II Fp on Ea moﬁ_péomﬁ corner om the: Eﬁoﬁnoaos of-Scott. and boBdma mﬂoﬂm for the use ‘of a high mg.ﬂq Public
mocmEm project. ‘

et

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, who have no established connection or relationship to the neighborhood and who stand to
receive substantial Hu.%ma_ financial benefits, have .Hﬂsnmﬁa._ a single parcel Special Use District, The creation of a .mwﬂ&a_ Use District circumvents
city zoning and planning m&moﬁﬁm contradicts .L&a city’s .Em,ﬁoH Emu. mbm does material damage to the mE.HSEmEm neighborhoods and businesses.

The use of m@oﬁ.NoEbm on behalf of a specific Eema s6fs & mmummaoﬁ Emongmﬁ for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. Good
moﬁﬂﬁboo HanHam that elected and mwﬁoﬁam officials of the City and OBEQ of San Emnﬁmno adhere to the land use ﬂmbmmam that ATLL mms

Franciscan’s must observe, _Jm \ Z O J\ C C 2 M) D\ A ﬂnl _\Dm.\ﬂmnb\mm

The dﬁmﬁ.ﬂmﬁm OEuOmH the creation of a mvaﬁﬁ Use UE.EQ at 3151-3155 Scott Street:

© 938
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- NO mﬁﬁﬁg dmﬁ @M@%Eﬁ% QZ F@?ﬁw}g mﬁgﬁﬁ _
. . . Q.&E:Em bmwwﬂﬁnuﬁ Case: 2010.0450TZ) -

We hereby request that the' Planning U%m&snﬁ Planning Ooabmmmmob, wOma of mcﬁa.&moam. Ep.m Mayor of San Francisco adhere to existing

- zoning and: planning requirements and NOT amﬁu:mw a mﬁns.& Use District on the ?ﬁn& commonly known as 3 EH 3155 Scott Strest

, the current.
site of the King Edward X1 H== on 90 moﬁ&éoﬂ ooﬁ_mﬁ of apo Eﬁoumaoﬁou of Scott and Lombard quﬁ.m moa Eo ‘use of a high mabmn% Public
Housing Ee ject. _ .

The zmuaa.m Ommoo of Housing and other third parties, who have no nmagmr& connection or relationship to En.. neighborhood and who stand to
_Hnoo?o mcgﬁsz& private mcmb&& wmb.mmﬁm ‘have requested a single parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents

city NoEbm and EBEEm mﬁao:unm, contradicts the city’s master Eﬁr and does. E&oﬁﬁ damage to the surrounding bﬂmgo%oomm and businesses.

. ‘The use of m@oﬁ.NoEbm on behalf of a specific project sets a %bmaﬁocm precedent for the neighborhood and the QQ of San mw.msﬂmoo Good

moﬁﬁpmboa Hoe.Eom Sﬁ &ooﬁ& mnm mﬁwoﬁﬁa owmﬁmw om Ea QQ E& OEEQ ow mmsmamnﬁmoomm&ﬂa S Ea?ﬂ@ﬁa memﬁ% Eﬁ?ﬁﬁ mmb.\
.E.&poaoms m Esmﬁ owmo:a . ,

The gmﬂa.mn& OEUOmH the creation of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott mﬁoon_
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Z@ mﬁﬁﬁg USE @mmﬁaﬁ.ﬁ @Z H@?ﬁwg m@gmﬂ
. QF:E:m Department Case: 2010, Emcﬂ@ _

We. 53@% wan_somﬁ that the Planning Um@EﬁBmwﬁ Planning OoEBEmSu. Board om msﬁmnﬁmoam, mHE Zm%oa of San m.ambﬁmoo 9%53 to existing

zoning and planning requirements and NOT establish a Special Use District on auo m_maoﬁ commonly known as wGTmEm Scott Street, the 9503

gite of ‘En.HnEm Edward XI Tnn, on the Southwest corner of the intersection of Scott and Lombard Streets, for Eo use of a Emw density HUSEE
~ Housing ?.802 . | . S

.H.ro gmué. § Ommoo of Housing and other third parties, who rﬁa no oam&:mr& connection or H&wgumra to the uﬁmgo%ooa and Sro %Em to. .
receive substantial E.Eﬁo financial benefits, have Hmnsmmﬁam a mEmHa wﬁnn_ m@aoﬁ# Use Distriet. The creation of a Special Use District circumvents i
9@ zZoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the city’s master plan, and does Bﬁoﬁﬁ damage to the surrounding neighborhoods and businesses.

The use of spot-zoning. on c&Eﬁ of & %oﬁmo Eemg sets a mmﬁmﬂocm anamaa for the uﬂmw‘uo%oom and the city of mmb Francisco. Good

governance requites that elected mpm appointed officials of the City mua Ooﬁ@ of San mﬁmnsmoo adhere o the land use standards that ALL San m
Franciscan’s must observe. _ C
_ dpn cﬁmﬂmm@um@ OPPOSE the owam&ou of a Special Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:
SIGNATURE, ADDRESS | PHONE | EMAIL
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2@ mﬁﬁdg dmﬁ J@Hmﬂgﬁ% QZ FQEEWU mégm.ﬁ
ﬁu_EEEm Department Case: 2010. camcHNv

.2@ hereby request that the Planning Department, Planning Commission, moma of mcuﬂﬁmoﬁa. and Emusa om San Francisco m&_ﬂa to existing

NoEbm and: planning requirements and NOT establish a mmuooBH Use District on the ﬁB.omH ooBEoE% HEogE as m 151-3155 Scott Street, En current-

site of the King Edward HH H_E on the Southwest corner of aﬁ intersection of mnos and Lomibard mnnaa for the use of a Emﬁ moumé Public
H.HoEEm project. o . o

The Mayor’s Office of Housing and other third parties, ‘who have mo aﬁémmgm_oowzaoﬁo& or Hmﬁmosmﬁw to the neighborhood and who stand to

receive substantial private financial caﬁow:m have requested a single parcel Special Use District. The creation oH. a mwoe.& Uss District oﬁoﬁzﬁuﬁ .

© city zoning and EEEEm mEm&Eam. contradicts the city’s Emmﬁoa plan, and does materigl mmEmma to the mcﬁog&bm neighborhoods and businesses.
T _uo use of spot-zoning on behalf of a mﬁnﬁmo project sets a dangerous. Eoonmoa for the 59@58&8@ BE tlie city of San Francisco. Good
mo<n5muoo Honsu.dm Emn elected Epa appointed officials of the 9@ mum Oossq of mg Francisco m&_ﬂn to the land use standards that ALL San

Franciscan’s Bﬁﬁ observe.
~The cnaﬂ.mympma OE.OmH the Bamﬁcn ofa mﬁmﬁ& dmm UEH& at 3151-3155 moon Street;

ADDRESS PHONE, . - EMAIL
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NO w@ﬁﬁg USE @amﬁzﬁ% ON ﬁcgw% wﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ
_ AEEEEW U%»iﬂﬁi Osmm. 2010, oameﬂNv

We hereby request ER the Planning U%ﬁgmﬁ. Emﬁﬁﬁm Commission, wOm& of wsvonsmoamu mu& ZM&SH of San Francisco mmwﬂn 1o existing
- zoning and planning. H.anHaEaRm and NOT establish 4

m;mom mpo Hﬁnm H&iﬁi HH HErOh Ea moﬁﬁéamﬁoogﬂomﬁm Eﬁaumaosob ommoo# E&. Lombard Streets, for the tise of a high moumn% H_Euro
mOcmEm project, \

_Eﬁ Mayor’s Office of Housing and oEﬂ Eﬁm parties, éﬁo have no nmﬁmd:mwm& ‘connection ot relationship to s& sﬂmgo%oom and EHS mﬁm& to

receive substantial private financial _uacomﬁm rmﬁ Hmnﬁoﬁam a mEmwo parcel Special Use District. The creation of a Special Use UEEQ circumvents
. city zoning and EEBEm guidelines, oosge.ﬁm the city’s B;mﬁa plan, and does material mmemm to the msQSEaEm ﬁﬂmgo%oo% and businesses.

The use of mca.NoEbm on behalf om a specific Hﬁeoa sefs a mmwmﬁosm precedent for the ngmgo%ooa and the city of San Francisco. Good

o governance HBEH% that elected a& %onSg officials of the O@ and County of San Francisco adhere to the rﬁm use standards ?mﬁ ALL San

Franciscan’s Bﬁﬁ odmmﬁo

The gbmmﬁﬂmnma OEUOmH Eo oamaob ofa mwasa Use Qmﬁoﬁ at mG 1-3155 Scott Street:

ADDRESS PHONE EMAT, -

WCEN s S \KQ& = Wi W) 3 S STFILL

Special-Use District on the wﬁo& commonly known as mGTmG 5 Scott Street, the current
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2@ mﬂﬁdg Gmﬁ gmﬁEﬁ% CN F@gw% mﬂwﬁﬁﬂ
. (Planning u%»ﬁEmi Case: 2010. EmcﬂNv

We hereby Haasamﬁ that the Emqum U%NﬁEgﬁ Ewqum Conimission, Board .of mﬂuﬂsmoa arid Z&SH &. San Emmgmoo m&powa to nﬁﬁﬁm

- zoning and planning requirements and N OT establish 2 mﬁoﬁﬁ Use Uaﬁoﬁ on the parcel cammonly known as 3151-3155 Scott mn.mﬂ the current

.Ea oH.EoNEm Hnimaﬁ HE_ ou Eamoﬁ_pémm\n ooBmH ow Eméaamaosoﬂommoonmba hoaga mqaﬂm moH Eo Eooms Emr%um&ws_u:o
moEBm project, ‘

,EE Mayor’s Office om Housing NE@ oEQ.. Eﬁm wﬁs% who have no %SEEE@ connection or Hm:&cnmgu to the ﬁBmEuoﬁgoa Eﬁ who mﬁ.Em to
receive substantial private’ mamﬁamp benefits, have 8@5&& a mEmHn vﬂo& Special Use District. The creation of a mwosa Use District circumvents

city NobEm and planning guidelines, noEHm&ns the city’s master plan,. and does Eﬁoﬁﬁ damage to the surrounding nﬂm_p_uoéoo% and wEmEommom

The use of spot-zoning on behalf of a %aemo project sefs a dangerous. Hoo&aa for.the neighborhood and the city of San Prancisco. Good

™
mo<m§oa requires that a_ooﬁoa sﬁ& ‘Ewoﬁﬁaa officials om Ea City and County of San. mnESmoo ddhere to the land use mﬁsmm&w that ALI, San S
 Franciscan’s must observe. . ) . . . .
© The cbmﬁ&muam OPPOSE the creation ofa mwo&& Use District at 3151-3155 Scott mﬁ..mmn ,,
p SIGNATURE ADDRESS . - PHONE . EMAIL |
IN e | \w_\d/ LI o Y ﬁm oz, ASUA: 2por, Cuesyxm@vczf
2. Mmr\ ~N) FL.@» 3Nt \N\\gahh \%« S. f_ \V\\v *Bbr\@\) O
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Z@ mﬁﬁ@g USE. 5@%%51% ON Fegw% STREET
o AEEEEm Umuuiami Case: mcwo 0450TZ)

We hereby request that the Planning Department, EE&E@ noaﬁmmmwo? wc&@.ow Supervisors, ﬁ& Mayor of San m.&unwmoc adhere to existing
zoning and planning requirements and ,

NOT establish a Special Use District on the mﬁd& commonly known as mETmEm.mooﬁ Street, the current

site of the King Edward II Inn, on the Southwest ..832. of the intersection of Scott and Tombard Streets, for the use of 2 high density Public
* Housing project. o _ :

The Mayor’s meom. of Housing and other third .E&om ‘ég have no established connection or H&mmoumﬁv to the neighborhood and who stand to
receive substantial private financial benefits, have Hnnsnmﬁm a single wﬁo& m@mE& Use UEEQ The Somﬁob of a mﬁoo:; Use District circumvents
city zoning and planning guidelines, contradicts the 9@ s master plan, and does materigl damage to the mE.Bcmem aﬁmEuoEoo% and ngommom

The use of %oﬁluowEm on, behalf of a- specific project moﬁ a mwmmﬁ.osm precedent for the neighborhood and the city of San Francisco. Good-

moﬁBmuoo requires Sﬂ, elected and appointed officials of the City and County of San Francisco adhere to the land use mSua.d% that ALY, San " W
" Franciscan’s must owmon.\o. , B ) h . . v /
The undersigned OPPOSE the S.amﬁo.n ofa m%o&& Use District at 3151-3155 Scott Street:
SIGNATURE L ADDRESS A . - PHONE - EMAIL
L.{ é.\w?z LANDRY F50 Tpap s in f? NNE P Y/5-5¢7-5 255 &:z%\&ht\%pus% o
5 morlvs 3579 C fuee v 94723 Ars 346-54 98
b s ) BE7T Preree Smat ©FE 923 | frS-3ui-3p6ST
_ ALdddlil) 2 Lt Lopbad Gy LHS—Tal— At q
23S o SU 200 STz Wi - 8K -URY
7 _ J930 w:.ﬁ%? %7 mﬁi Tits  (415)9z1-5759
8 ..\s\TRfcx? a_t,i@? 3§00 prvns Apbss wwﬁ Ppaps . M plarney B Ve
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Name

Emaill

Street Address

City

.N€ Code Phone Number

Jennlfer T rapp
Nancy Payne
Luis C Urlbe
John Leventini
m_‘_m_no:mq Payne,
Martin Gellen

Michael qua_ozmz._ :

Meagan Miglke -
Kathleen McKenna
Stephen Gumey
Anle
Patar >nxmzmo:
Nicole Hnedryk
Nicols Valco
“Tim. Daynsr
Alana Aldag
Darren Genstll
Elleen Lacey
Mare E, Goldyne .
, >3m.:am Corzlne

Kedrie Van de Om:,.

Mary T. Capplello
Lol Brooks
brooke perkins
Atan” .

jnntrpp@yahco.com
:m:@%mém@ma.m:.aoa
leuribe@hotmail.com
.h_m<m2_:_@camm.ooa
c.fletcher. payne@grall.com
martingellen@mac.com
Bunmqa_m:ma@«.m:oo.noa .
3115@838.&.:&
-mckennakh@earthiink.net
steve@josh.com -
missankle@gmall.com
‘peter.ackerson@gmail,com

' nlcolehendryk@gmail.com
nvalco@gmail.com o
=3nm<=m_ﬂ@n3m=.83
purchasing@alanaaldag.com
am:m:.mm:m..:_@mam:.8.3

m__m,m:_ma%@mcon_oum_.:i , .

mgdyne@aol.com.
Sanfrancisco@twoskrts.net
xmnzﬂm:amnm:@mam__.no.a
aﬁnmvn_@mo_UBE
_Eooxm@_._:_.:mﬁ
ma:m_._v\@mo_.ooa
arlanhushyar@hotmail.com

3636 Broderlck St.
.mm\«m v..m:o_m.oo St

. Cetvantes |

.mu.am Baker Streat

© 2141-B Paclfic Ave.
1784 Union St.

mwwu Buchanan St

1580 Lombard

* 2124 chestnut st

3208 Plerce St

2223 North Point

2628 Greenwich Strest

San fF _.mso_mno

San Francisco

San Francisco
San Franclsco

San Franclsco
- San Franclsco

San Franclsco
" 8an Franclsco -
- San Franclsca

San Franclsco

San Francisca

San Franclsco

San Franclged

San franclsco

San-Franclisco
San Engmmo
San Francisco

San Franclsco

94123 415-393-7148
e4123.
04128 4152870197
94123
94123 -
94123 415-441-7156
94123 ‘
94123
94123
84109 -
94115 4156278386
- 94123
84118
84111
94129
94115
84123
94123
p4123
04123 415-441-6727
cA . 5108282154
04123 415 922-0347
84123 415 7491841 .
94123 -
94123 - 4154414345
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Name -

' Emall

Street Address

Clty

Zip Gode  Phone z.:E_om..

george merijohn
Karen mo__...ams

| Crystal Brown
Susan Splwak
Lori medelros

- Mellssa Gregory
Andrew Meinnert
Judith M Barkett

" Randy Peterson
Jullana.Van de Carr’
Bryan nEé@

.~ Michelle Kwalt -
. Danlelle Dana

Christine Bartlett Hincidey

scott r. heldfond
Richard W. Bergson
Ingrid Coolins
Alfred Mammin!
Michelle Mammini - .
Vincent Mammini
Michael Hindus
Dale Bentson

john ] nichols
_<<m_a< Bentson
Irene Kaus

Infa@merijchn.com
kazzawork@hotmail.com
crystalsbrown@gmail.com
sspiwak@earthiink.net
Hello_ims@yahoo.com
melissaj@gmail.com
andrew.melnnert@gmall.com
judybarkett@acl.com
Randy]peterson@gmall.com
|ulibnf@sbeglobal.net
bpc1765@yahoo.com
Bwim:@:oﬁimm\__ooi
danlelle.dana@gmail.com
tina@BartiettRE.com
scottrh@tmo.blackbarry.net
dbergson@pacbsll.net

: _oao:gm,@mo_.ooa -
amammini@pacbell.net
mmammini@pacbell.het
vmammini@pachell.net
michael.hindus@pllisburylaw.com
dfbentson@gmail.com
sobrevista@aol.com
whentson@gmail.com
:xmcm@noinmﬂ.sﬂ

. 2260 Ghestnut St

3532 Webaster m_..qmm»

2340 North Point
- 3208 Plerce Street

Buchanan

2836 Plerce mﬁm.mmﬁ

2775 Filbert Street

2620 Greenwich St

2520 Greenwich St.
2522 Greenwich St

2686 Greenwich St.-
2540valleostrest
2686 Greenwich St.
2801 Green Street

r

" san Francisco

San Francisco

San Franclsco

" 8an Francisco

San Franclsco

San Franclsco

8F

San Franclsco

San Franclsco, CA

San Franclsco

" 8an Franclsco

San Francisco
San Francisco

8F

sanfrancisco

San Franclsco
San Francisco

84123
94123
94123 415-929-0320
94123 -
94123
94123 -
84123-1417 (415) 962-8602
041232766
94123
04123
94123
94123
94123
94123 415-440-8880
94123 |
. 94123
94109
94123
04123 -
94123
84123
94123
04123
94123
94123
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Name _ Email -

Malcolm Kaufman mkaufman@meguire.com *

unien

San Franclsco

_ Street Address Chy ZIp Cods  Phona Number

Gerri Grossmann _ : um:...@vm:sm:o:nmuzm_.‘nei . 2454 franclsco strest san francisco 04123
Jack Kaus - Jkaus@comcast.net - 2801 Green Street San Franclsco 04123
Patricla and Terrance Daugharty pgdaugh@comeast.net . 84123

‘Donald H. Klssslhorst 1 dkiesel@pacbeéll.net L _ . 94123
Dlana Kaus Kol dlanakoli@gmail.com 17 Avila Street San Franclsco - " 94123
Mark m:mmmcm_d” o " . markstrassberg@gmail.com 2752 Baker Street . San Franclsco, o_m_:oq__m 894123 N
David Lasker dave@altosdesign.com - 2541 Fllbert St - - San Franclsco 84123 ﬁmmio__mo
Irene Solomon C lisfilbert@gmail.com 2B36 Filbet Street . San Franclsco 04123 415-567-2854
Angus Parker - - angusparker@earthfink.net nﬂm,c:_o: m»a_mn San Franclsco 84123 )
Patricla Houden usocnmzﬁimo.nos o . . 94123
Matthew Katz =~ - . matthewrkatz@yahoo.com ‘San Francisco 94123
John H. Dowal] |hdowell@comeast.net . 94123 -
Shella S. Dowell .. ‘shelladowell@comoast.net 94123

: .m_m.o_.nm Vidalakis C george@vlidalakis.net 94123

- Janet Pellegrini pell2@sbeglobal.net . 94123 .
Lo::.oﬁm:zm._m . - John.osterwels@osterwels.com 2683 Unlan mﬁ..a& San Francisco 04123 415.434.4441
Angus mm_imn h o ,m:ucmlcmw:mm@ﬁom.aoa 3050 Plerce St San Francisca 94123 ) .
Jack Johnstone ﬁoaumﬁo:m_%zmszm@uam__.no_s _ _ uﬁwu .

‘Pamela Squires L Encz_mm@mm;:__:_m.:mn : . 94123 415-889-3665. )
EVe Solomon - . ~ eve2838@yahoo.com. 2528 Greenwich Street  San Franciso 04123 _
J\,m.: . B m3=r..u2m: _p23@yahoo.com Scott St * SanFranclsco 94123
Britt - g _ ,..vim:N_m: 8@ysahoo.com 94123
Derek Brown . db3s32@gmall.com 94123 -
Riyad Salma Riyads@gmall.com 94128 R

84123
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Name

Emall

Stroet >mz3wn

Clty

" ZIp Code  Phone Number

r

"Brooks Walker

Barbara Stuart
Marilyn Caston.
Moriica M Dahlem .
Mr. and Mrs, D Glann|
Susanna Daniels
Jennlfer Tedesko
Laura Ferguson -

Elizabeth Jill Kramer
‘Sheila Nichols

Theresa Canizzaro
Ali _sowmmamuz
Jeffrey Sparks
Elizabeth H. Shwiff
Veronlca Flelds
Ranfie Ancelovicl

Anne Steele Hinshaw

kristin maclaggan
Andrea Sterling .
Willlam Brick.:
Michael Ramseyer
Kathy Socal _
Steven Brown

55.: Brown

Tim Zmﬁ_mo:

Bwalker@walker-Warher.com

bts3@mac.com

mscaston@comcast.net

mm:._mam@umovm:.:&

~ glannis@pachell.net -

susiwhite@yahoo.com
jtedesko@apcap.com .

laura_b_ferguson@yahoo.com’

Jll@kramersf.com
sshellan@acl.com

theresac@sbeglobal.nat
all.mossadeghl@sig.com

Jitemi@yahoo.com

EllzShwiff@yahoo.com
veracurtis@earthlink.net

ranfie@yahoo.com
asforiune@yahoo.com

kristin.maclaggan@gmail.com
andl.sterling@greenmba.com-

whrick@sbcglobal.net

ramspresidio@yahoo.com

sunnesocal@aol.com

stavenforown@yahoo.com
BattatBrown@yahoo.com
~ temathison@gmaill.com

nj‘_ Scott st
2736 Flibert Street

2710 Broderick Street .

Avila Street

3208 Plerce Streat

- 2740 Lyon §t

2540 Vallejo Street
2720 Broderick Street

3190 Scott st.

3427 Plerce. Street.
2841 Baker Street

1241 francisco st

3037 Plerce Sireet #1

San Franclsco

San _u_.m:o_moo CA -

San Franclsco

San Francisco
San Francisco
San Franclsco

San Franclsco

San Francisco

San francisco
San Franclsco
San Franclsco

San m.ﬁmsamno..

M.Amo Unlon Street #104 ,mm: ﬂﬂmzo_mmo

3146 Divisadero St

154 Pixley Street

"San Franclzco
* San Francisco

-8an Francisco, CA

94123 415-318-8007
94123
04123 415 931-0560
04123 ;
94123

94123

84123

94123

94123 415 566-2318
94123 .

94123

94133

948

94123

04123 415-922-8236 e
94123 * o
94100-

94123

94123

94123

94123

194123 415-513-3231

94123 415-350-6530
94123 .
84123

94123



N

oﬂoﬁm®35amu::u,85

Name Email Streat Addrass City Zip Code Phone Number -
John Millar Jomilar@jgmilar.com e - 94123

Bryan Zahn cemsnm.:g@ooanmﬂ.smﬂ o - 84123 :

Eve Niquette ms_n:mnm,@a_:a%_,smboa 2496 Fllbert st San Fransico ‘94123 4157768772
Gharles Pohl _ 2496 Fllbert st of

94123 4167768772
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Hammond 1aw
B 1829 Market Street, San Francisco, CA 94103
phone: 415.955.1915 fax: £15.955.1976
July 14, 2011
V-ia"Email- '
Planning Comimission
San Francisco Planning Dcparhnent
Attention: Sara Vellve '

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400
San Franclsco California 94103

'-Re: 3151 3155 Scott Street — Case No. 2010. 0420CETZ
' Cow Hollow Assoc1a110n 8 Proposed Condmonal Use Restnc’uons

Dear Planmng Comnnssmners

This lefter contains examples of Cond.ltlonal Use Rcstnc’aons that Cow Hollow
' Assoc1at10n (“CHA”) proposes be included in the followmg

1) The Condltlonal Use Authonzahon, shonld the Planning Commlssmn approve such'
authorization; and

'2) Recommended mod1ﬁcahons to the proposed Planmng Codc and Zonmg Map

- Amendment (including the proposed Ordinance to establish the Lombard and_ Scott’ Street

Affordable Group Housing Special Use District) should the Pla.tmmg Commission recommend :
its adoptlon to the Board of Supervisors. ‘ r : '

' CHA beheves these restnchons shall sh-engthen Commumty Housing Partncrshlp 5,

(“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 accomphsh CHA makes these -

recommendations without waiver of comments and positions previously submitted, or. those

which it may subm1t going forward, orally or othermse This hst is intended as a general

reference point, and not intended to be exhaustive. ,

CHA proposes the following Conditional Use Restrictions:

e Restrict housmg umts to mngle—occupancy Restnct total buﬂdmg load to a reasonable
' number. : | r
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Planmng Comm1ss1ou
3151 - 3155 Secott Street
July 14, 2011

Page 2

. Bar felons and those on probeﬁen from participation in the program and/or restrict
. permanent residents (other than manag‘er) to be youth transitioning out of foster care.

Require that an on-site, adult manager employed by Larkin Street reside on-site in the
"manager's unit.” .

" Require 2 adult, non-TAY supervisors be present at all ﬁmes. :

Require CHP & LSYS to hst a minimum number of hours of on-site supportive services
programming (broken out into 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 requirements.

Requu'e CHP & LSYS to create a detailed plan to encourage residents to actually .
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 overs1ght and enforcement mechanism to ensure that res1dents

- comply with the “plans™ LSYS counselors develop for res1dents to help them u-ansmon _

into mdependent hvmg

Create a communal kitchen, which because of 11m11:ed space (less than 75 square feet),
mcludes a communal meal plan ' :

' Thank -you for your consideration of the foregoing.

Very 'truly yours,

BN M) -
Steven L. Hammond
Attorney for Cow Hollow Assoc1a110n

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
- Jobn Millar, MCA

952 . L



" Planning Commission
3151 - 3155 Scott Street
Tuly 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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SAN FRANCISCO : \LN oL zs g i
PLANNING DEPARTMENT Hammond La:

Subjsct fo: (Se!ectonlyifappfc:able) L o 1650 Misslon 5t

I Affordable Housing (Sec. 415) O First Spurce Hiring (Admiin. Code) ~ Suted0D .
) , . San Fanclsca,
[ Jobs Housing Lmkage Progmm (Sec 413) 0 Child Care Requxrement (Sec. 414) o GA GHI3-2479
0 Downtown Park Fes (Sec. 412) -~ - Other ‘ :
- o : Receptir:
- 415.658,6378
: . - ) - " S " | ' . ¢ Far o
Planning Commission S s
' Planin
‘Motion No. 18405 e
" HEARING DATE JULY 14 2[]11 S . 415.558.6377
Date: - Iu1y14}011 SRR . B
Case No.: 2010, 90420CETZ : ' '

: 7 ; .
Project Address: 3151~ 3155 SCOTT STREET _
Current Zoning: ~ NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale)

40-X Height and Bulk District -
Proposed Zoning: ~ Scott Street Aﬁordable Group Housing Specml Use District '
Block/Lot: © 0937/001
Project Sponsor:  Community Housing PaItnetsI‘up
: 280 Turk Street

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

: sa:a.vellve@sfgov:org ‘

ADOPTING F]NDINGS RELATING TO 'I'HE APPROVAL OF CONDITIONAL USE
AUTHORIZATION PURSUANT TO FLANNING CODE SECTIONS 303 AND 249.55 TO CONVERT
A - VACANT TOURIST HOTEL (DB.A. EDWARD I INN) TO A GROUP . HOUSING USE
CONTA]N"IN G 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 ' L
HOUSING SPECIAL USE DISTRICT AND A 40-)( HEIGHT AND BUI.K DISTRICT -

PREAMBLE

On March 11 2011 Gail Gilman (he_remafter "Pro]ect Sponsor”) fﬂed an application with the Planmng
Department (hereinafter “Department”) for Conditional Use Authorization under Plarming Code Section
303 of the Planning Code to allow. establishment: of up to 24 group housing units to be occupied by
. transitional age youth and a managef s unit (25 units total), wi within the NC-3 (Moderate Scale,
» Neighborhood Commercial) District, the Lombatd and Scott Street Aﬁordable Group Housing Spemal
Use District (SU'D) and 2-40-X Height and Bulk D151r1ct.

pge L
L S

www.sfplanning.org
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MotionNo. 18405 -~ . © GASE NO. 2010.0420ETZC

Hearing Date July 14, 2011 D o 3151-3155 SCOTI' STREET _

On July 14, 2011 the San Francisco Plannmg Comrmssmn (hereinafter ”Camnussmn 3 by Motion No.
18403, upheld the I\{mgated Negative Declarahon, Case No. 2010 0420, for the project'at 3151 — 3155
_Scott Street. :

"Omn July 15, 2011, the Department adopted the Final Mmgated Negatlve Dedara’aon, Case No. 2010 0420E
for the pro]ect at 3151 3155 Scott Street. :

- On Iuly 14, 2011 the Commission adopted Resolrtion 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 A;Efordable Group Housmg Speaal Use District; and

On ]uly 14, 2011 the Comnusmon conducted a duly noticed pubhc hearmg at a regularly scheduled -
meebng on Condﬂ:lonal Use Application No. 2010. 0420C.

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

~further consideréd writfen materials and oral teshmony presented orbehalf of the apphcant Department
" staff, and other mterested parties. .- :

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

. 2010.0420C, sub]ect to the- condmons contamed in “EXHIBIT A” of this motion, based on the fo]lowmg o

" findings: - v _

'FINDINGS

Having rewewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all teshmony and
arguments this Comnusswn finds, concludes, and determines as follows: : :

- 1. The above recﬂ:a]s are accurate and conshmte findings of this Comntussmn.

‘2. Site Descﬁption amid Present Use. The subject propex_'tg is Lot 001 in Assessor's-Block 0937,
" . located on the southwest comner of. Lomibard and Scott Streets. The Scott Street frontage is
. approximately 69 feet, w1th 50 feet.of frontage on Lombard Street. The lot atea is approx:mately
3,450 square feet. - : ‘ - . :

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

3 Sm:mund.mg Fropérties and Neighborhooi The site is located in an. NC- 3-(Neighborhood
- Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zoning District ‘and 40-X Height and Bulk District. . Lots fronting
Lomba.'rd Street to the east and west are zoned NC-3, while lots ﬁ-ontmg Scott Street to the south

;-

SAN FRANGISCO  *. . o : - : 2
PLANNING DEP;IH‘I’I\IENT < . . .
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* MotionNo.18405. _ CASE NO. 2010.0420ETZG
" Hearing Date July 14, 2011 . - - 3151 - 3155 SCOTT STREET

of the site are zoned REL2 and RM-2. The site is located one block south of the Chestnut Sireet
shopping district and three blocks northwest of the Union Street shopping district. Properties in

. the vicinity fm;iﬁng Lombard Street contairi a mix of uses including restaurants, hotels, personal
services, retail stores, and automotive repair shops. Buildings heights range from one to four
stories with residential uses generally above the ground-floor comumercial uses. Properties
fronting Scott Street south of Lombard- Street generally contain residential uses with building -
heights ranging from'two to four stories. The height designation for the entire neighborhood is

" 4. Project Description. Community Housing Parfnership propdsw to convert the vacant tourist .
_hotel (formerly d.b.a. Edviard I Inn) to 24'affordablé group housing units for transitional-age
youth between the ages.of 18 and 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, and one

unit for a resident manager, for an overall unit count of 25, The use will generally accommodate |

_ one person for éach bedroom. Interior building modiﬁcaﬁons ‘would reduce the number of on-
site bedrooms from 29 fo 25 (including the manager’s unit) on the second and third floots, create

bathrooms for each unit, construct a kitchen, 'ofﬁcés‘and fooms for i)rogrammati:c needs on the

ground floor, and create a laundry room, entertainment room and parking for a minimum of nine

bicycles in the basement, Exterior modifications would include window- replacement, painting,

' new signage and fagade enhancements. The "proposal does.not involve alterations to the

building’s sizé or height; although mechanical equipment will be located on the building’s roof in

the future. Lo : a

The project as pfoposed Ie;:ftli;es' Planning Code a.ndZonmg Map'Amepdments 'f‘o create the .~
Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use District (SUD) ds an oveslay n
 this NC-3 District. The SUD would: ~ AR S .

1. Permit one unit_fér_‘gyery 143 square feet of Iot area for a tofal of 24 group housing tnits 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 managet’s unit is pern-dﬁed“as-of-right by Planning code
Sections 208 and 712.92; S S -

_2: Eliminate the réar,yarc_l requirement where 2 minimum rear yard of approximately 15 feet is
required by Planning Code Section 134; . - - SR o
3. Eliim'na?e the operi space requiremént where a minimum of approximately 675 square feet of
; private ‘open space and approximately 875 square feet of common open space would be
required by Planning Code Section 135; - . - o I

4. Modify the éxposure requirement for approximately 13 gréi;p housing units that do not facea
street, alley or Code-compliant rear yard or courtyard as required by Planning Code Section

140. g . .
On June 14, 2011, Supervisors Chiu, Avalos, Kim;, Mar and Mirkarimi infrodueed &n Ordinance
proposing to create the SUD at 3151 — 3155 Scott Street. The Plamung Commiss_ioh 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 PI&;_ming Commission will also consider a

SAN FRANCISCO '
PLANNING DiPAH‘rHFNT
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MotionNo. 18405 -~~~ <. o " GASE NO. 2010.0420ETZC
Hearing Date July 14,2011 : 3151 - 3155 SCOTT STREET

. Zorung Map Amendmettt pursuant to Planmng Code Sections 302 and 306 that would estabhsh
. the SUD at Lot 001 in Assessor’ s Block 0937 onZomng Map Sheet sue2.

5. Public Comment. The Department has' recelved correspondence in oppomﬁon from

_ neighborhood residents and community organizations on a broad range of topics including but.

- not limited to: a decline in the quahty of life for existing neighborhood residents and businesses,

reduction of property values, increased density, lack of off-street parking and open space, and fhei
-madequacy subject building for the proposed use and proposed occupant sexvices.

6. Planning ‘Code Complmnce. 'Ihe Commission ﬁnds that the Project is consistent with the
. relevant prov1510ns of the Plannmg Code in the following manner:

" A. Lombard aid Scott Street Affurdable Group Housing Specwl Use Dlstnct (SUD) Planning

. Code Section 249.55 establishes the Lombard and Scott Street Aﬁordable Group Housing SUD

which allows a project conta]rung an affordable group housmg and manager'’s unit, with -

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

" from the open space, rear yard and expostire 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

" The project is proposed fo contain up ta 24 pmnmzmﬂy qfnrduble group housirig units for transitional .
 age:youth between the ages of 18 and 24 earning a maxiinum of 50% ‘Areq Median Income, and one
- manager's unit; thus the Commzsmn may approve th.e mcreased. density, open spuce, Tear ym‘d md

K exposure exemptwns ﬁJr the pm]ect

B. Open Space. Planmng Section 135 of the Planmng Code reqmres appro:omately 27 square-
. feet of pnvate or appro:omately 35 square feet of common open space per group housmg
unit.

'The subject buildmg was constructed as g fourist hotel m appmx:mutely 1914 and daes not provide
ary oufside areq that qualifies as ;Jmmfe OF Commion. apen Space. The only undeveloped area on the lot
is an approximately 7 ~foot wide corridor along the lot's south properly fine. The project is proposed to

contain up to 24 permamznﬂy uﬁ“nrdable group housing units for youth.earning a maximum of 50%

" AMI and one manager’s wnit; thus the Commmission may approve the open space  exemption for the
pro;ect pursuant to the Lmnbard and Scott Strect Aﬂbrdable Group Houswg SUD. ‘

“'C.” Rear Yard. Plarmmg Code. Sectlon 134(a)(1)(C) requires a rear yard equa]mg 25% or 15 feet,‘
~ which ever is greater, of the total lot depth at each Jevel contammg a dwelhng unit.

The subject building was oansh‘ur:ted as a tourist kofel in 1914 prior to creatwn of the rear yrmi
requirement. As such, the existing building extends to within seven feet of the south propetty line and -
isa nancumplymg structure. Conversion of a tourist hotel to a residential use requires implementation
of the rear yard requzremmt mhzch equals a:pproxmately 15 feet megsured from the south property
line. As the pra]ect is proposed to canf:um up to 24 pmnanently aﬁ‘ordable group housmg unils for '

N

. SAN FRANCISCD - ' ) ‘ 4
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Motion No. 18405 - | CASE NO. 2010.0420ETZC _
' Hearing Bate July 14, 2011. _ o . 3151 -~ 3155 SCOTT STREET

1

youth earning & maximvm of 50% AMI and one manager’s unit the Commission may approve the
rear yard exemption for the project pursuant to the Lombard and Scoti Street .Affordable Group

:Housing SUD.

Parking, Planning Code Section 151 does ot require off-street parking for group housiné
uses of any kind unless such a use is Tocated within an RE-2 (Residential, House, Two-
Family) District. e o ' - '

| The subject lot is bmted,within an NC-3 (Moderate Scale, Neighborhood Commercial) District and
' the group housing use is not required to provide off-street parking for residents or managers. o

Exposure, Plamli;'\g Code Section 140 quuireé that each dwelling unit shall face directly qfl to
a public street or alley, a side yard of at least 25 feet in width, a Code compliant rear yard, or

-acourtyard that is no less than 25 feet in every horizontal direction. : L

The subjed building was constructed as a tourist hotel in approximately 1914 with frontages on .

7 Lombard and Scoté Si‘f’egté. As arigina!ly‘ constructed, the building does not prouide a Code compliant

side or rear jard,"or contain a courtyard that is 25 feet in every horizontal direction. As originally

' consijmcted,'theu buildifig contains approximately 12 occupiable guest rooms with windows that front

un'l;,ombard and Scott Sireets. After modifications to the building to accommodate the proposed group

 housing use, approximately 12 of 25 pccupiable rooms will meet the exposure requirement as they front

on Lombard and Scott Streets. The remainingl3 rooms will face a a lightwell grea-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 7t 50% AMI; and one manager’s unit, the Commission

may approve the exposure modification for the project \pu‘rsﬁmt to the Lombard: and Scott Street

- Affordable Group Housing SUD.

Bicycle Parking. Planning Code Section 1555 requires _olne Class 1 bicydle parking space for

every three group ‘housing units regardless of zoning district.

A minimum of nine ?&sbictqd access Class 1 bicycle Farking[storage spaces will be lacaté_d in the
- basement of the subject building. __— '

Signage. 'Currently, there is not a I:»rbposed sign program on file with the Plannmg

- Department. The proposed business does not have a name as of this wiiting. Any proposed.

signage will be subject to the review and approval of the Planning Department.

- 7. -Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider: when
reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. On balancé, the project does comply with
'said criteria in that” .~ ’ ' : L

Al

SAN FRAMGISCD
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

The proposed‘ new uses and building, at the size and intensity coﬁteinglated, and .at the
proposed location, will provide a development that is necessary or desirable, and compatible
with, the neighborhood or the community. ' : :
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. 'Ihe proposed new restdenﬁal group housing use i3 permtffed as-of nght in the NC-3 (Ne:ghborhoad

Comynercial, Moderafe Scale) District pursuant to Plxmmng Code Section 712.92. The site is located in
1 block fhat contains lots zoried RH-2 (Residential, House, Two-Family) and RM-2 (Mixed, Moderate

'Density) and the residentinl nature of the proposal is consistent with the zoning of the block. Although

the density of Group housing units exceeds the maximum permitted by the Planning Code, the overdll "

number 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- Sireet Affordable
Group Hausmg SUD. The proposed use will not affect iraffic as residents are niot expected to own
private velicles. A minimum of nine bicycle storage spaces will be available for reszdents The project

will oécur wzthm an exrstmg building and expansion of the building is not proposed

. The proposed jproject will' not be deirmlental to the health, safety, convenience or general

. welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity. There are no features of the project

1

that could be detrimental to_ the health, safety or convenience of those res1d_1ng or workmg
the area, in that _
Nature of proposed site, mcludmg its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape and'
axrangement of structures; - . : '

Moddicuftons to the exzsﬁng buzldzng that would c]zange its hetght wnd bylk are not proposed. The.
existing building was constructed on the s1te in approxzmately 1314 and will remain an infegral
part of the nezghborhoad chm'acter '

ii.  The accessibility and h‘afﬁc patterns for persons and velucles, the type and volume of -

. such traffic, and the adequacy of pmposed off-street parkmg and loadmg,

_ “The Planning Code does not require pafkmg or loading for g-roup housmg Itis noi‘ expected that
- yesidents of the, site will oion private automobiles due to their level of income. A minimum of nine
on-site bu:ycle storage spaces will be made aonilgble to residents, The sub]ect ‘neighborhood is well
served. by public transportation and it is expected that residents will use thts service for much of ..
their trcmspartatwn needs. :

jil.  The safeguards aEEorded to prevent noxiouss ‘or oﬂfenmve emissions such as nolse, glare, -

iv.

. dust and odor,

Noxious or offensive.emissions are ot ussociated szh residential uses. All interior and exterior,
' hghhng will direct ﬂlummahon downward ‘

| Treatment glven, as appropnate, to such aspects as’ lmdscapmg, screening, open spaces,
' parkmg and loadmg areas, service areas, lighting and sxgns -
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8.

The proposed residential use does not propose aty such features referenced above that would
require additional review andfor conditions to ensure that they are appropriate for the site and
neighborhood. - . e Co. .. -

C. That the use as proposed will comply with the applicable provisions-of the Planning Code-
and will nqt adversely affect the General Plan. - Co N o .

The, project comiplies with all relevant, ré:quirementé and standards of the Planning Code and is
consistent with objectives and policies of the Genetal Plan s detailed below. '

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

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

Group Housing Special Use District. The project will credte up fo 24 permanently affordable group
" housing units for transitional age youth bettoeen the'ages of 18 24 with an income level not 0 exceed

50% of the Area Median Income. One unit will be used for fiee manager for & total unit countt of 25.

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

.-and Policies of the General Plan®

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

2009 HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies *

/
SAN FRANGISCD . :
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

OBJECTIVE 1: oo 8 L
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ' ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
CITY'S HOUSING NEEDS, ESPECIALLY PERMANENTLY AFF ORDABLE HOUSING,

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

 The project will be Tocated. in the Marina/Cow Hollow/UnionSireet neighbortioods that provide @ mix of

housing densities, necessary amenities and access to public-transportation. There are ample public
transportation. opportunities nearby, including: Mumi lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, all of which stop
within three blocks of the project siie; and Golden Gate bus service to the North Bay, which stops near the
project site. Tn addition, the project site is located near the Chestriut and Usiion Street Neighborhood

* Commercial corridors.making it convenient for residents without private fransportation to access a wide

variety. of commercial goods and services. The project site is located close to four banks ind ATMs, several

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

theaters. The project site is also located near many cultural and. educptional opportunities including a
branch of the SF Public Library, City Collegé's Fort Mason Cartpus, the Exploratorium, the Palace of Fine
Arts, and GGNRA interpretive programs in the Presidio. In'addition, the project site is within five blocks -
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* of the Presidio YMCA ‘the Moscone Recreufzmz Center and the Lycm Sfreet eni-rrmcz of the Preszdzo and i3
alsa near Crissy Field and the Maring Green.

"OB]ECI'IVEZ. . |
RETAIN EXISTING UNITS, AND PROMGTE SAFETY AND MA]N‘I’EANCE STANDARDS,
WITHOUT JECPARDIZING AFFORDABILITY. |

Policy 2.5: Encourage and support the seismic reiroﬁthng of the’ ex15hng housmg stock.

. Although the pru]ect sztz i rtot currently used as housing, iheproposed rehubz'lztatzon will #richude seistic and
structurgl_upgrades as ‘deemed necessary by a qualified structural engineer ami consisteht with the
Depariment of Buzldmg Inspection’s requlremenis

OB]ECI'IVE 3: : ‘
. PROTECT THE AFFORDABI]’.II‘Y ‘OF 'IT—]E EJGSTEJG HOUSING STOCK, ESPECIALLY RENTAL .
Policy 3.1 PIESEIVE rental umts speaally rent controlled units, t0 meet the Clty"s a.f:Eordable
housmg needs - :

‘Puhcy 3.5 Retain permanently affordable res1denhal hotels and smgle room occupancy (SRC))
.units.

The Speczal Use D:stmt will ﬁcﬂztate up to 24 new qﬁ%rdable group housing 1 umts and will ltelp to decregse -
the high demand for affordable group housing units, The creation of new group housing units will help o
prevent displicement of tenants currenﬂy reszdmg in qﬂimiable group housmg wunits elsewhere in the City. )

. OB]ECTIVE4.
_.FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RES]DEN’IS ACROSS
' Pohcy 4_2. Promde a range of: housmg optlons for res1dents w1th speaal needs for housmg'__
* support and services. : '

Pohcy 4t Encourage suﬂi@ent and smta.ble rental housmg opportumhes, emphasmng |
permanently affordable rental inits wherever possﬂ:le : :

Policy 4.5: Ensure that the new permanently a.ffordable housmg is located in all of the Clty’s
- neighborhoods, and encourage mtegra’ced naghborhoods with a dlversn'y of unit types provided
‘at a range of income levels. . :

-Pol.u:y 4.7: Consxder envirormmental ]ushce issues when plannmg for new housmg, espec:ally
affordable huusmg : _

The proposed pro]ect will enable transmonal age youth who are aging out of ﬁzster care dnd trymg to,
prevetti, or exit, homelessness, to permanently reside and receive supportive services in 4 ﬁmmczally and
socially stable nezghbarhood The Mayor’s Qjﬁce of Housing has played an active role in site acquzsttum
and pra]ect ﬁlcﬂztaiton to create a permanent housmg szfuahon in an msﬁng structure. The project

. SAK FRANGISGO ' ) : : ' T . - B
" PLAMNING DEPARTMENT . .
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represents a collaboration between governmental (Mayor's Office of Housing) and non-profit organizations
(Community Housing Parinership) to create this opportunity for permanent affordable housing. While
some properties within close proximity to the site may have undesirable uses on them, in general, the
neighborhood is considered a very desirable area that provides ifs tesidents with amenities and services that
 promote g high quality of life. The project will provide housing for econonically disadoantaged youth in the
*. generally afftuent neighborhood of Cow Hollow/Marina, promoting economic integration of permanenily
affordable housing and market rate housing. ’ - ‘ C- o

. Objective5: . - R
ENSURE THAT ALL RESIDENTS HAVE EQUAL ACCESS TO AVATLABLEUNITS. .
?olicy 5.2: -Increase access fo housing, particularly for households who might not be aware of
their housing choices. ‘ - S S N

Poﬁq::5.4: Provide a range of unit types for all segments of need, and Worfc to move residents -
* between unit types as theirneeds change. : S

' The project will facilitate a project that will, when combined with the project sponsor’s placement efforts,
provide increased housing access 1o individuals who otherwise, dye to their young age and low income,
would be unlikely to'be informied about. available housing choices. The Project will be a permanent source of
supportive housing for low-income ab-risk youth, as opposed. to temporary housing provided only on & -

" weekly or monthly basis. ‘Most youth in permanent supportive housing are_eager o fransition to fully-
- independent living situations, and the project will be able to provide developmentally-tppropriate services
- targeted to residents to assist them in this Hme of growth and fransition. ' ." - :

Objective:” . _ - : :

REDUCE HOLELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS.

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

Policy 6.2: *Prioritize the highest incidences of hpm:ellesshess, as well as those most in need,

including families and immigrants. '
The project will ﬁzéiliﬁzte permanent housing and social suppori services for transition-nge youth and
rediice the need for temporary homeless shelters when youth lexve the foster care system. This housing
opportunity will ensble youth to develop the necessury skills to transition to fully independent Hving
situations. . : ' :

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

Project will greatly increase the stock of housing for low-income yoyth who are too old for foster care or

who have left the foster care system and, as a result, have a high incidence of homelesness. Such youth are
' particularly underserved in the City. - - :

- OBJECTIVE 7: o S

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

" SAM FRANDISGO T : : o : : g
PLANNING DEPARTVENT ) . ) -
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Pohcy 7.5:. Encourage the production of affordable housing through Process and zoning = * '
accommodaﬁons, and pnonhze affordable housing in the review and approval processes.

- The praposed Special Use District which modifies group housing density, open space, rear yard rmd
exposure requtremenfs of the Planning Code will allow the project to provide a greatér number of group
housing units than is otherwise permitted within the existing building. envelope. As.such, the Special Use
District will facilitate pemzanent affordable housing without adversely affecting the scale or character of the

' surrounding neighborhood. Overall, the number of occupied rooms in the building will be reduced from 29
fo 24 with one manager s unit, for 25 units tottzl. ‘ . -

OBJECTIVE 11: -
SUPPORT. AND RFSPECI‘ THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF. SAN
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORHOODS. :

: Pohcy 11.1:. Promote the construchon and rehablhtatlon of we]l—demgned housmg that -
emphasmes beauty, ﬂex1b1]1ty, and mnovauve demgn, and respecis e:oshng naghborhood :
cha:acter , . . :

*

Pohcy 11.3: Ensure growth is accommodated w1thout subsizmhally and adversely 1mpac11ng
adshng re31denhal nelghborhood dlaracter -

Policy 11 7: Respect San Fraficisco’s I:ustonc fabnc, by preservmg landmark bmldmgs and e:nsurmg'
cons:stency with l'ustonc dls’mdS

The proposed project will enable a rmdenﬁal use io be estzzblzshed ina building that was consf:ructed on the
subject property in approximately 1914 without modifying the building’s envelope or height As the .

' building will not be newly constructed, or substantially altered, it will continue to compliment, and be’

‘compatible with, the MarinalCow Hollow[ Union St-reet commercial and reszdenﬁal neighbothoods as they

_have deueloped oover time. . . . ,

. 'I’he proposed project will allgw the replacemmt of the prior. tounst hotel use mzth a remdenﬁal use that will

have léss. effect on the surrounding neighborhood by reducing the total potential occupancy from as many
s sixty hotel guests (at maximum occupancy) plus hotel employees to twenty-four residents (generally),

 one live-in manager, and seven employees. By converting the existing building from a tourist hotel to a
residential building without substantial structural modification, the project will create new housmg whzle
mamtummg the same nezghborhaod scale and character ds ::urrezzfly exists.”

The proposed pra}ect will 1ot @ﬁ%ct a historic resource. Pursuznt fo an Historic Resources Evaluation Report,
dated May 19, 2010, prepared by Architectural Resources Group, @ copy of which is on file with the Plxznnmg
‘Department, it was determined that the property is not an historical resource. In addition, the building on the
project site is not isted i any standard liats of szgmﬁcanf or bistoric struckures. Furthermore, the appem'ance‘

. of the bulldmg 'will remgin subsfa:ztzully unmadg'ied :

OBJECTIVE 12: - ‘ |
. BALANCE HOUSING GROWTH WI'IH ADEQUATE INFRASTRUCTURE TH_AT SERVES THE

_ CITY’S GROWING POPULA'ITON T : '
. _ - o . T 4p
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- Policy 12 1: Encourage new housmg that rehes on transit use and environmentally su_stamable
pattems of movement.

Pollcy 12.%;" Consider the proximity of quahty of life elemmts such as open space, child ca:e,
_and naghborhood sermces, when developing new housmg urits. '

The proposed project will allow group housing units to be lpcated on a site that is well served by exzsﬁng
public transit lines, including: Muni lines #22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45, all of which stop ‘within three blocks of
the project site; and Golden Gate bus service to the North Bay, which staps near the project site. Due fo-the
required income level of reszdents they are unlﬂcely t0 own cars. The project will provide a minitnum of
nine (9) Class 1 bicycle storage spaces for use by residents. Asu result, the project will provide housing that
relies on public: transit use and enmronmenfally sustainable paﬁerns of 1 movement such as walking and bike

ndzng

An uBundzmpe of neighborhood services, cultural amenities and significant open spaces are located within -

" close proximify fo the project. For-example, the pro]ecf site is located within approximately Y2 mile of four '
banks and ATMs, one major grocery stors, several smaller neighborhood markets and retail outlets for
shopping and possible resident employment. The project site is alsd Iocated near the Exploratorium, the
Palace of Fine Arts, Fort Mason and the Presidio. Within ﬁue blocks of the site are the Moscone Recreahun

= Center, Crissy Field, and the Marina Green.

'OBJECTIVE 13: ’ o
PRIORITIZE SUSTA]NABLE DEVELOPMENT, IN PLANN]NG FOR AND CONSTRUCT]NG -

. NEW HOUSING.
Pohcy 13.1: Support “Smart” regmnal growth that locates new housmg close to JObS and trans1t

o Pohcy 13.3: Promote sustamable land use patterns that integrate housmg with transportaﬁon i
- order toi increase transit, pedestnan, and blcycle mode share, .

Policy 13.4; Promote the hlghest feasxble level of ”gre deﬁelOpment in both private and
mumc:pa]ly—supported housmg . ' o ’

~

The proposed project would: allow the Iociticn of group houszng in an areq with an abundzmce qf publu:
transportation and employment opportunities. It is unlikely that residents will owm private cars due to
affordability restrictions. A minimum of nine (9). Class 1 bicycle storage spaces wﬂl be avuﬂable to the_;
residents to promote an alfernative made of transportation. .

‘ As currenfly proposed the 'Project would meet Izudersth in Energy and Envzronmental DL’Slg’rl (LEED)
Silver cerkification criteria and would include recycled materials where feasible, low-water use showerheads
.and faucets and EnergyStar rated @plzances If feasible, the pro;ecf may also include solar panels and other
green mergy ' devices. :

2004 HOUS[NG ELEMENT
Objectives and Pglicies

SAN FRANCISED : : . ' v : ‘ S - : 1
PLANMING DEPATMENT . . ~ .
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OBIECTIVE L

TO PROVIDE NEW HOUSING, ESPECTALLY PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE-HOUSING, IN”
APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS WHICH MEETS IDENTIFIED HOUSING NEEDS AND TAKES
INTO ACCOUNT- THE DEMAND FOR 'AFFORDABLE HOUSING - CREATED BY
EMPLOYMENT DEMAND ‘

Policy 1. 4. Locate in-fill housmg on appropnate s1tes in established re.'ﬂdenﬂal naghborhoods

The pro]ect would Juacilitate a res:dentzal pm]ect i ay area surrounded by buildings of similar scale and
 character, including residential and mixed-use retail-residential buildings. By converting the existing
building from a tourist hotel fo a residential building without substantial structural modifications, the '
project will crafz new housing and incredsed residential density while maintaining the same neighborhood
scale and, character. Tn addition, the pro]ect will have & minimal effect on parking and traffic because: (1)
the project is well-served by existing public fransit lines; (2) most residents of the project are unlikely to
have their oo cars, and bicycle storage will be provided; (3) the project converis an existing tourist hotel -
use which generated parking demand and h-aﬁic; and (4) the existence of kitchen and other common area

facﬂzﬁes and: on ~site support prograns will help to reduce the demand on stieet ug‘rashuci-ure. '

- The project stta is @ former fourist hotel in an establzshed rmdeni-:al/commercml nezghbnrkood The

. ‘proposed permanently affordable group housing use is appropriate to the location and promotes this policy.
The need for affordable housing for transitional age youth has been established through a 2007 study and
report conducted by the Mayor's Transitional Youth Task Force titled Disconnected Youth in San
Francisco: A Roadmap to Tmprove the Life Chances of Sg Franc:sco 3 Most Vaulnerable Young Adults.

- OBJECTIVE4:
‘. SUPPORT AFFORDABLE HOSING PRODUCTION BY INCREAS]NG SITE AVAI[ABIIIIY
- AND CAPACITY.

]?ohcy 41: Achvely identify and pm:sue opportumty sites for pemlanently affordable housmg,
~ The tourist hotel buﬂdmg, Iocated in a res:zlentml/commerczal areq, is currently unoccupied and .can
" accommodate a residential cumpanent with pemmnmﬂy @ﬁ‘ordz;ble housing wits, which is consistent with

this poltcy

- Pohcy 43 Ericourage the conshud:mn of affordable units for smgle households in res1dental :
hotels and ”eﬁﬁaency’ umts : :

. Except for one mangger unit, the Pro]ect proposes 24 wnits of group housmg units for franszﬁonal—age
nccupants Crwerall, the projet propases 25 ynits. : .. : :

Pohcy 44 ConSIder granhng densfcy bonuses and parkmg requuement exemptlons for the
constructmn of affordable housing or senior housmg :

SAN FRAKCISCO  © S . . _ . S, 9
LANN!NGDEPAHTIHEHT . D . .
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' The. project will creaie the Lombard and Scott Sireet Affordable Group Housing SUD, which allows

’ 1

density bonus for the creation of affordable housing. for transition-uge youth earning a maximum of 50%

. Area Median Income. In addition, the legislation would.-exernpt the proposal from the Planning Code’s rear
yard and open épai:e requirements; as well as modify the exposiire requirement. CoL '
OBJECTIVES: * oo o . -
INCREASE THE EFFECTIVENESS -AND' EFFICIENCY OF THE CITY'S AFFORDABLE

- HOUSING PRODUCTION SYSTEM. S -

Pbﬁcy 52: 'Suppoﬁ efforts qf for-profit and non-profit organizaﬁdns and other coﬁimuiﬁty based
groups and expand their capacity to produce and manage permanenily affordable housitg.

The project is sponsored by Community Housing Partnership (CHP), 2 non-prefit. organization that has

served San Francisco’s formerly homeless individuals and fmilies since 1990., CHP has parinered with the
" Mayor’s Office of Housing fo secure funding for the proposal and with Larkin Street Youth Services for
 client programming and services. These partnerships will enable CHP to expand their capacity to produce

and munage the proposal as well as providing niecessary clent services and pfogfdmming. o

OBJECTIVE 8: ‘ - 3
. ENSURE EQUAL ACCESS TO HOUSING OPPORTUNITIES.

Palicy 81: Encourage sufficient and suitable rental housing opportunities and emphasme
- permanently, affordable rental units wherever possible:. | . , :

. The grc;up housing units in the proposal will be rental units that are pmpaﬂéﬁtly izﬁordabfe to transition
age youth and will promote this objective and policy. : S

' Policy 8.6: Increase the availability of units suitable for users with suppdrﬁi;e‘ hou,smg needs.

The 24 group housing units will be permgnent housing designated for emancipated foster youth and

homeless youth, who will be able to access on-site supportive services to transition to independent living

and ko successfully integrate into sociefy. Otie unit will be used by a resident manager. '
OBJECTIVE 10: . : : .o
REDUCE HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF HOMELESSNESS IN COORDINATION WITH
RELEVANT AGENCIES AND SERVICE PROVIDERS. '

Policy‘ 101: Focus efforts on the. pro'v'isions; of permanent affordable and service—em‘ighéd
housing to reduce the need for temporary homeless shelters. : ‘ '

Policy 10.2: Agg;ressively piwrse other strategies to’ prevehfc homelessness and the risk of
“homelessness by addressing its contributory factors. ' :
v‘ Policy 10.4:" Facilitate childcare and educational opportunities for homeless families -and -
children. . :

- SAN FRANCISCO ' : o i R 13
. PLANDING DEPAHTME.HT } - . i T L

966



Motion No. 18405 o » CASE NO. 2010.0420ETZC
Hearing Date July 14, 2011 ’ » T 31581 - 3155 SCOTT STREET

The housing and services provided by CHP and ifs partners will be designed to provide the tenants a stable
residenttial Enniranment with supportive services to help them become coniributing miembers of society.

o NEEGHBORHOOD COMMERCE

| . Ob]echves andPohaes

| OB]ECTIVE 6
MAINTAIN AND STRENGTHEN VIABLE NEIGHBOI—]ROOD COMMERC[AL AREAS EASILY
ACCESIBLE TO CITY RESIDENTS.

~ Policy 63

* . Preserve and promote the mixed commeraal—res1denﬁal character in neighborhood commercial
districts. Strike a balance between ‘the preservahon of exitirig affordable housing and needed
expansion of conmteraal activity. .

The proposed pmyact will create. new aﬁ‘brdable hnusmg in an eéstablished NC-3 (Mademte Scale,
" Neighborhood Commercial) district. The proposed density. will permit a higher number of people to reside at
_the project site thart would be otherwise permitted, which will permanently increase the number of people

on the street at different times of the day, increasing safety and business vitality on evenings and weekends.

The proposed-project will not }eopurdme existing qﬁbrduble housing as the subject buildmg was premously -
‘used as u toyrist kotel s

TRANSPORTATION - -
Obj ectives and Polic'ies

OBJECTIVE 1:

MEET THE NEEDS OF ALL’ RESIDENTS AND VISII‘ORS FOR. SAFE CONVENIENT AND.
]NEDCPENSIV’E TRAVEL WTIHIN SAND FRANCISCO AND BETWEEN THE CITY AND
OTHER PARTS OF THE REGION  WHILE MAINTA]]NG 'I‘HE. HIGH QUALITY LIV]NG'_
ENVIRONEMEI\ITOFTHEBAYAREA ' N '
Policy 1.3 :

- Give priority to pubhc transit and other altematlves t4 the prlvate autumobﬂe as the ‘means of "
meeting San Franciscos h'ansporlahon needs, parhcularly those of commuters
Policy 17

. Assure expanded mob:hty for the dlsadvantaged

As a.result of the prupos.ed project, the Project would locate permanent resuimts within' very close
proximity to mgng‘icu:nt public transportation opportunities in the neighborhood. As off street parking
woyld not be pro‘azded the Project would promote walking and. bicycling amongst the residents. Due to
. income limitations of residents, it is not expected that many will own private automobiles. Promoi-mg the
_use of public i-rmsportutwn bzcyclzng and waﬂang is consistent with the czty s. Trmzsﬁ Pzrst pohcy

SAN FRANTISCD ' ﬁ L : N .-
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The proposed project will facilitate the Iocation of permanent housing for emomi;:ully disudvaﬁtiged and-
snderemployed workers close Muni lines $22, 30, 30X, 41, and 45. This affordable transportation choice
-can be used as a tool for improving the economic and ‘social situation of Project residents to provide access
to employment, educational institutions, medical services and recreation facilities. - S
OBJECTIVE16: - , S o

DEVELOP AND' IMPLEMENT PROGRAMS THAT WILL EFFICIENTLY .MANAGE THE '
SUPPLY OF PARKING AT EMPLOYMENT CENTERS THROUGHOUT THE CITY SO AS TO
DISCOURAGE SINGLE-OCCUPANT RIDERSHIP AND ENCOURAGE RIDESHARING, *

"TRANSIT AND.OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO THE SINGLE-OCCUPANT AUTOMOBILE.

, - _Po]ic‘:y' 16.6: 'Encéurage alternatives fo the private automobile by idcaﬁng,pub}ic fransit access
' and ride-sharing vehicle and bicycle parking at more close-in and convenient locations on site,
and by location parking facilities for single-occupancy vehicles more remotely. -
,.- The pr.éje_cf will include a minimum of eight (9) Class 1 bicycie,p_z'zrking spaces for resident and ‘employee

use. o : T : . ' B L

. OBJECTIVE28: ' - , ' .
- PROVIDE SECURE AND CONVENIENT PARKING FACILITIES FOR BICYCLES. .

- Policy 28.1: Provide Secure and bicycle parkihg in new governmental, 'commefcial, and
' residential developments. : : : : '

A minimum of nine (9) Class 1 bicycle pzzrkiﬁg ‘spaces are proposed, in the basement Zével. '

.. AIRQUALITY
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 3 g S L -
DECREASE THE AR QUALITY IMPACTS OF DEVELOPMENT BY COORDINATION OF
LAND USE AND TRANSPORTATION DECISOINS. ‘ S

Policy 3.1 : L - L .
‘Take advantage of the high density development in San Francisco to improve the transit
infrastructure and also encourage high density and compact development where an etensive
* * transportation infrastructure exists. ' ) Co

" The proposed praject would increase the group howsing density from a ratio of 1 umit for every 210 square
feet of ot areatoa ratio of 1 unit for every 143 square feet of lot area resulting in more group housing units

" on the property than ellowed by the Planning Code for the NC-3 (Moderate Scale, Neighborhood .

‘ Com:»_mrciul) district. As the site is within close proximity to Muni lines 27, 30, 30X, 41, tm_ﬂ 45, the
' Project would result in a high density development where an exterisive iransportation infrastructure exists.

SAN FRANGISGO . . . T o 15
PLANNING »DEPLHTMENT . - -
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URBAN DESIGN
Obj ectives and Policies

- OBIECTIV'E4 ' '
' IMPROVEMET OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRON]VIEN’I’ TO INCREASE PERSONAL

9.

' SAFETY, COMFORT, PR]DEAND OPPORTUNITY.

Policy 9

Maxumze the use of recreation areas for recreahonal purposes

The szte is located within close proxmuiy to the Moscom Reécreation Center, Cnssy Field, and the Marina
Greett, and use of these recreational spaaes by occupants is cmzszstent w1fh this pohcy

Pohcy 15

 Protéct the hvabllﬂy and character of re51dent1al proper{les from the intrusion of mcompahble

" new: buildings.

" The proﬁﬁsed prﬁjecf does not fucilitate the construction of a new building that would be inbampaﬁ'ble‘ with .>

the existing lvability and character of residential buz'[dmgs The proposed group housmg umts would be

' accommodated within a buﬂdmg that was cm1sfructed on the site in 1914.

: Plann.mg Code Sechun 10L.1(b) atabhshes eight priority- plamung pohmes and reqlm:es review

of permits for consistency with said pohmes On balance, the project does comply with sa1d
pohaes in thai: - .

1. That e;aslmg ne1ghborhood—servmg retail uses be preserved and enhanced and future
opporﬁnuhes for res1dent employment inand ownershlp of such businesses enhanced '

- The prewious taunst hotel use was dzsconﬁnued in September 2010, anid the use accmmmdufed
. tourists rather than residents. The project will enhance the neighborhood-serving retail uses in that the
 project will increase the nezghborhood’s permmnent resident population resulting in a broader consumer -
base for neighborhood retail businesses in the Maring, Union Street and Cow Hollow nezghborhaods It it
possible ﬂmf residents of the proposed project could be employed by such businesses as welZ

2, That exjstmg housmg and nelghborhood character be conserved and protected in order to ‘

preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our nﬂglaborhoods

| The pmJect will not alter he Thousing, netghborhood chamcter, cultural or economic dwerszty of the

. neighborhood: The existing building does not currently contain any residential huusmg and the project
does. not include a building expanision or.exterior alterations thet would alter its character. The
Lomburd and Scott Street Affordable Group "Housing SUD allows for a higher density with no rear
yard or open-spice requirements, and certain exposure exceptions. Overall, the Project js consistent ]
with the nezghborhoad s existing mix of uses. Increased density will add to' the neighborhood character
in that it will bring reszdents and consumers to th:s tmnsn‘—onented mixed-use nelghborhood. The-

: sm FRANGISCO : : - . o ’ 16
PLANTIN

DE’AR‘I‘HENT . . . " ) T . o e e e

. 969



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

Pro]ect could promofe economic dmzrsﬂy by housmg Zow-mcome at nsk youth in the generally a_ﬁ‘luent :
- area of Cow Hollow.

~

"I‘hat the Clty’ 5 supply of affordable housmg be preservecf and enhanced,

The project wz’ll ﬁcﬂzfate the areafzon of up fo 24 group housing units jbr at-risk low-income youth, plus

‘ mtemxmuga"s unit.for an overall unit count of 25. Thepm]ectwﬂlnof result in the remiooal any existing
 legal residential umits as the buﬂdmg has ‘beeri wsed as @ tourist hotel sice ifs construction i

" approximately 1914-

SAN FRARGISCD
PLANNIN

That commuter h:afﬁc not. impede MUNI transit, service or overburden our stceel:s or
neighborhood parkmg, :

'Althaugh the Project would result i in adxizhomzl density, the site is. Zocated on Lomburd Street, whtch is
a major trunsit corridor. . Due to the required incorfie levels of residents, it is unlikely that they will
own private vehicles.for commuting. Storage for a minimum of nine bzcycles will be provided on the
site. The Planning Code does not require off- - street parking for group housmg

That a leEtSE économic base be maintained by protecting our mdustnal and service sectors
from displacement due to commercial office development, and that future opportunmes for
resident employment and ownershlp in these sectors be enhanced;

I?Le project mvolves the creation of gmup huusmg units.

That the City achieve the greatest possxble preparedness to pro’cect agamst mJury and loss of: . |
‘life in an earthquake,

lapmenf pursuam‘ to the pro;ect must meet current Buildmg Code reqmrements The proposed
amendmenfs wﬂl nat alter tzny such requirements. _

’

That the Iandmarks and Iustonc bmldmgs be preserved

- .The project would not ajfecf any hzsftmc bufldmgs Through CEQA review of the propaszzl it was

detmnmed that the building does not qutzlgfy asa hzstonc TESOUTCE.

That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas’ be protected from‘ .
development , . L » N

The yroject would not alter the exlsimg building helght or hezght district of the pioperty. The sub]ect
building does not currenﬂy exceed a height of 40 and the prapasal does not include the expansion of the
building. that would exceed a height. of 40 feet The Pro;ect will have no negative effect on existing

pm'ks und  open spaces’ : . o

7

G DEPARTIVOENT
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. .10, The Project is consistent with and would promote the general and specific purposes of the Code
prowded under Section 101.1(b) in that, as designed, the Project would contribute to thie character
and stab:hty of ihe nmghborhood and would constitute a beneficial development

11 'I'he Commission hereby finds that approval of the Conditional Use authonzahon would promote
Ehe health, safe‘cy and wel_fare of the Cl’cy . .

s Fmasciscy ' . . _ ©oqge
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- DECISION

“That based upon the Record, the submlssmns by the Apphcant the staff of the Department and other .

interested parties, the oral teshmony presented to this Commission at the public hearings, and all other
written: materials subml’cted by all parties, the Commission -hereby APPROVES Condifional Use
Apphcaﬁon No. 2010. 0420C subject to the following conditions attactied hereto as “EXHIBIT A in
general conformance with plans on file, dated July 14, 2011 and stamped ‘"EXH]BIT B, Whlch is |
mcorporated herein by réference as though fully set forth. .- :

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggneved person may appeal this Condmonal
Use Authorization to the Board, of Supervisors within thirty (30) days after the date of this Motion No.
18405. The effective date of this Maotion sha]l 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 Supervmors if appealed to the

‘Board of Supervisors. For further information, please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554—
5184, City Hall, Roum 244,1 Dr, Carlton B Goodlett Place, San. Frzmmsco, CA 94102

" T hereby certify that the Plarmmg Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Moﬁon on July 14, 2011.

Linda D. Avery.
- €ommission Secretary-

AYES: " Comissioners Olague, Miéuel, Moore, Sugaya_aﬁd Fong - '
NAYS: - ACommissiqnexf Antonini
: ABSENT: Comxhi‘ssjioner Borden

ADOPTED:  July14,2011

SAN FaAmcxscu - ) ' S 1 gj :
MIHG DEPARTMENT ‘ . } ) - ! )
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EXHIBIT A

AUTHORIZATION.

1

' This authorization is for a condmonal use to a]low a group housmg use contammg up to 24 group
housing units-and one manager’s unit (25 umits total), with exemptions from the opén space, rear
yard and expostire requirements located at 3151 ~ 3155 Scott Street, Lot 001 in Assessor's Block 0937
pursuant to Planning Code Section(s) 303 within the NC3 (Moderate-Scale N aghborhood
Commetcial) District, Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing SUD and a 40-X Height
and Bulk District; in general conformance with plans, dated July 7, 2011, and stamped “EXFIBIT B”
included in the docket for Case No. 2010.0420ETZC and subject to conditions of approval reviewed

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

"the conditions. contamed herem Tun mth the property and not with a parhcula_r Pro]ect Sponsor,

business, or operator.

- The ",”Miﬁgaﬁon Monitoring and Reporting Program” .attaehed herein as Exhibit C and which

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

outlined in the Final Mitigated Negative Declaration, Case No. 2010.0420F, shall be Conditions of
Approval and are accepted by the project applicant and any successor-in-interest, If any measures of

the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program are less restrictive than the following condmons of

“approval, the more restrictive and more proteciive condition of approval shall apply.
For znfannatzon about complumce, contact Code Enforcement Planning Department at 415-575-6863, warm sf- ’

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL N

3.

Prior to the issuance of the bulldmg permit or: commencement of ise for the Pro]ect the Zomng

" 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

PRINTINGOF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS L e

4.

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

-

‘The conditions of approval tunder the ‘Exhibit A” of this Planning Corishission Motion No. 18405

shall be reproduced on the Index Sheet of consiructlon plans submitted with the Site or Building
permit application for the Project. The Index Sheet of the construction plans shall reference to the

. Conditional Use authorization and: any subsequent amendmrients or modifications.

r

SEVERABILITY

5.

 SANFRANGISCO : 20
PLANHNING DEPARTMENT CL . . v oL

The Projéct shall comply with all apphcable City codes and requn:ements If any cIause sentence, .

section or any part of these conditions of approval is for any reason held to be invalid, such mvahdlty
shall not affect or 1mpalr other remammg clauses, sentences, or sections: of these conditions. This

decision conveys no right to construct, or to receive a bulldmg permit. ’Pm]ect Sponsor” shall
» mclude any subsequent responﬂble party.
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| CHANGES AND MODIFICATIONS
6.. Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of conditions shall require Planning Commission apprdval ofa
new Conditional Use authorization. ' " :

7. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is valid for three -
- years from the effective dafe of the Motion. “A building permit from the Department of Building
Inspection to construct the project andfor commence the appioved uge .must be jssued as this
Conditional Use authorization 'is ‘only an approval of the _proposed project and conveys. no
independent right fo construct the project or to commenceé the approved use. The Planning
Commission may, in a public hearing, consider the revocation of the appr_dv,als granted if a site or -
building permit has not been 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 Bu]ldmg Inspection and be contlinued dﬂlgen’dy to
: c&mpléﬁon. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a permit for the Project

has been issued but is allowed to expire and more than three (3) years have passed since the Motion

was approved. : .
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department at 415-575-6863, waww.sf-
DESIGN © . . . o SR

‘8. Garbage, comp'osting and recycling storage. Space. for the collection and storage of gexbage,
" composting, and recycling shall be provided within enclosed areas on the property and clearly
" Iabeled and illusirated on the architectiral addenda. Space for the collection arid storage of
recyclable and compoétable materials that meets the size, location, accessibility and other standards
specified by’ the San Francisco Recycling . Program shall be provided -at the ground level of the
For information about—compl" ce, contact the Case Planner, Plgmr’u'ng Department at 415-558-6378, wwi.sf

.. planning.org . - ‘ ' o s

PARKING AND TRAFFIC | | |
. 9. Bicycle Parking. The project shall i:roviae no fewer than'? Class 1 bicyclé pérking sPa_ce_s_ required by
' Planning Code Section 155.5. - ' . ~ , .
For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Department af 415-575-6863, wuyw.sf-

- plonning.org . ' - g : : o S

MONITORING

10, Enforcement. Violation of any of the Plannmg Depértmgnt conditions of approval contained in this
Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this Project shall be subject to the
enforcement procedures and administrative penalties set forth under Planning Code Section 176 or

SAN FRANCISCD o . : . : 1.
. PLANNING DEPGRTMENT ’ ) . : ' K
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' Sectlon 176.1. The Planming Department may also refer the violation - complamts to other mty
' departments and agencies for appropriate enforcement action under their jurisdiction. )

11

For information about complmnce contm:t Code Enforcement Planmng Depariment at 415-575-6863, ww.sf-
ylannmg org - . S :

Extension. This authorization may .be extended at the dlsctetlon of the Zonmg Admnustcator only .
where failure to issue a permit by the Department of. Bulldmg Inspection to perform said tenant -

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

. issuance of such permit(s). L

For mfonnatmn about complinnce, contact Code Enforcement lezmng Depurbnent at 415 575-6863, m_f_
planning. arg C

. Commumty LlalSﬂIl. Pnor to issuance of a building permit apphcahon to construct the pr0]ect and
imiplement tﬁe approved use, the Project Sponsor shall appoint a community liaison officer to deal
with the issues of concem to owners and occupants of nearby properties. The Project Sponsor shall :

) Promde the Zoning Admmlstrator written .notice of the name, busmess addxess, and teleplione

miimber of the community liaison. Should the contact information d1ange, the Zoning Administrator -
- ghall be made aware of such change. Thé community [iaison shall report to the Zoning Admlmsh'ator

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

13.

Project Sponsor

For mfonnafwn about complumce, confacf Cade Enforcement Plamnng Depuri-ment ut415 575-6863, www gf |

Lighting, All Project lighting shall be directed onto the Project site and immediately surrounding

' sidewalk area only, and designated ‘and managed so.as not to be a nuisance to adjacent residents.
Nighttime lighting shall be the minimum necessary to ensure safety, but shall jn no case be dlrected

so as to constitute a nuisance to ahy surrounding property.

 For information about complzance, contact Cothnﬁrcemenf Plarmmg Depuri-mmt at 415~ 575—6863 www sf—
- planning. org : .

OPERATION

14

Sldewalk Mamtenance 'I'he Pro]ect Sponsor shall maintain the mair entrance to the bmldmg and all
sidewalks abutiing 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, - contact Bureau of Street Use and Muppmg, Department of Publw Warks 415-695-
2017, hittp./f @yw orgl . X

£

SAN FRANGISCD - _ : ) T ; 2
PLANNING DEF, c : ‘
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NOTICE TO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF APPEAL -
FROM ACTION OF THE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

Notice is hereby grven of an appeal to the Board of Supervrsors from the followrng action of the Clty
Planning Commrssron '

tThe property is located at ?)\S\ %‘SS SL‘)‘H- S+r€c+ — >' E

Ju b W Q¢l r ,
" Dateof City Planning Commission Action’
(Attach a Copy of Planning Commrssron s Decision) - 36?— A‘H’aokeé

'-Auquslr tS; gl
_ (j Appe___‘al Filing Date

The Planning Commrssron dlsapproved in whole or in part an applrcatlon for reclassrr' cation of
property Case No. _

. The Planmng Commrssron dlsapproved in whole orin part an appllcatlon for estabhshment
. abolition or modification of a set-back line, Case No.

Zg The Planmng Commrsswn approved in whole or in part an apphcatron for condrtlonal use. .
authorization, Case No. a;zg 8. $F ‘ngﬁ C ETZ . . :

~ The Plannlng Commrssron drsapproved in whole orin part an applroatlon for condrtronal use -
authorization, Case No. -

. . b . 1 [ - . . : . . .
Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process5 : updated 8/26/08
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) ) Statement of Appeal

a) Set forth the part(s) of the decrsron the appeal is taken from:
_i e Evjrnr.e_. decision . .

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

See. attac kec\, e-Hcr 59_14 07 %»Ha —er reasees Yo su[)’anr 6{1 affca[

Person o Whom

Notices Shail Be Mailed : ) ) Name and Address of Person Filing Appeal:
qum orrd LG\W I D Lor\. Brcmke Pres Je,fraqcccwh’v [owA‘sccq't
Name \ - . : ‘ Name

3 62 o3 Greeuw‘c(,\s-l-

1329 mwe}r erreeJr 7 Zue Framno CA 4123 Ba;%
" Add ‘ Address 7

Sa..u Frowc: m CA— %chs

.@15)755 S _' (41s) ‘%Lﬁ-:l'%ﬁt\

Telephone Number . : - L . Telephone Number

//

/7 - Sigmature oprpellant or ‘7

~ Authorizéd Agent
Aéovv\ Pala(cag
- \"\‘d_vxmuﬂé L""""‘/ ‘
N AH”’“’%?S G Cow HDHMA?,MA on

Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Prooessﬁ . -updated 8/26)08
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. City Planning Commission
Case No. @pI&Z. PLYALCETZ

The undersigned declare that they are hefeby 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 appllcatlon for amendment or condltlonal use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the extenor boundanes of the property

]f ownershlp has changed and assessment roll has not been amended we attach proof of ownershlp change If
signing for a firrn or corporatien, proof of authonzatlon o sign on behalf of the organization is attached

Stréet Address, . ) Assessor’s . Pnnted Name of Owner(s) " Original Signature

. propertyowned - "Block & Lot of Owner(s)”
1 B Sedff— st ond %ul&ll[ /‘é E/E’/ : % :
2 254 ‘6F€€I]W'céwm? ot _Thomas @‘?QO : ‘
535 /mmhu%l’, oGt oo _Loobim /\J/ovd
3537 Greouwidh 0%s. a2 Ay Dewues
2537 Greewihod - wz,z_)\m@ ﬁ//ska
,lzcg— Lol m_%_@a? N '

w .

o .

/«07 ﬁarcp

(o)

10,

11.

16.

17.

18. -

9.

20.

21

22,

~ Clerks Office/Appeal Information/Condition Use Appeal Process7 ' ’ - " updated 8/26/08
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City Planmng Commission

Case No. ASI(B, ¢ﬂf£3,dC-FTz

The undersrgned declare that they are hereby subscrrbers 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 condrtronal use, or within a radius of 300 feet of the exterlor beundaries of the property

_ [f ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amended, we attach proof of ownershrp change. If ..
~signing for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization to sign on behaﬁc of the orgamzatlon is attached

" Assessor’s
Block & Lot

Street Address,
property owned

7

9' 1. ﬂ(’sé Gueanwicl, 29-635

2506 Qs ) 93 o3k

B mgro vk 033 oz2

4 2552 Consarpurid 053F- oeip

5. 956 Cravinzsich ,ﬂ_ﬂl_

d \6 M@&Z&aﬁ
KQL@M 00137 Z(®]

" Printed Name of Owner(s)

Original Srgnature
of Owner(s)

P14 IEWWS‘(

[ 4

ot 0\3 1<,

ataliefagia™s

E‘—’-Mm QWQ 1 A,O;\w

g =7
Hergi Stheza lo
\CLBWLM QL{(D M,a

Secent - TClary
7 0

s d
AsDrp - Sew Kt

,8._ | _ O-03%

'—T?\ Guos M A ﬁ?ﬁ? & 094 l:mmw(m -
10 pssd Cuonuidy 07 610 Wellp StaseloTea
1, 2105 ‘D“U-igaéwﬂ 33 3t BISH aﬁ__ég.mm‘ab
2. 22k Trotala 60t sl Qe Ghie bare
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City Plannlng Commission

Case No. R &/ &. Qﬂ&;ﬁ < ETZ

. The undersigned declare that they are hereby eubscrlbers 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 conditional 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 attach proof of ownershlp change If
signing for a firm or corporatlon proof of authonzatlon to signon behalf of the organlzatlon is afttached.

Street Address, . Assessors ’ Pnnted Name of Owner(s) Originat Signature
property owned : Block & Lot . : of Owner(s)
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. City Planning Commission
CaseNo. 2000, 0 H&WZ

The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this No’ﬂce of Appeal and are owners of property -
affected by the propesed amendment or conditional use (that is, owners of property within the area that is the subject of
the application for amendment or mndltnonal use, orwithin a radxus of 300 feet of the extenor boundaries of the property

- If ownership. has changec and assessment roll has not been amended, we affach proof of ownership change If
signing for a finm or corporatmn procf cf authonzatzon to sxgn on beha]f of the orgamzahon is attached

Street Address, © Assessors Printed _Name of Owner(s) : Ongmal Signature '
property owned . Block & Lot ’ - of Owner(s]

1. 2490 Cpeew ivic St '05{'2/014 GEa.R‘Ca /@ PEZET . /&WRCQFW

10. -

11.

12.

14,

15.

16.

17. -

18,

19. -

20..

22.
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City Planning Commission =
Case No. 2 010 OUH OTZ

. The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscnbers to this Nofice of Appeal and are owners of properiy
. 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 ofthe property. ’

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

Street .A_d dress, Assessor's Printed Name of Dwner(s) ' Original Sighaiu re
property owned " Block & Lot ' of Owner(s}

1BUAD GaepmiaTru ST ,Q_S’Q/ﬁlé MIcwael © PEZET” W%/";Z /}7’
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3. 3“4";7_0 Greenwich St 25i2 /016 Cqm(f‘aq J Poziod W |

4 ‘ ., _

10,

11.

12

14, _

15.

18,

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22,
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City Planning Commission - ‘
CaseNo. Agig. SR gl etz . .
2 AP .

_ “The 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 application for amendment or conditional use, or within a radius of 300 feet _o_f the exterior boundaries of the property.

lf_ ownership has changed and assessment roll has not been amendéd, we attach proof of ownership change. [
signing for a firm or corporation, proof of autherization to sign on behalf of the organization is attached. ‘

Street Address, Assessor's Printéd.Name of Owner(s) - Original Signaturé
: [ of Owner(s)

property owned _.Block.&!_.o» | B .
Bivd Seitt= os(2- ﬁég, %ﬁ/«al[ /8
. 25bl oreenvich@Z oo Thomas txko

oG Camnbel, bobipAlogd  lpdic oy d

—

(9N ]

4. 1537 Greouwdh 0%z /9357/./ﬁé:1/\ _[DowNES <7{<L,€—@»,/\
o 1537 Greemihontd - oy vidl Fikle, [/ = A

6 20670 Lorgad™ 0734/920 M/CW#&_/ZCESW%M- Ve
W FBEZ I 0L 02T Liane [iqone Tz "
8. - e - : : - - [7

I

N

10.

11.

12,

43,

- 14

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
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22.
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Cierks OfficefAppeal Information/Condtiion Use Appeal Process?

Cnty Pianning Commission
‘Case No. ﬁgt B Qgé%;l}éC E’?—

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

If ownership has changed and as_aessmsnt roll nas not been amended, we aitach proof of ownefshi_p change. if
stgning for a firm or corporation, proof of authorization fo sign on behalf of the crganization is affached.

Street Address, Asssssor's Printed Name of Ownér(s) Original Signature
‘property owned Biqch & Lot - : Qf' Owner(s)
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City Plannrng Commlssron
Case No. &/ . ggﬂ;ﬁcg‘z
The undersrgned declare that they are hereby subscribers to this Notrce 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 applrcatron for amendment or conditional use, or within a radrus of 300 feet of the exterior bouridaries of the property

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

- signing for a firm or corporatlon proof of authorrzatron to sign on behalf of the organrzatron is attached

Street Address, Assessors Printed AName of Owner(s) : ' Ongrnal Signature
property owned ) Block & Lot o _ b - of Owner(s)
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The undersigned declare that they are hereby subscnbers o this thu:e of Appeal and are owners. of praperty
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 condltiona! use, or within a radius af 300 feet of the exterior boundaries of the property.

. If ownership has changed dnd assessment roll has not been amended, we attach. proof of ownership. change it
stgnmg fora fimor corporatton proof of authanzatlon 1o szgn on behalf of the organization is attached. -

Street Address, . - Assessof's o Pnnted Name Df Owner(s}
property owned Block & Lot
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AUG. 2.2811 ~ 1:12PM  PELLEGRINI BROS .INC A NO.38@  P.2

City Planring Comisslon o
Case No, A@(@ . POIRPE ETZ

.- The undersigned de;ia'ra that they are hereby subscribers lo thie Natice of Appeal and are awners of proaz 1!
affected by the propoged amendment or conditional use (thet is, ownars af property within the area that iz the subjet.
the application for amendment or coriditional use, or within @ radius of 300 feet of the exterior beundaries of the propery .

If ownership has changed an_d assessment rofl hae not been s_rﬁended, wa attzch proof of bwnerahlp ;han'g e I
signing for a firm or corperation, proof of authorization to eignen behaﬂ’ of the organization js attached. - _

Street Address, - Asgessors . Printed Nzme of Dwner(s) Original Signature |

~ property owned BoLo Samr LR 7 Owner(g)
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APP.LECAT[ON FOR

Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver
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2. Required Criteria for Granting Waiver | | o
(Al must be safisfied; please affach supporting rﬁateﬁajs)
' @/ The appellant is g member ofthe stated ne;ghbcrhoed organization ard is authorizad o ﬁle the appeal

on behalf of the orgamza’aon Althdrization may teke the form of & letler st;gned by thie President or other -
. officer of the orgamzatien i )

V/The appellant is-appealing osi behalt afan organization that is.registered thh ’:he Planmning Department
and that appears on ’Ehe Departmen%‘s ‘ourrent list pf neighbothaod orgamzatzons .

ThHe appellani is appea!mg on beha]f of an argamzaﬁnn that has been in exnsfence at least 24 moriths prior
o the submittal ofthe fes walver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating
fo e argamzainon s agtiviies ai that time such ag meatmg mmuies resolutions, publications and rostets.

EZ/Tha appellant is appealing on behaff ofa nenghborhnod orgamzaﬁon that is affected.by the: project and’
that is the subject of the appeal,-

ca[
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The Cow Hollow Assomatnon (CHA) was estabhshed in 1946 to protectand .

" preserve the residential character of one of San Francisco’s distinctive
nelghborhoods With association boundaries representlng over 1,800 residences,
‘we are one of the most active associations with a commitment to community
involvement and improved quahty of life in our residential nelghborhood

Modern Museu'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 GAF;
and one by the Presidio Historical
Society (PHA) to build a hlstory
museum.

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
* aninformal discussion about Fisher's
, plans and our concerns about greatly
_increased traffic and parkmg ’

Later that fall, the CHA Board wrote the
PT staff requesting that it address the

 traffic and parking consequences to the
surrounding rieighborhoods, specifically
in the Lombard St. Gate and adjacent -
Cow Ho]low neighborhood. "

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 pt_lB]idy
presented their competing proposals.

Fisher unveiléd a proposal to put a
modern architecture whitish 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 concerns

regarding the location, size, arehitecmre .
and traffic and parking adverse

. consequences implicated by the Fisher
proposal. -

The CHA board has passed a resolutton
(unanimous) opposmg the Fisher. It
reads;

The Cow Hollow Association (CHA) is
opposed to the Fisher Contemporary Art
museum béing 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 cnflzens
of the City of San Francisco.

(continued on page 3)
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Van Ness Bus Rapid.
Transit Update -
At meetings January 29 arid 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.

Atits January meeting, the Van Ness Citizens
Advisory Committee (CAC) adopted the
Alternatives Screening Report and the -
Descnphon of Alternatives Report. The latter:
. removes from copsideration several

now move forward with two no-project
altemahves and tb:ee "build” alternatives:

. L. Cub Lane BRT with parallel parking

2, Center Lane BRT with dual medians
3. Center Lane BRT with center median.

More fnfofmaﬁon about and artists’ -
renderings of these alternatives is available on

the project's website at www.vannesshrt.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 morning.commute, resulting in
spillover traffic onto the north-south streets
that pass through our neighborhood. 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 adcnowledged
that increased traffic on streets other than Van

alternatives that were deemed "fatally flawed" Ness will be the primary impact to be studied,

- such asa subway The EIR/EIS process will

but we need to make sure that issue is

translated mto adequate studies, réljiable data

and a proper analysie of those datain
projecting negative impacts from the project.

© Atits March meeting the CAC received a

briefing about the proposed changes to Mumi
transit service that'were reported recently in
the San Francisco Chronicle, These proposals.

" are the result of MUNT's two-year

Transit Effectiveness Project (for more
information, visit www.sftep.con). The CAC
also considered issues crucial to the adequacy
of the EIR/EIS process: assumptions about

- future land use along the Van Ness corridor;

assumptions about existing traffic conditions; -
estimates of future travel demand and how to
model futu.re conditions.

Now is the perfecf time to get involved! You
can apply for a seat on the CAC (see the °
project website at www,.oannessbrt.org or

- simply aftend the meetings and offer

comments during the public comment period.
at each meeting. All such comments are

‘recorded and made part of the pro;ect s

official record. No prior pa:trapahon is-
necessary.

| Undergroundlng Utility
Lines Update

We have studied the Underground

Utilities Task Force (UUTF) Report of

‘December 2006, miet with Catherine

Stefani of Sup. Alioto-Pier's office, Dan

McKenna of DPW, Dan Weaver, head of

 the UUTE Task Force, and representatlves
. of PG&E

On November 19, 2007, the Board of
Supervisors met to receive the UUTF

* Report and receive comments. The CHA
spoke (Board member Dave Bancroff), as
did John Brooke (UUTF and CHA
member.)

There are two tracks for getting otr
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

“+hose funds have been borrowed for over

years into the future, no other funds are

avaﬂable and if when fhey ever are,
neighborhood competition 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
-residents, typically paid by the floating of

City bonds, backed by property tax’
assessments on the benefited -
neighborhood re51dences

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) independently seek
to détermine the same and any addifional
information necessary.

.Before completing that, in order to

determine by neighborhood canvassing
whether the costs of undergrounding are .
realistic, we.will be seeking to get
updated, and as accurate as possible,
block by block estimates of what the
assessment and monthly payments

. would e per residence to underground .
- the wires on the various blocks needing

it. Imperfect estimates have been $13,500, -

-~ for a25 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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Modem Museum in
Historic Presidio

(continued from pagé 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 enshng pa_rk_mg

Dyle Drlve 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 regardmg traffic exits near

Lombard Street (Rlchardson 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 mcreasmgly backed-up

Br1dge Motel

Although the Bridge Motel on Lombard,
adjacent to the Walgreens 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 lessof 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 roomms on a daily
or weekly basis and many of the

tenants are referrals from diversion

Smular ob]ectlons have been made by ;

. programs and the San Franciso’_Cot

famed landscape designer Lawrence
Halperin (who designed the Lucas °
facility), CHA, PHA and the majority
of citizen comments received by the
PT a.nd on ﬁle in its library.

The next step is for the PT to doa
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. Itis believed that the PT

presently strongly favors the top of
the Parade ground, as that is what the
.RFP called for, and Fisher has pubhcly

and commuters would seek cross-over

~ streets through our nelghborhood to

avoid the traffic on Lombard.

The Doyle Dnve Pro]ect englneers and

' traffic experts have taken the CHA

concerns to heart and have designed the
new Marina exit off of Doyle with
synduom'zéd »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 marme; (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
patterns.’

system.
The CHA époke 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 -
Bridge and assured us that this bullchng

‘is "on their radar screen”.

Undercover officers from the SFPD are
regular visitors to the motel

‘ (approximately twice a week), looking for .

drugs or other illegal activities. The SF
Building Department is examining the
buﬂding_foi' code violatiens, and the
Department of Public Health has beeri

_making inspection Supervisor Alioto- -

stated that is the only pIace 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 consulﬁ_.ng and
coordinating with other
neighborhood and civic groups,

" induding NAPP, 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 begin in

2010.

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.

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.

" Cow Hollow Association Newsletter - 2008
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Mark Your Calendars

CHA Annual I\/leetlng

‘Thursday, May 8, 2
5:30 - 7:30 pm

St. ‘Francis Yacht Club

Refreshments served

008

David Bancroft
Lynn Fuller
Bill Gorman

Bring a new ne/ghbor to the

annual meeting, and if they join

- the CHA, you receive free
for 2008-2009

renewal

- CHA Boafd I\/Iembers

Lori Brooke (PreSIdent)
Meg Ruxton (Secretary).
Martina Ehlers (Treasurer)

Tony Imhof

- Malcolm Kaufman
Elegine Larkin

. Tom McAteer
Mark Sherman

PO.Box 471136
San F_rancisco CA' 94147

E-mail:

nfof‘cowhollowassomahon org

Web;

' Www.cowhollowassdciation.org ’

. Block Captains
Question - Whai'_s the best way to
experience greater enjoyment from

living in Cow Hollow and ga_m
increased safety?

Answer - Meet and get to'know your
eighbors.

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.

I you wish to get'involved by
becoming a Block Captain, contact
Malcolm Kaufman at =~ . :
kaufman@pulsefactors.com or contact
him to find out if you already have a.
Block Captain and how to reach them.’

The meeting was a success and CHA

Pb_lic C‘ Meeﬁng:,.

Othex than 'fhé Annual Meetirig, 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 chiance mld-year to hear
what CHA is working on, ask -

- _ questions and get involved.

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 developmen{, :

and undergrounding utility wires.

will likely continue this new tradition
in 2008. s

M "Vei"aul Pl

March the CHA board received a bneﬁng :
‘from Peter Strauss with the SF Mumapal

Railway (MUNI) about a multi-year

initiative to improve fhe efﬁaency of MUNL

- 'The project has two parts first, a study of
‘usage patterns and second, Jmplementatlon
of service changes to conform more closely

with those usage patterns. The first part of

the project is cémplete 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
traffic calming, crime, block captains . -

and the extension of the 24 Divisadero line

 down to the Marina. For mote. 1n.fom1a’aon,
" visit http:/ /www.sftep.com/ .

Support for the Presidio Historical Association

As many in Cow Hollow know, the Presidio Historical Association is léading an effort to keep the Presidio'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 Pres1d10

- 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 fo; Presidio Historical
ASSOCLath, PO. Box 29163, San Francisco, CA 94129 Please include your name, address, phone number and e-mail address

Further mformatlon is available at : www. pres1d1oassoc1at10n org

Cow Hollow Association Newsletter - 2008 -
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&P COUNRN CityHall
' S = FA NS NG 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS S o \S San Francisco 94102-4689
_ - n ¢ *. Tel. No. 554-5184
A Fax No. 554-5163
DEP " TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 -
August 17, 2011 - DIRl |
" Mohammed Nuru
Director of Public Works om. oo
City Hall, Room 348 23 4
San Francisco, CA 94102 oL = i
Planning Case No. 2010.0420CETZ 2203 m
3151-3155 Scott Street Conditional Use Appeal 59 = <
Dear Director Nuru: . | : _ ' » 53 N
. o Lo . IR ur

[

This office is-in receipt of ari appeal filed by Adam Polakoff, on behalf of the Cow Hollow ASs‘égiation B

from the decision of the Planning Commission by its Motion No. 18405 dated July 14, 2011, relating 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 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 -
Commercial) District, the Lombard and Scott Street Affordable Group Housing Special Use Disfrict

(SUD) and a 40-X Height and Bulk District, on property located at:
' 3151 -31’55 Scott Streét, Assessor’s Block No. ‘093-7‘, Lot No."001.»

By copy of this letter, the City Engineer’s Office is requested to determine the sufficiency of the .

signatures in regard to the percentage of the area represented by the appellant. Please submif 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 Supervisors has tentatively scheduled the appeal to be heard on September

13, 2011, at 4:00 p.m. '

- Sincerely, - . .
AT AT .
- Angela Calvilo

Clerk of the Board

Jerry Sanguinetti, Manager, Depariment of Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, w/copy of appeal
Fuad Sweiss, City Engineer, Department of Public Works, w/copy of appeal C . L ’
Appellant, Adam Polakoff, Attomey for Cow Hollow Association, Hammond Law, 1829 Market Strest, San Francisco, CA 84103

- Property Owner, CHP Scott Strest LLC, 280 Turk Street, San Francisco, CA 94102, w/copy of appeal
- Project Contact, Gail Gilman, Executive Dir., Community Housing Parinership, 280 Turk Street, San Francisco, CA 84102, w/copy of appeal
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department, wicopy of appeal N . : .
AnMarie Rodgers; Planning Department, w/copy of appeal
Tina Tam, Planning Department, 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
- Cheryt Adams, Deputy City Aftorney, w/copy of appeal
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney, w/copy of appeal
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Cxty 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

August19, 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 Polalcoff

' ThlS is in reference to the appeal you submitted on behalf of the Cow Hollow Assoc1atlon joined |
by various associations from the dec151on of the Plannmg Commlss1on by. Motion No. 18405, on
) property located at

315 1—3 1 55 Scott Street, Assessor’-s'Block No. 09371 Lot No. 001,

The Dlrector of Pubhc Works has informed the Board of Supemsors ina letter dated Aungust 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 sufﬁc1ent for appeal.

A hearing 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 i in Room 416 4t Floor at l o
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San Franc1sco CA 94102 : .

Please prov1de 18 copies to the Clerk’s Office by

8 days prlor to the hearmg. " any documentatlon which you may Want avallable to the
. : . Board members prior to the hearing;
11 days prior to the hearing: names of interested part1es to be notified of the hearmg in
e : label format : :
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3151-3155 Scott Street Conditional Use Appeéﬂ.
August 19, 2011 o '
Page 2 : :

If you have any qﬁ'estions, please feel free to contact Legislative Deputy Director, Rick Caldeira, at
(415) 554-7711 or Legislative Clerk, Joy I.amug, at (415) 554-7712.

- Sincerely,

Angela QGalvillo - o
© Clerk of the Board -

c _ . : . o
Mohammed Nuru, Director, Department of Public ‘Works : v o
Jerry Sanguinetti, Manager, Department of Public Works-Bureau of Street Use and Mapping
Fuad Sweiss, City Engineer, Department of Public Works - N :
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 - S - Co _ »

-Property Owner, CHP Scott Street LLC, 280 Turk Street, San Francisco, CA 94102 ‘ o

- 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
! ' k@ '  Fax (415) 554-5324

’ ' ) ' . ; 'F ' . www.sfdpw.org
S - - * Subdivision.Mapping @sfdpw.org

- - Department of Public Works

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

San Francisco, CA- 94103

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor -
" Edward D. Reiskin, Director
Fuad S. Sweiss, PE, PLS, . oo . : . .
City Engineer & Deputy Director of Engineering - o b - Bruce R. Storrs, City and County Surveyer - -

Aughst 18,2011 .

M. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board :

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet Place

City Hall —Room 244 ~ - o _ ’ o :
San Francisco, CA 94102 L i ’

RE:  3151-3155 Scott St .
Lots Q01 of Assessor’s Block 0937
Appealing Planning Commissions Approval of
" Conditional Use Application No. 2010.0420CETZ

- " DearMs. Calvillo:

This letter is in response to your August 17, 2011 request for our Department to check the sufﬁc1ency of the
_ Slgnatures with respect to the above referenced appeal

~ Please be advised that per our calculations. the appellants s1gnatures represent 24.10% of the area within the 300

foot radius of the property of interest, which is greater than 20% of the area 1nvolved, andis therefore- sufﬁctent for
o appeal -

_ P
If you have any quest1ons concernmg this matter please contact M. J avier R1vera of my staff at 554-
- 5864. ' - : :
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AHFRAHTISCO
Condltlonal Use Authorlzatlon A%@ﬁe%ﬂ P b1, zgﬂ, e
‘ _ M

, 3151 - 31 55 Scott Street o s,
S | CA 941032478

‘ DATE: : o September 2, 2011 : o - : . " Resoption :
TO: o - Angela Calvﬂlo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors h - ATS5EEEATE
FROM: . ; John Rahaun, Planning Director — Planning Departmerit (415) 558- 61.111 _ 4155585409

Sara Vellve,, Case Planner — Plarmlng Department (415) 558- 6263
RE: File No. 110935 Planning Case No, 2010.0420C~ B 45§ 353??
o Appeal of approval of Conditional Use authorlzatron for 3151 3155 Scott Street e
- HEARING DATE: September 13,2011 _ SR D ’

ATTACHMENTS: :
' - A. Commission Packet for Condl’uonal Use Authorization (including plans)
B. Adopted Commission Motion No. 18405 o
. C. Final Mlhgated Negative Declaration - _ . : e

PROJ ECT SPONSOR Commumty Housrng Partnerstup, 280 Turk Street, San Francisco, CA 94102

APPELLANT Adam Polakof_f Hammond Law, 1829 Market Street San FranCLsco CA 94103

INTRODUCTION

T]:us rnemorandum and’ the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of
Supervrsors (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 (dba. Edward I Inn) to a group housing use confaining
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) dlStL‘lCt the Lombard and Scott Street' _
Affordable Group Housing Special Use District and a 40-X Helght 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 Comrrussmn s approval of
" Conditional Use Authorization to allow conversion of a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of affordable
group housrng for transrtlonal age youth between the ages of 18 and 24 and one manager’s unit. '

- Memo ,
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‘Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization | _ ' , Flle No. 110935
~ Hearing Date: September 13, 2011 ' Plannlng Case No.'2010.0420C
. ' : e 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 approxmrately 3/450 square feet.” -~ - 7

The pro]ect site is located in the Marina Dlstnct and is developed Wlth an approx:mately 8,100 square
- foot three-story building’ w1th a basement formerly used as a tourist hotel (db.a. Edward I Inn) with a.
pub at the ground floor fronting Lombard Street. The building occupies most of the lot except for an
approximately 7-foot setback from the south property line. The property does not currently provide any
" off-street parking or open space for users/occupants The bulldmg was constructed in 1914 and has been

- altered. : -

..SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD:

‘The site is located in an NC-3 (Neighborhood Commercial, Moderate Scale) Zomng District and 40-X
" Height and Bulk District. Lots fronting Lombard Street to the east and west are zoned NC-3, while Jots
fronting Scott Street to the south of the site are 'zoned'RH;Z and RM—2 The site is located one block south .

of the Chestut: Street shopping district and three blocks northwest of the Union: Stréet'shopping district.

Propertles in the vicinity fronting Lombard Streéet contain a mix of uses JncludJng restaurants hotels,

persorial sérvices, retail stores, and automotive repair shops. Bulldmg heights range from one to four

stories with residential uses generally above the ground-floor commercial uses. Properties fronting Scott

Street south of Lombard Street generally contain residential uses with building heights ranging' from two

to four stones The height de51gnatlon for the entire nelghborhood is 40 X_

- PROJECT DESCRIPTION

" Community Housing Partnership, the project SpOTISOt, proposes to convert the vaoant tourist hotel
(formerly d.b.a. Edward 1 Inn) to 24 affordable group housing units for transmonal—age youth between -
the ages-of 18 and 24 earrung a maximum of 50% Area Median Income; and one unit for a resident
manager, for an overall unit count of 25. The units will generally accommodate one person for each
‘bedroom. Interior building modificationis would reduce the number of on-site bedrooms from 29 to 25
(mclud_mg the manager’s unit) on the second and ﬂ:urd floors, create bathrooms for each unit, construct a
kitchen, offices and rooms for programmatic needs on the ground-floor, and create a laundry room,
entertainment room and parking for a minimum of nine bicycles in the basement. Exterior modifications
would include window replacement, painting, new signage and fagade enhancements. The proposal does
not involve alterations to the buﬂdlng s Size or he1ght a.lthough mechamcal eqmpment will be located on
' the building’s roof in the future.

The pro;ect as proposed requlres Planrung Code and Zoning Map Amendments to create the Lombard
and Scott Street Affordable Group Housmg Special Use Drsrnct (SUD) as an overlay in this NC 3 District.
The SUD Would :

1. Permit one unit for every 143 square feet of lot area for a total of 24 group housmg units and one
manager’s unit!, where one unit for every 210 square feet of lot area for a total of 16 group housmg :
units and orie manager’ s unit is permitted as—of—right by Planning Code Sections 208 and 712.92; -

! Pl,ah'ning Code Section 204.4 exempts managers units from the density calculation for group housing. -

R ' . ’ S o 2
PLANN!HGDEP&R}MERT- + . o .
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- Appeal of Condltional Use Authonzatlon ' S .« File No. 110935

" Hearlng Date: September 13, 2011 Plannmg Case No. 2010.0420C.
B 3151 - 3155 Scott Street

2.  Eliminate the rear yard requirement where a rrurumum rear yard of approxirnately 15 fee:t"is'required .
by Plarmlng Code Section 134 S o '

3, Ehm]nate the open space reqmrement where a minjmum of approxrmately 675 square feet of private |
open’ space and approximately 875 squa_re feet of cornrnon open space would be requ1red by

Planning Code Section 135;

4. Modify the exposure requlrernent for approxrmately 13 group housing units that do riot face a street
aJley or Code- comphan’c rear yard or courtyard as required by Planning Code Sechon 140.

On Iune 14 2011, Supemsors Ctuu, 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 Planning Code Section 249.55 pursuant to Planning Code
Sections 302 and 306 and approve a Zoning Map Amendmerit pursuant to Planning Code Sections 302
- and 306 that would estabhsh the SUD at Lot 001 in Assessor 5 Block 0937 on Zorung Map Sheet SU02.

BACKGROUND

L2011~ Condttwnal Use Authorization Applu:atlon flled
On March 11, 2011, Hershey Hirschkop for Community Housing Parmerstup (herernafter 'CHP”) ﬁled a
Conditional Use application with the Planning Deparl:ment ‘

.On June 14, 2011, the Appellant filed an appeal the Prehmmary Mrtxgated Negative. Dedaratron to the -
Plaruung Commission. Note: the CEQA document Was not appealed to the Board of Supervrsors

On July 14, 2011, the Commission upheld the Prehnunary Mitigated Negative Declaration and approved :
the issuance of the Final Mitigated Negative. Declaration ‘a5 prepared by the Planning Department n
comphance W1th CEQA the State CEQA Gmdehnes and Chapter 31. ‘ .

On ]uly 14 2011, the Commission adopted Resoluhon No 18404 Case No. 2010.0420TZ, recommending
that the Board of Supervisors adopt the text change and map amendments to create the Lombard and
Scott Street Aﬁfordable Group Housrng Specual Use D1stuct :

2011 - Conditional Use Authomzatlon hearmg

- On July 14, 2011, the Commission adopted Motion No. 18405, approvmg 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 Planning Code Section 303 at a duly
noticed public hearmg at a regularly scheduled meeung on Conditional Use Apphcatxon No. 2010. 0420C.

CONDlTlONAL USE AUTHOR[ZATION REQUIREMENTS

The Commrssmn must refer to the criteria outlined in Sectlon 303 (Condruonal Use) of the Planning
Code.- Section 303 states that the followmg must be met in order for the Comnussmn to grant approval of

an apphcatron,

Sﬁ!’d FRERGISLG
PLANKIRG oﬁmm
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - . . File No. 110935
Hearing Date: September 13, 2011 . o Planning Case No. 2010.0420C
' ’ 3151 - 3155 Scoft Street

1. That the- proposed use or feature, at the size and intensity contemplated a.nd at the proposed location,
will provide a development that is necessary or desirable for, and compahble with, the neIghborhood '

_ or the commumty[emphaszs added]; and
2 .‘That such use or feature as proposed will not be detmmenta.l 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 mcludmg but not
lm:uted to the following: ' :
a. The nature of the proposed site, including its size a_nd shape, and the proposed size, shape
and arrangement of structures; '
‘ _b. The accessibility and fraffic patterns for persons and Vehlcles the type and volume of such
traffic, and the adequacy of proposed: off-street parking and loading and of proposed
altematives to off-street parking, 1nclud1ng Pprovisions of car—share parkmg spaces, as deﬁned
- in Section 166 of this Code.
¢ _The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offenswe emissions such as noise, glare dust
P " and odor; . ) ‘ .
d. Treatment glven, as appropnate, to such aspects as landscapmg, screeru_ng, Open spaces,
.+ parking and loading areas, service areas, lighting and signs; and
~ e. That such use or feature as proposed will comply. with the applicable pr0v1510ns of this Code
- and will not adversely affect the. Master Plan.

APPEI__LANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES: T

The concerns raised in the Appeal Letter are cited in a summary below and are followed by the- .
. .Department S Tesponse: ‘

- ISSUE #1: Proper action on the Conditional Use and Final Neqatlve Declaratlon The Appellant contends

that the Comnussmn made a dedcision on the Conditional Use- Authorization on July 14, 2011. and a
dedision on the Mhﬂgated Negatlve Declarahon on July 15, 2011, a sequence that is not consistent W'Lth the .
. requirements of the California Envn.ronmental Quality Act (CEQA). :

.RESPONSE #1: The Commission properlv acted upon the Condltlonal Use and Final Neqatlve Declaratlon
CEQA Guidelines Section 15074, Consideration and Adoption of a-Negative Declaration or Mitigated

: Negahve Declaration, states that the dedision making body of a lead agency ‘(ie., Commlssmn) shall -

consider the proposed rruhgated 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 Iuly 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 became final.

In approving the Conditional Use authorization in Motlon 18405 the Commlssmn adopted the MND and
the project’s Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program. Thus the actual date of adoption of the

MND was July 14, 2011, and occurred when the Commission voted to uphold the MND and approve the '
- Condlnonal Use in Motion No. 18405 . .

Mohon 18405, which was voted on by the Commlssmn on ]uly 14, 2011 but clerically finalized by the, ‘

Department on July 15, 2011, refers to July 15, 2011 as the Department’s adoption date of the Final MND
(FMND) This is based on the Environmental Rev1ew Of:ﬁcer’ s s1gnature on the FMND cover page,

3 w&%&ﬁgb@mm - ' - ‘ : o 4
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Appeal of Conditional Use Authorization - B . File No. 110935
Hearing Date: September 13, 2011 - _ - Planning Case No. 2010.0420C '
S e . ' : 3151 -—315\,5 Scott Street

which occurred’ after the Planning Comzmssmn adopted the MND. This is not the relevant document or
approving body. The relevant approving body is the Commission:who adopted the MND after finding
on the basis of the whole record before it that there was no.substantial evidence that the project would
have a significant effect on the environment and that the MND reflected the lead agency’s independent
judgment and analysis. Therefore, the Commission considered the findings of the MND as reunred 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 Authonzauon becatse the Lombard and Scot 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 Condltlonal Use before the Board of Supervnsors '
. (BOS) acted upon the Proposed Special Use District. The Conditional Use Authorization is dependent
~ upon BOS approval of the Lombard. and Scott Street Affordable Housing Special Use District (SUD).
Without approval of the SUD, the Conditional Use Authorization is not valid. In order to vet the .
environmental con51deraf10ns and project details, it is standard procedure for the Commission to act
upon Conditional Use authonza’uon prior to BOS review and approval of associated legislation. The BOS
could add additional language to the proposed SUD at the appeal hearing should they wish which. -
. would be binding on the pro;ect : '

ISSUE #3 SufF c1ent time for public review of plans and documents prior to the Commlssmns action was
§ prowded 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 o Americans with Disabilities Act (“ADA”") access.
Furthermore, the Appellant contends that the public did not have sufficent the to comment on the
reVLsed plans that were submltted for review on July 7 and July 14. ' -

_RESPONSE #3: The public was prowded with suffi c1ent fime for publlc review of plans and documents pnor
fo the Planning Commission’s action. The public may request to review documents submitted to the
Planning Department &t any time’ during the review period. All hea:mg 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 apphcaﬂon matenals, 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 Comrruss1on s, purvlew ‘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 confends that the Commission’s |
Motion does not address arguments of those opposed to the proposal. The Appellant also contends that
while the Commission may disagree with pubhc commerits, it must prov1de ewdence to support its
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~ conclusions, rather than assert its own contradlctory conclusions with rio explanation as it. chd o its

decision. Fma]ly, the Appellant contends that the Commission, “without further comment, analysis or .. .

“evidentiary support”, concluded that the project met the requirements of Plannmg Code Sectlon 1011
'Wlthou’c con51der1ng the comments in opposmon to the pro]ect '

RESPONSE #4 The Commission consrdered public correspondence and pubhc 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 hearmg took a number of hours and inicluded public comment in
" support of and in opposmon to the proposal. The public was not denied the opportunﬂ:y to comment on
the proposal, or to provide the Commission with additional information to review and consider. In fact,
"the Commission received. ‘over 40 letters and emails, and one petition, about this project, The
Commission reached an mdependent judgment, based on evidence in the record that differed from those
in opposition to the pro]ect Finding No 5 of Motion 18405 presents a summary of concerns raised by the

opp051t10n

-_ At the hearing the Comnussmn found that the pro]ect meets the infent of Planmng Code Sechons 101.1,

303 and.the General Plan; as is evident through Findings 7 and 9 of Motion 18405. The Motion records-
; comphance with the policies of the General Plan and sites five specific Elements (2009 & 2004 Housing
‘Elements, Neighborhood Commerce, Transportation, Air Quahty and Urban De51gn), 21 ob]echves -and
38 pohc1es that apply to the pro]ect :

ISSUE #5: Recelpt of conditions prom)sed by the Cow Hollow Assocratlon (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 pro]ect and ensure that it operates to the -

greatest benefit of future residents, the ne1ghbor1ng community arid Clty’ The Appellant conitends that
~their proposed 1 restnchons might make ‘the- pro]ect consistent VVlth Plarmmg Code Sections 101.1(b) and
,303(d). :

'RESPONSE #5: The Commlssmn received conditions proposed by the Cow Hollow Association (CHA).: The'
Commlss1on 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 hearing, such a motion was not made and therefore the conditions

" proposed by CHA were not acted upon. Motion 18405 includes the Comnussmns findings related to
" Planning Code Sections 101. l(b) and 303(d) and compha.nce with the Clty’ 5 Housmg Element.

ISSUE_#6 - Commission awareness of the number of proposed transrtlonal age youth residents. The
Appe]la.n’c contends that the Commission did mot accurately analyze the project’s consistency with
" Planning Code Sections 101. 1(b), 303(d), 303(C)(1) 303(C)(1)(A)(u) (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 Planning Code and General Plan requirements, the exact number of occupants needs to be
defined in the Motion and considered by the Comm1ss1on. :

- RESPONSE #6: The Commission was informed of the number of. proposed transrtronal age youth residents.
-The word ”generally’ was mduded 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 51tuat10n where guests would not

be permitted becatise they exceeded the stated number of occupants. The Department and Commission

. understand that there, will be 24 single-occupancy rooms, and that occupa.nts will be permitted to have'
‘guests stay Wlth them, under certain limifations. S

The Comrrussmn accurately analyzed the project’s consmtency with the Planning Code Sections. Below is .
a summary- of thEII review with regard to some specific Sections raised by the appellant:

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

cormnuters

303(d) Apphcatton of Specific' Conditions: Urider this Secﬁon, the Planning Commlssmn may impose”
additional conditions in order to sécure the ob]ecttves of the Plannmg Code. The Commission presc:tlbed
‘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 iImpose addltlonal conditions

" as suggested by the Appellant

303(c)(1) Necessary_or Desuable and Comoattble with the Neighborhood or. Comrnunity: Upon review of
the case documents and lengthy public tesimony both in support of and opposﬂ:ton to the project, the
Commission found that the proposed development was necessary o1 desirable, and compatible with, the
nelghborhood or commumty as articulated in Findings 89 and 10 of Motion 18405. a

. 303(c)(1)(A)(i) The non-residential use wﬂl serve the neighborhood and requires a lar,czer size to function:
This Planning Code Section'is applicable only ‘to non-residential uses. Per Planning Code Section 712.92
group housing is considered a residential use within the NC-3 (Neighborhood Commerc:al Moderate
Scale) Dlstr1ct thus this section does not apply to the project. ’

BOB(C)(Z)(A) The Droposed use W111 not be detrimental to the health, safety, convemence or general
welfare of persons residing or working in the vicinity, or injurious to property, 1mprovements or
potential development in the vicinity, with respect to its size and shape, and the proposed size, shape
and arrangement of structures: The number of building residents will not change the physical nature of -
the existing building, and the project does not propose an. enlargement, or rearrangement of the bu]ldJng
that would conflict with t‘tus Planning Code Section.

' 303( o) 2)(8) and 101.1(b)(4) The proposed use’s effect on parking and trafﬁc Planning Code Sect10n 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 o
more than 9 parking spaces and no parking. would be required. Barning no more. than 50% of the Aréa
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 bicycle storage. Under CEQA review, the number of tr1ps assoaated with the subject pro]ect (17)

did not warrant further study or specific mltxgahons :

2009 Housing_Element Policy '4.4: This 'po]icy promotes “sufficent and suiteble rental housing
opportunities, emphasizing’ permanently affordable rental units wherever possible.” The Commission’s
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' dems1on regardmg the proposal supports this pohcy in Fmdmg 8 of Mohon 18405 w1thout regard to ’rhe
number of pro]ect residents.

2004 Housing Element Policy 4.4: T.his. policy promotes - granf:mg den51’cy boruses and parkmg
requirement exemptions for the construction of affordable or senior housing.” The Commission’s

decision regarding the proposal supports this policy in Fmdmg 8 of Mouon 18405 without regard to the
number of project residents. :

i

ISSUE #T: Con3|stencv with Planning Code Sectlons 101.1 (b) and 303 and the Cltv s Housing Element, The -

- Appellant contends that approval of the Conditional Use Authorization is not consistent with Planrung .

Code Sectlons 101.1(b), 303 and the General Plan because the Commission did not consider CHA's
concerns regarding  the project as’ presented during public comment at the learing. The Appellant
contends that the Commission abused its dlscretlon by using only those City pohCIes 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 Condluonal Use Findings, Section’ 1011 Findings and the
- Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. The Plarmmg Commission adopted findings that the project -
is, on balance, consistent with the applicable Objectives and Policies of the General Plan. Findings of

o cons:stency with the General Plan requires a balancing of General Plan policies and a determination of

overall consistency, not a microscopic look at each individual phrase of the General Plan. In preparing.
proposed findings for the Planning Commission's consideration, the Planning Department identified
"‘those Objectives and Policies of the General Plan that were most applicable to the Project, as is its
practice, rather than proposing findings on all General Plan Ob]ectlves and Pohctes that have any
conceivable relevancy to the Project. . S '

" The frrst itern listed under Fmdmg 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 Fmdmgs 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 Appellanit were among those judged most perhnent 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 Plarmmg Commission, the Board may choose to incorporate -
this additional information int6 Board furdmgs m support of the conswterrcy of the Project.

. - ISSUE #7A: Appropriateness of the size and density of the'projeef suitability of the site for transitional age
vouth reSIdents and the nelqhbormq communltv and satlsfactlon of the City’s aﬁordable housmq needs

ISSUE #7A1: Appropnateness of umt size for transmonal age vouth resldents The Appella.nt contends that
the project violates Planning Code Sections 303(c)(1) and.303(c}(2)(A) as the project is undesrrable for
residents and neighbors because of the proposed size and intensity in the proposed locatlon, the size (143
square feet) of each proposed group housing unit. 'They contend that clirrent zoning would allow only 6
dwelling units where the current proposal is to house at least 24 residents, guests and supervisors.
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' Finally, ’rhe Appellant contends that the pro]ect packs too many residents into the burld:lng only to meet
. the pro]ect’ s ﬁmdmg needs. ‘

RESPONSE #7A1: The unit size is apm‘opnate for transxtlonal age youth residents The property is located
in an NC-3 District, which permits up to six dwelling units or 16 group housing units with one manager's
‘unit. Density limitations for group housing units are set forth under Planning Code Section 208, which
allows one bedroom ("unit") for each 210 square feet of lot area and assumes two beds per group housing
unit. The subject property is 3,436 square feet and may contain up to 16 group housmg units, each with
- two beds, and one on-site manager unit; therefore, up to 32 full-time occupants are permitted as-of-right
‘under the Code.” While the subject project proposes 24 group housing units (§ more than currently
~allowed under the Code) and one on-site manager unit, each unit would only contain one bed, not two
‘beds as assumed under the Planning Code. As a resulf, up to 24 full-time occupants (8 less occuptznts 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 flndlngs of Motion 18405 are appropnate as is the

project’s density.

Furthermore, under the State Density Bonus Law the sponsor could have applled for a density increase of -
up to 35% over the permitted number of group housing units for affordable housing projects tb_rough 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 FaCIIItIeS The Appellant contends that the pro]ect is undesirable
because the units lack individual tchens and the project only prov1cles one- 73 square foot communal. .
kitchen, and that this situation will lead to poor nutritional -habits. because residents will not have an

~ appropriate fadlity in which to prepare meals contrary to program objectives. The Appellant contends
‘that the Commission failed to sufficiently address the kitchen facilities through analysrs or evidence.

Finally, the Appellant questions. compliance with Planning Code Section 890.88(b) because the program

- will prowde neither meals nor individual cooking fac:xlmes

 RESPONSE #7A2: The project provndes suff cient kitchen facilities. Exlublt B of Motion 18405 indicates that
the kitchen will be approxl.mately 300 square feet and will provide.two four-burner stoves, two
refrigerators, two-side-by-side double sinks, approximately 11 linear feet of counter space and food
lockers. A dining area of approximately 150 square feet is located immediately adjacent to the kitchen
‘and will augment the kitchen area. The Code i is silent on the size of kltchens reqmred for group housmg

uses.

- The project is located in an NC- 3 district and therefore the use is controlled by Article'7: Ne1ghborhood
Commercial Districts rather than Arhcle 8: Mixed Use Districts. As such, Section 790. 88(b) applies to the .
pro]ect Planrung Code Section 790. 88(b) characterizes group housmg as “A residential use which
provides [elther] lodging or both meals and lodgmg without individual cooking facilities . . . in a'space not
defined as'a dwelling unit.” Since the project provides lodgrng without meals and md_w:rdual cook:ng'
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 proqrammlng The Appellant contends that the project does not
meet. Housing Element Ob]ectlve 1 and Policy 4.4 becanse the buﬂdmg contains only one room of

- approximately 427 square feet to provide supportive programming, which is insufficient to accommodate -

the various services that will be offered o help the tra.nsmonal age youth re51dents become independent.

_ .RESPONSE #7A3: The prolect prowdes sufficient space for supportive services programming, Exl’ublt Bof . -
Motion 18405 indicates that apprommately 700 square feet of the ground floor will be used for supporttve
progranunmg for program- participants. This area will be divided into a program room including -

. computer stations and TV screen, -office, counselmg office and tenant services area. These rooms are
located immediately adjacent . to the entry area and building lobby and will be visible and accessible to
program participants. Such spaces will serve the various programs to be provided at the sife. Both the
Plamung Code and General Plan do not prescribe the area requlred for programmatic nieeds of group
housmg uses. ' -

ISSUE #7B: .Appropriateness of the site tor, the project and inveétiqation of more'appropriate sites in the

neighborhood. The Appellant contends that the sponsor could have ptirchased a building within District '

2 that did not require a rezoning. The Appellant contends that-the sponsor has refused to consider a
, dlﬁerent site tha’t would be more appropnate for theuse.

| RESPONSE #7B: The Commlssmn lS not respons:ble for propertles purchased by individuals for a specific
use. The project sponsor is- free to purse entitlements through legislated avenues. The project Sponsor

filed an appropriate application and followed the legislated steps for such entitlements. The Commission
duly ‘noticed the reqmred public heanng and acted upon the application for - Conditional Use '
' Authorization. Neither the Comrnission nor the Department are’'involved in the site acqtusﬂ:ton progess
of outside parties. Community Housmg Pari:nerstup, 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 conditicns the
. apphca’aon assoaated with Case No.-2010. 0420C with Motion Number 18405 ~

ISSUE #1C: Questlons about the supportwe services programming that will be prowded to transrtlonal age
vouth residents. The appellant contends . that the ‘Conditional Use authonzaﬁon does not ensure nor
require the provision of supportive services, and speCLﬁc conditions ‘should have been IIDPOSGd to

- ‘address the Appellant’s concerns.

RESPONSE #7C: The Commission s confident that supportlve services programming that will be provided to
' transitional age youth residents. The Commission approved a Conditional Use Auithorization to corivert
" a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of affordable” group housing and one manager’ s unit pursuant fo
Planning Code Section 303 at a duly noticed .public hearing at a.regularly .scheduled meeting on
Conditional Use Apphcaﬁon No. 2010.0420C. The Conditional Use Authorization does not regulate the
" provision of suppoOrtive 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 Motlon 18405. ~
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That said, the authorization for the Edward Il included a 305 sq. ft. tenant setvices suite consisting of an
-outer Toom with a couriselor workstation, a supérvisor’s office, and a private counseling room. The

- project sponsor has advised. that fbe adjacent program room of 350 sq. ft.- will be used by the Tenant .
Services for group meetings, classes and related activities. Together, these spaces consist of
approximately 650 sq. ft. dedicated to supporting the residents. In addition, there are two separate’
Jounge areas, a dining room, community kitchen, and iaundry room for the residents. -

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

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

Per the sponsor, every youth at the Edwaid I site will vwork 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 preparation, ‘including subject-specific tutoring,
participation in job readiness classes such as computer literacy, internships with local business and fudl-
or part- time employment. Youth-will also work with the on-sife peer counselor, who will arrange
resident outings and assist tenants with life skills and study skills. As an apartment building rather than
T a treatment'program, residents cannot be required by their lease to participate in services,-but the
sponsor’s. and service provider’s experience is that tenants are eager to engage in services in order to
_obtain the resources that permit them to maintain their housing and progress in their life goals. '

The Cormission was presented information about the Appe]lant’s concern, and moved to approve the
Draft Motion as presented by staff without changes proposed by the appellant. '

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

. supervision for 24 full-time residents and their guests is inadequate and that the project does not comply

with Planining Code Section 303(c)(2) requiring the “use or feature as proposed will not be detrimental _td v
the healih, safety, cohveniénce or general welfare of persons residing or working in the vidrity.” 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 Appéllant 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) states that the
- heal’ch/_saféty/cdnverﬁence/general welfare analysis "nob;c be limited” to the four factors the Commission
" relied on. Finally, the Appellant contends that restrictions proposed by CHA were _presen’Eed to the .

- . 1
Commission and were not acted upon.
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" RESPONSE #7D The project provides adequate superwsnon and secunty

Under Planning Code Section 303(c)(2), the Commission con51dered if the proposed use would be

~ detrimental to the health, safety, conveniénce or general welfare of persons residing or Workmg in the

" vidinity, or injurious. to property, improvements or potentlal development in the vicinity. The
.Commission found that the project would not be detenmna’aon with tespect to several factors. Further, if
the Comrmssmn had concerns, the Commission had the option of expanding their conditions for the -
project; however, the Cormrussmn chose not to and acted upon the Condmonal Use request per Motion
18405. '

‘In response to the Appeal the pro]ect sponsor has comrrutted in wntmg to mamtajrung a.safe buﬂdmg
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 commu.mty
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 mdudes both a resuient manager and twenty-four hour -
front desk staffing. This staffing pattern was established at the request of neighbors and is richer than the
coverage the sponsor employs at ariy 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 eqmvalent staff
persons, or one staff person for every two tenants. This staffing level far exceeds that at any comparable
building, and would raise operatmg costs for the building to unsustamable levels.

The sponsor has reported to the Department that resnients 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’
behawor and property management staff can prohibit guests from retummg to the bulldmg

' Based on. the sponsor’s appeal response to the Department, the subject property differs from the Ellis ..

Street Apartments not only in its more robust staf:fmg 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 isin a location that, though on a busy thoroughfare, has far lower crime rates .
than the Tenderloin neighborhood suirounding the. Ellis Street Apartments. The sponsor notes that
according to the San Francisco Police Department crime maps, crime rates in the radius immediately
around the Ellis Street building are lower, not higher, than on the blocks immediately to its north or '
south, suggesting a neighborhood with an already high-incidence of crimeé. Police logs have shown that *
calls originating from the Ellis Street Apattments are. reporting on crimes outside of the building, not
W1thm ' '

ISSUE #7E; The relationship of the public entiflement p'rocess 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)ectlve 10, Policies 10.1 and 102 relating to the public process and the flow of . -

information between nejghborhoods and project sponsors. As an example, the Appellant sites a number
ofissues relatmg to site plannmg processes ma.naged by the Mayor’ s Office of Housing (MOH).

RESPONSE #7E: The publlc entitlement process is’ consistent Wlth the Housmq Element's Objectlves and
’ Polpmes. ‘Motion 18405, Finding No. 8 describes that the project is, on balance, consistent with the
'appli_céble 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 ‘qu'uire'd to make findings regarding the Objectives and Policies which are applicable to the project. L
Speciﬁcaily; 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 Po]iqies' (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 practicé, rather than proposing findings on all General Plan Objectives
and Policies that have any conceivable relevanéy to the Project. Although the Objectives and Policies
called out by Appellant were not émpng those judged most pertinerit by Planning Depa;rtment staff, the
Planning Department addresses each of the Objectives and Policies called out by Appellant, and, explains -
ho_w the Project is consistent with these Objeéﬁves and Policies. Should the Board uphold the approval of -
' the Planning Commission, the Board may choose to incorporate this additional information into Board

‘ _ ﬁhaings in support of the consistency of the Project withi the General Plan.
With reg'ard. 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 elixninaﬁng constravmtsvto déve'lopmeﬁt;

x  Policy 10.1: Create certainty in the dgvelopmenf entitlement process, bu_providimé clear cp%rzmunii—u
parameters for development and consistent application of these regulations. S

The pbrocesses implemented by the Plaiuru'ng Department ‘and Mayor's Office. of HoﬁSihg .
complied with noticing req’ﬁirements and documents are available for public review upbn ,ré'quest.
The process impleménted-by the Mayor’s Office of Housing is detailed below. Planning Department
staff responded to inquiries by the Cémmurﬁty on a timely basis and it was understood by staff that
the sponsor was engaging in public discourse to address the nejighborhood’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 indlude an area plan that would have entailed a larger

.community-based planning process.

= . Policy 10.2: Implement planning process improvemenis’ to 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 deéﬁng 6 or more dwelling units and/or constructing a new non-residential building or addition E
of 10,000 sqdare 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 'projecf_ 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 Plarming Code Section 311 and 312 processes. Those projects subject to this process include

. new construction, vertical additions that add 7" or more to the existing building depth at any Jevel, -
. horizontal additions that add 10’ or more to the existing building depth at any level, decks that require

Section 311 or 312 Nofification 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 City
agencies and nonprofit organizations, and culminated in a 2007-2012 Work Plan. The plan calls for MOH:
and SFRA to fund 400 units of housmg using a number of housmg models for various subpopulahons
of transmonal age youth. :

-On August 24 2009, MOH 1ssued a Notice of Fundmg Avaﬂablhty (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 Sari Francisco’s
nonprofit affordable housmg developers alerting them of the NOFA’S issuance. '

Only one apphcaﬁon was submitted by the deadline of October 30 2009. After the deadline. was
extended. to December 30, 2009, six proposals were. submitted. Scoring criteria included experience in. -
-development, property management and services for transitional age 'youth or similar populations: '(30 '
points. out of 100 points), neighborhood safety 15 pomts) proximity to transitional age -youth -
appropriate amenities (10 points), leveraging (10 points, with an additional 15 bonus pomts possible for
capital grants) ‘and cost effecnveness 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 Sah Franc1sco neighborhoods and TIansmonal age youth models

Project Type ) . TAY . | TAY sub- Ne1ghb0rh00d Spons_br
_ "~ | units - | Population - '

Edward I | TAY only 25 - | mixed | Madna | CHP
AartiHotel | TAYonly |40 - | TAY  w/ | Tenderloin TNDC

: ' merit. illness" '
Booker T.| mixed 115 . Former . Western | ‘Booker T.
Washingto | populations | fosteryouth | Addition ‘Washington
| n S o . | : . . . . » .

Commumty Housmg Partnership’s apphcahon received the I"ughest score, with 100 pomts

In addition to the three projects above MOH is funding 1Ians1t10nal age youth housmg umts at tb,e
- Phelan Loop mixed-use pro;ect in the Oceamnew nelghborhood ' :

ISSUE #T7F: Questlons about the populatlon to be served when considering the- appllcatlon The Appellant -
. contends:that the sponsor was inconsistent in descnbmg the populatton 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

‘v . various populaﬁons can differ. The Appellant contends that ‘without knowmg the exact population of

transitional age youth between the ages of 18 — 24 earning a maximum of 50% Area Median Income, the
Commission could not determine if the project is appropriate for the population to be served, which is
 inconsistent ‘with Housing Element Policy 54. Finally, the sponsor voluntarily suggested restricting
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occupants to youth transitioning out of foster care or to bar felons and probationers but the Commnission

did not act upon this suggestion. -

RESPONSE #7F: The Commission was aware of the population o be served when considering -the
application, Policy 5.4 of the 2009 Housing Element discusses .a number of housing types that are
beneficial and should be provided fo residents as their housing heeds’ change either up the “housing

ladder” or down the “hotsing Jadder”. 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 housing types to fit their
needs. The sponsor submitted an application to establish a group housing use as defined in Planning
Code Section 790.88, which doeé_ not %pecify 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. ‘ R '

ISSUE #7G: Analysis of traffic considerations. The Aplﬁellaht contends that the Commission improperly
analyzed the pr'(_)posal' under Planning Code ‘Sections 101.1(b)(4) and 303(c)(2)(B) because the
. Commission believed that the population residing in the project would likely not own cars due to their
~ level of income. The Appellant contends that the Commission did not éonsider the traffic generated 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 will exacerbate traffic issues associated
with the Drive replacement project and the America’s Cup. -~ B ' ' :

RESPONSE #7G: The Commission adequately analyzed traffic considerations. Planning Code Section 151
does not require parking for group housing and as such the project does ot 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 necessity to raise the
building to accommodate a new garage, and installation of a garage door and curb cut on efltﬁe_r Lombard
Street or Scott Street, or both. - . : - : ' .

. _ .
‘With regard to Planning Code Sections 101.1(b)(4), the finding stipulates that commuter traffic is not to- ©
impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or neighborhood 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 public transportation in the

‘neighborhood.

{
y

~ The Appellént appealed the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration to the Planning Commission
- and Concern #3 of that appeal was traffic associated with the proposal. In Exhibit A of Motion 18404 of
the Planning Department’s Response to Appeal of the Preliminary Mitigated Negative Declaration (page -

7) it is stated that: , o .

“The CEQA document for the 34th America’s Cup haé not been ﬁha]_ized; however,.it is possible that
the project could have adverse transportation effects. The project at 3155 Scott Street would generate
approximately 17 net new trips, which would not be considered a substantial confribution to
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cumulative impacts. While the 34% America’s Cup ma‘y have adverse transportation effects, ttlese
effects would occur regardless of whether the pro]ed: at 3155 Scott Street i is unplemented o

Under CEQA review, the number of trlps assoc1ated with the sub]ect pro;ect (17) did not warrant further
study or spec1f1c mlhgatlons : :

Trafﬁc concerns were adequately addressed by the Commission through the CEQA review and- Planning
Code Section 101.1 and 303 Findings. This transportation analysis cited in the CEQA document accounts
for service-providing staff and visitors. as well as cumulauve 1mpacts accounting for the Doyle Drive
replacément pro]ect _ ' :

-; ISSUE #7H: The proposed use and local retail business The ‘Appellant contends that the project does not
_ comply with Plannmg Code Section 101.1(b) because the project’s occupants are not part of the target:
. ‘consumer group of nelghborhood business. The Appe]lant contends that conversion of the buﬂdmg from

a tourist hotel to a group housing use will'eliminate a steady stream of tour1st consumers

- RESPONSE_#7H: The Commlssmn found that- the _proposed use wnll not neqatwely impact local retail -
business. The pro]ect will not result i in the Joss of an existing neighborhood-serving retail use on the site
as the former use of the building was a tourist hotel and not a neighborhood-serving retail use. The
project itself will not eliminate a steady stream of tourist consumers as the tourist hotel was sold by the -

former property owner and is 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 project site (Union Street Neighborhood Commercial District, the
Lombard Street corridor and the Chestnut Street commercial area) represent a diverse range in
ne1ghborhood—servmg retail opportunities. Wthe Uruon Street shopping is geared toward. ]:ugher—mcome
' consumers, it is punctuated with ‘corner stores and some retail outlets that would be. economically
- appropriate for pro]ect residents. The.Lombard Street corridor provides a greater number of retail outlets
that are econormcally 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 Jocate
new residents to the nelghborhood who wﬂl hkely patromze e>astmg ne1ghborhood—serv1ng retail uses.

- ISSUE #7k: The building’s historical character. The Appellant contends that the project does not meet-the
requlrements of Planning Code Section 101. 1(b)(7) and Housmg Element Policy 11.7 and that the sub]ect
buﬂdmg is a historic resource. .

* RESPONSE #71: The Commission appropnatelv analvzed the bu1ld|nq 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 buﬂdmg were considered in a Historic Resources Evaluation -
Report (HRER) dated May 19, 2010 and prepared by a third party as is standard procedure. The historic,
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resotirce status was assessed objectively during the CEQA process and the building Was not found to be a

. historic resource:

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

© Page 38 of the FMIND describes the process of determining whether a building may be a historical.
resource by evaluating the property per the California Register of Historic Places (CRHF) criteria, which
include events (Criterion 1), persons (Criterion 2), architecture (Criterion 3), and information potential
(Criterion 4). The property is evaluated for individual ‘histoﬁcal 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 'sig;iiﬁcaﬁt under CRHP criteria, but it also must retain sufficient integrity from the - o

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 signiﬁcaht.“
Per these criteria, the FMIND concluded the building was not eligible for listing in the CRHP. '

The Appellant states that it is beyond dispute that Charles J. Rousseau was a historic architect and that \
the building retains the character and-appearance of his original design. In fact, the FMND does not
_dispute the architect’s historical significance, but finds that the building is not a strong represen’catiorf of
his work due to the extensive alterations that have taken place over the years. The Department concurred
with the Historic Resource Evaluation Report prepared by the Architectural Resources Group (ARC) that -
the subject building-retains integrity of location, association, workmanship and feeling. However the
" Department did not find the building to retain sufficient. integrity of design, setting. or materials to
~ convey historical signiﬁéance- under Criterion 3 prima'rﬂy due to the demolition of approximately one-

fifth of the building’s original volume, the alteration of the building’s storefronts, and the.wid-enmg of
Lombard’ Street. The Appellant states that the building is one of the few remaining buildings from the
. Pan American Expo, presuinably referring to ﬂ‘xePanaﬁa—_Padﬁc International Exposition of 1915 held
' nearby the project site. In fact, the building was not part of the exposition. The FMND explains that the
. building was constructed for ‘lodging purposes around the time of the exposition; this provides an
indirect connection with the exposition, but the building was not constructed to be part of the exposition,
and tiever had a relationship linkage with this event. The _Appellarit has provided no information fo
.- support the contention that the property is an historic resource. : o

ISSUE #7J: Seismic analysis. The Appellant contends that the ‘Commission did not adequétely assess the
- pi‘oject pursuant to Planning Code Section 101.1(b)(6) for seismic considerations. The Appellanf provides -
an example througha project at 2395 Lombard Street located directly north of the project site.

RESPONSE #7J: .The Commission’s seismic analysis is sUfﬁéient._"_No’te that appeal of the CEQA dééumeht'
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 as'sessed'"

the seismic considerafions of Plarming Code Section 101.1(b). Issue Number 1 of this Appeal Response . -+ -

- . addresses the ﬁmmg of Commission actions as they relate to CEQA. -
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The geology analy51s in the FMND is appropriate for the renovation of a buﬂdmg that does not include
and would not require extensive sub-surface gradlng or excavation. In addition, the renovation would
include extensive upgrades to the buﬂdlng, in accordance with all apphcable state and City seismic codes
and regulatrons ' :

The Appellant states that a geotechmcal report, similar to that conducted for a pro]ect at 2395 Lombard
. Street, should have been conducted. The City required-an extensive geotechrucal investigation for the

project at 2395 Lombard Street because it involved the construction of a 12 unit condominium buﬂdlng '
Jinvolving new foundation, drilled piers, subsurface footings, and other structural details. The proposed
' pro]ect consists of renovation of an existing bmldmg at 3155 Scott Street. ' :

The EMND mcluded an -analysis of existing geologm conditions and referenced property structural
reports According to the United States Geological Survey, the site is not within a liquefaction zone. The
geotechnical report referenced by the 'Appellants notes .the potential for site liquefaction: That
information is noted, but is more relevant for construction and structural foundation recommendations
for a new building. -The building at the .project site is athree story plus basement structure. The
foundation is reinforced concrete, with continuous perimeter footings and interior footings. The
proposed project includes minor structural stablhzatlon in the basement. A recent survey of the building -

revealed that the subject property suffered no significant structural- damage from the Loma Prieta
earthquake on October 17, 1989. In addition, the proposed project would be required to incorporate all
- seismic improvements identified by the Department of Building Inspection during plan review as
referenced in Fmdmg 9(6) of Motion 18405 : :

The Appella_nt further states that “available evidence prepared by geotectm1cal engmeers indicates the
potentlal for a significant seismic hazard to project occupants”, referencing the project at 2395 Lombard
Street. While there can be no douibt that the residents of the proposed project at 3155. Scott Street would -
also ‘be subject to potentially significant seismic hazards, so would all the occupants of the Marina
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 durmg pr0)ect construcﬁon, S

potential geology anacts have been adequately addressed.

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

RESPONSE 7K The Commission compllance WIth ADA is_not- under the Commission’s . jurisdiction.

Comphance with ADA is under the ]unsdlchon 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 bulldmg s

o _tthd 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 lth The plans indicate that common space for the pro]ect is
’ ,located on the first and basement levels and that bed,rooms bathrooms and hallways constitute the third
__floor. "
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ISSUE #8: Housmg for the transitional age youth populatlon The Appellant contends that the’ Comrmssmn

improperly addressed a conflict they perceive between. permanent housing that is targeted to youth ages  ~

18 —~ 24 and permanent housing with eviction control as occupants turn 25 years of age. The Appellant
argues that “there is a serious risk that once the Project is fully occupied, current residents will not cycle
out to make room for additional transmonal 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 tha’c their
proposed restrictions on the term of tenancy and ewchons were not implemented.

RESPONSE #8: The Commission appropriately approved qrbup housing and is confident thaf the project -
. sponsor will properly house transitional age youth. The Commission approved a, Conditional Use
Authorization to convert a vacant tourist hotel to 24 units of affordable group 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 Apphcanon No. 2010.0420C. The Conditional Use Authorization
does not regulate tenancy nor does the Commission have the authorithy to review or alter rent control -
laws. If the Commission had concerns, the Commission had the option of expandmg their conditions for
the project; however, the Commission chose not to and acted upon the Condltlonal Use request per
Motion 18405. _ ) :
The project spo'nsor_.has indicated that as lease-holding tenants, building residehts 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 I -
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 prov1ded at the Edward I is developmentally appropnate for young adults, Who
then natura]ly progress to desu:mg greater independence.

‘ The physical design of the subject property is intended to be comfortable but not tuxurious: 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. Occupa.ncy restrictions will limit ~

units to one tenant each, prohlbltmg residents from ‘cohabiting with a partner or spouse. Restnchons
regarding overnight guests, visitors, a set of house rules and the level of supervision at the buﬂdmg ‘
- create an’incentive for residents to attain during their tenancy the resources necessary for independent.
~living aﬁdtq move to a more cdnventional housing setting as they mature into adulthood.

CONCLUSION:

In the Commission’s authonzatlon of the Condmonal Use, ‘the project was found to be necessary
desirable and. compaﬁble 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 Borus Law the sponsor could have 1

applied for a density increase of up to 35% over the permitted number of group housing units for
. affordable housmg pro]ects through a Speaal Use District. Under this density bonus, the Commission
19
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could have considered approving up to 44 ﬁlll time occuvants living in up to-22 bedrooms each -of Wl:uch .
- could contain two occupants. Howeves; the project sponsor chose to pu_rsue and the Commission chose
~ fo 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 unifs of housing for various
subpopulatlons 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 Objecﬁves and Polidies of General Plan. The
- Department points to four General Plan pohaes from the Comn’usswn s motion for your concluding
considerations: ‘

OBJECTIVE 1: .
IDENTIFY AND MAKE AVAILABLE FOR DEVELOPMENT ADEQUATE SITES TO MEET THE
; AC].TY S HOUS]NG NEEDS; ESPECIALLY PERMAN ENTLY AFFORDABLE HOUSING.

OBJECTIVE 4 S ¢
FOSTER A HOUSING STOCK THAT MEETS THE NEEDS OF ALL RESIDENTS ACROSS
LIFESTYLES

“ Policy 4. 2 Prov1de a range of housmg options for residents with speaal needs for housmg support
»and services.

. Policy 4 7: Consider envu:onmental ]ustxce issues When planning for new housmg, espeaa]ly
affordable housing.

For .the reasons stated above, the Planning Departmeﬁt recommehds that the Board uphold the
Commission’s decision in approving the Conditional Use aufhonzatlon for 3151 3155 Scott Street and
deny the Appe]lant s request for appeal. '
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