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SAN FRANCISCO. |
PLANNING DEPARTVIENT

. : : 1650 Missian St
DATE: | . June 11,2012 : Suite 400
i . San Francisco,
TO: Ang@a Calvillo, Clerk of the Board B : . CA 54103:2473
FROM: Bﬂl Wycko, Env'uormen’;al Review Officer, Planning Recepion:
: Department : : . 415558 6378
. . . - . Fax ‘
RE: _ Ap_peal of the Categorical Exemption _ _ 415.558.6409
601 Dolores Street _ S
. Planni
Planning Department Case No. 2011.0584E | nformation:
415.558. 6377

'HEARING DATE: Jume 19, 2012

As requested, attached are four hard copies of the Planning Department’s memorandum to the
Board of Supervisors regarding the appeal of the categorical exemption for 601 Dolores Street.
We have also emailed an electronic/pdf. version of the memorandum o
BOS.Legislation@sfgov.ore and to Victor Young, Committee Clerk, Board of Supervisors.
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‘ >

nannie furrell@sfeov.ore. !
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PLANNING DEPARTIVIENT

APPEAL OF CATEGORICAL EXEMPTION
' 601 Dolores Street '

DATE: . June 11,2012
T0: - Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer — (415) 575-0048

Don Lewis, Case Planner — (415) 575-9095

. RE: - File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011.0584E
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for the 601 Dolores Street Project
HEARING DATE: June 19, 2012

ATTACHMENTS: A — Letter of Appeal (May 9, 2012; Exhibit A of Letter of Appeal is the
April 9, 2012, Certificate of Exemption from Environmental Review)

PROJECT SPONSOR: Molly Huffman, Children's Day School

APPELLANT: Ann and Landon Gates, represented by their Attorneys, Jeffrey Goldfarb and
Elizabeth Erhardt of Rutan & Tucker, LLP

[INTRODUCTION:

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal fo the Board
of Supervisors (the “Board”) regarding the Planning Department’s (the “Department”) issuance
of a Certificate of Determination from Environmental Review for the 601 Dolores Street project
(the “project”) on April 9, 2012, finding that the proposed project would not have a significant
effect on the environment.? ‘

The decision before the Board is whether to uphold the Department’s decision to issue a

Categorical Exemption and deny the appeal, or to overturn the Department’s dedision to issue a
tegorical Exemption and return the project to the Department staff for additional
environmental review.

1 California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15332 Class 32 Exernption.
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Appeal of Categorical Exemption File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011.0584E

Hearing Date: Jume 19,2012

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project site is located on the southeast comer of Dolores and 19th Streets directly east of
Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores neighborhood. The proposed project would involve the
conversion of an existing church struchire, cﬁmently being used as a single—family residence, into
middle-school classrooms and a mult-purpose assembly space for the Children’s Day School
(CDS). The préjec’c would enable CDS to relocate its middle school (grades 5 to 8) from 333
Dolores Street to the project site at 601 Dolores Strest, which is about two blocks away. The
proposed project would accommodate between 160-200 middle school students and would allow
CDS to continue its planned enrollment from 350 to approximately 520 students and from 72 to
86 faculty/staff. When the structure at 601 Dolores Street is fully occupied, in approximately four
would be 320 elementary students at 333 Dolores Street and 200
Dolores Street. The existing structure at 601 Dolores Street is
anine, and approximately 17,106 square feet in
feet to the existing building solely within the

years, the maximum enrollment
middle school- students at 601
'approximately 46 feet tall, two stories with mezz

size. The proposed project would add 1,097 square
existing interior walls by infilling 2 portion of the mezzanine floor, which is currently open to the
< 10 N2
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size with no on-site parking.

would incdude adding a roof deck to the southeast corner of the

building and an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. Interior tenant
the sanctuary space into a multi-purpose space '

improvements would include converfing
day school wing, completing the seismic refrofit,

creating a full second floor level within the Sun
adding interior partitions for school facilities, installing new plumbing, and creating ADA

accessibility. Other improvements include converting the existing garage entrance o 19% Street
into a primary pedesirian entrance and creating a 50-foot-long white zone/passenger loading and
. unloading area. The sponsor also proposes to extend the existing white zone curb in front of 333
Dolores Street from 80 feet to 130 feet, and to use the existing white zone at 450 Guerzero Street
for student drop-offs and pick-ups.? As part of the project, CDS has developed a student drop off
plan that is based on the projected number of student drop offs and the proposed available
loading space at each campus and includes distribution of morning student drop offs that
provides for student safety and minimizes traffic impacts. This is discussed further in the

terjor fenant improvements

transportation section.
]ect site was ‘constructed in 1910 and is included on the

- Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey, the Here Today Survey, and the City’s Unreinforced
on cost is 5 million dollars. The project

Masonry Buildings Survey. The estimated construct

~ requires Conditional Use authorization for a school use in an RH-3 zoning dlstnct and for the loss
of dwelling unit through conversion. On April 26, 2012, the Planning Commission, by Motion
No. 18604, approved a conditional use authorization and the Zoning Administrator granted a

The existing church structure on the pro

2 CDS students atiend gym classes at the Boy and Girls Club located at 450 Guerrerb Street, which is directly adjacent o

333 Dolores Street.

N
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Appeal of Cafegorical Exemption  File No. 120498, Planmiing Case No. 2011.0584F
Hearng Date: June 19, 2012 . . .

" variance for the proposed project. The tonditional use authorization is under appeal to this
Board. There will be a new variance hearing and it conld be appealed to the Board of Appeals.

" CEQA GUIDELINES: o

Categorical Exemptions :

Section 21084 of the California Public Resources Code? requires that the CEQA Guidelines
identify a list of classes of projects that have been determined not to have a significant effect on
the environment and are exempt from further environmental review. -

In responsé fo that mandate, the State Secretary of Resources found that certain classes of |
projects, which are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 15333,4 do not have a
significant impact on the environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the
Tequirement for the preparation of further environmental review.

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, allows for an exemption of an in-fill’
_development meefing various conditions, which include: (a) The project is consistent with the
‘applicable general plan designations and all applicable general plan policies as well as with
applicable zoning designation and regulations; (b) The proposed development occurs within city
limits on a project site of no more than five acres substantially surrounded by urban uses; {c) The
project site has no value as habitat for endangered, rare or thireatened species; (d) Approval of the
project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air quality, or water
quality; and (e) the site can be adequately served by all required utilities and public services. As
 described above, the proposed project is an in-fill development that would have no significant

‘adverse environmental effects and would meet all the various conditions prescribed by Class 32.
. 4Accordingly, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from CEQA under Section 15332, |

CEQA. Guidelines Section 153002 lists exceptions to the use of categorical exemptons. The
~exceptions include that an exemption shall not be used where the project would Tesult in a
significant cumulative environmental impact (Section 15300.2(b)), where there is a reasonable
possibility that the activity would have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual
circumstances (Section 153002(c)), where the project would damage scenic resources within a
highway oﬂidallyz designated as a state scenic Iﬁghway_ (Section 15300.2(d)), where the project
would be located on a site listed as a hazardous waste site pursuant fo Section 65962.5 of .the
California Government Code (Section 153002(e)), or where the project would cause a substantial
_ adverse change in the significance of a historical résource (Section 153002(f)). As described in the
- April 9, 2012 Categorical Exemption, there are no conditions associated with the proposed project
that would suggest the possibility of a significant environmental effect under these exceptions.
Therefore, under the above-cited dassification, the proposed project is appropriately exempt
from environmental review. ' '

¥ 21084 Guidelines shall st classes of projects exempt from this Act
* California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Chapter 3.

1987

SAR FRANCISCD 3
PLANNIRG DEFLSTTNENT -



Appeal of Categorical Exemption File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011.0584E '

Hearing Date: June 19,2012

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLARNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES:

The issues raised in the May 9, 2012 Appeal Letter are cited below in the order in which they
~monr in the Anne 1T atter and are followed by 4 = DNena ant & TOCDONSSS
or 2nd are followed by the Department s 1eSponses

Issue #1: General Plan and zoning designation. “Substantial evidence does not support the
determination that the Project is consistent with ihe General Plan and all applicable General Plan

policies, as well as the applicable zoning designation and re; ation.”

e Gerxerél Plan and zoning controls. CEQA Guide]jﬁes
tantial evidence. Substantial evidence as used in these. .
onable inferences from this information

Resporise #1: Proj ect is consistent with th

Section 15384 provides a definition of subs

guidelines means enough relevant information and reas

that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions might
that the project may have a significant

also be reached. Whether a fair argument can be made
ning the whole record before the lead

effect on the environment is to be determined by examinin
on or narrative of sodial or economic

f, specuiation, umsubstantated opinion
cal impacts on the environment -

agency. Argument,
impacts which do not contribute to or are not caused by physt
hall include facts, reasonable

does not constitute substantial evidence. Substantial evidence s
assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.
with applicable general plan designations and po]idés as

A discussion of the project’s consistency
on page 2 of the Categorical Exemption

well as with applicable zoning designation is found
Determination, which states that the proposed project would be consistent with all applicable
des. The Categoﬁcal Exemption provides information on the project’s
f the project’s appropriateness is a policy matter for
project approval phase. A conflict between a proposed
itself, indicate a significant effect on the
exception being those conflicts that result in
The Categorical Exemption did

zoning plans and poli
physical. impacts, but the conclusion o
" decision makers to consider during the
project and a General Plan policy does not m
environment within the confext of CEQA, with the
physical changes that could adversely impact the environment
not find any physical changes that would result in a significant effect on the environment

on balance, consistent with ﬁhe General Plan and the

relevant provisions of the Planning Code. In addition, the Department found that the project
complies with the eight priority-planning policies of Planning Code Section 101.1(6). The
Planning Commission concurred with this evaluation and subsequently approved the conditional

use authorization on April 26, 2012.

The Department found that the project Is,

The appellant does not state why the project is not consistent with the General Plan and

applicable zoning controls, and also does not raise any issues that have not been adequately

addressed in the Categorical BExemption Determination. The appellant’s claim that such conflict

exists is unsupported and therefore, is not considered substantial evidence. The project was

appropriately exempt from enviromimental review, and no further response is required.

SAN FRARCISCO » 1 9 8 8
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Appeal of Categorical Exempﬁon File-No. 120498, Plénning Case No. ZOII,GSBéE_
Hearing Date: June 19,2012 . -

Issue #2: Substantal evidence. “Substantial eviderce does not support the conclusion that the
approval of the Project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
quality or water quality. The analysis prepared by the City ignored numerous noise, air quality
and traffic generators. These include, but are not limited to, the infroduction of equipment and
children onto ‘the outdoor rooftop deck, and the creation of the penthouse and its attendarit
- elevator. Substantial evidence also fails to demonstrate that the construction and operational

Impacts resulting from the proposed Project will not significantly Impact traffic, noise, or air
quality.” . ‘ S

Response #2: Project was appropdately exempt from environmental review’ The appellant
raises concems regarding “the introduction of equipment and children onto the outdoor rooftop
deck and the creation of the penthouse and its attendant elevator,” and states that the Categorical
Exemption does not adequately address noise, air quality, traffic, and water quality. As stated in
the Categorical Exemption on page 9, the projéct would not cause a doubling in traffic volumes
and therefore would not cause a noticeable increase in fhe ambient noise level in the project
vidinity. In addition, noise generated by the proposed users of the 601 Dolores Street building
would be considered common and generally acceptable in an urban area. Regulation of
construction and operation noise is stipulated in Article 29 of the Police Code (the Noise
Ordinance), which states that the City’s policy is to prohibit unnecessary, excessive, and offensive
noises from all sources subjéct to police power. The project site is subject to police power and

~ excessive noise would be dealt with through noise complaints and similar mechanisms, as under
existing conditions. However, there is no reason to believe that the use of the proposed project
would produce unnecessary, excessive, or offensive noise. . :

As stated on page 9 of the Categorical Exemption, the project meets all Bay Area Air Quality
Management District’s (BAAQMD) screening criteria, the project would not result in exposure of
sensitive receptors.to substantial pollutant, concentrations, and construction activities for the-
. propesed intetior renovation would be minimal and would not result it a substantial increase in
risks and hazards to nearby receptors. As stated on page 3 of the Categorical Exemption, a
transportation impact study was prepared to analyze impacts associated with the Children’s Day
School’s (CDS) propred use of 333 Dolores Street, 450 Guerrero Street, and 601 Dolores Street.
“The fransportation study did not find any significant effects related fo traffic, transit, parking,
access, loading, and pedestrian and bicycle conditions. As stated on page 9 of the Categorical
. Exemption, the proposed project would not generate wastewater or result in discharges that
would have the potential to degrade water quality or contaminate a public water supply. Project-
related wastewater and storm water would flow to the City’s combined sewer system and would
be treated to standards confained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) Permit for the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge.

The Department adequately addressed traffic, air quality, noise, and water quality, and the
appellant does not raise any issues that have not been addressed in the Categorical Exemption
Determination. Argument, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion do not constitute substantal

1989
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" Appeal of Categorical Exempﬁ-oﬁ~ File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011.0584E

Hearing Datfe: June 19,2012

evidence. The appe_llant has not put farth substaniial evidence to the confrary, and thus no
further response is required. In light of the above, the project was appropriately exempt from

environmental review.
Tssue #3: Historical Resouxce. “The Project is not entitled fo a categorical exemption pursuant to
CEQA Guideline 153002(f) because the Project may cause 2 substantial adverse change in the
significant of a historical resource. The building at 601 Dolores Street has been designated as a
“historically significant” building. Substantial evidence fails to demonstrate that the numerous
changes proposed to the building individually or cumulatively will not cause a substantal
adverse change by materially altering, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of the
601 Dolores building and substantially impact its historical significance and ifs gualifications as a
historical resouirce. Moreover, the proposed changes to do not follow the Secretary of Interior’s
standards for the treatment of historic properties. In addition, the City has failed to impose
conditions of approval which would mitigate the poteﬁtiaﬂy adverse significant impacts to
' insignificance. There is evidence which includes, but is not
ther

217
VWill

historic resource down to a level of
limited to, the fact that the rooftop additions are visible from the street, as well as from o
d the Project, and the mechanical sy*ste:ﬁs and planters which
appearance of the
degrade its historic

public locations in and aroun
be installed on the roof are inconsistent with the architectural style and
building. These alterations will individually and cumulatively substantially
character thereby substantially affecting ifs ability to be included int the City’s Historic Register.

In addition, the determination of the ERO was based on incorrect or incomplete plans.” )

nse #3: No significant fmpact on historical resources. The appellant contends that

. Respo
sure, and other rooftop

cumulatively, the proposed stair/elevator penthouse, mechanical enclo
the Secretary of the Interior Standards for Rehabilitation and thus

gnificance of the resource and as a result the.
The appellant further contends that the

features do not comply with
may cause a substantial adverse change to the si
project is not entitled to a categorical exemption.
Department did not have complete plans on which to base its determination. |

To assist in the evaluation of the subject property, the project sponsor submitted a Historical
Resource Evaluation prepared by Christopher VerPlanck of VerPlanck Historic Preservation
Consulting, prepared November 2011 and révised February 2012. Using this information and
information found - within the Planning Department’s background files the Department
determined that 601 Dolores Street qualifies as a historic resource individually and as a
contributor to an identified historic distict. The property was also found to have very good

historic integrity.

After determining the property to be a historic resource, the Department itemized the building’s

character-defining features. These physical features must be retained for the property to convey
its historic identity in order to avoid a significant adverse impact to the resource. The building’s

- character-defining features were determined to be the following features:

SEN FRANCISCD 1990 5
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Appeal of éategoﬁcal Exemption ' File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011 0584E
Hearing Date: Jume 19,2012

Exterior i .
~  Rubbed brick cladding at the street facing elevations.
* Al Gothic and Tudor moldings.
= Brick buttresses with caps. _
= " Complex and steeply pitched gabled roof. |
« ATl windows, doors, and other openings.
*  Tower element with crenellated parapet.

Interior _ ‘
*  Division of spaces into basement, Sanctuary, and Sunday school wing, -
*  Hardwood flooring. . ' '
= Redwood wainscoting and paneling.
*  Tudor and Gothic columns in the sanctuary.
= Tudor and Gothic arches in the sanctuary.
‘= Stenciled ceilings in the sanctuary and. vestibule.-
+ * Most of the light fixtures.
= All doors (paneled and overhead).
*  Plaster walls and ceilings. -
x  Exposed wood trusses.
< Door and window trims.

After defermining the above features to be those that characterize the property the Department
evaluated whether any of these features would be materially impaired by the project.

The project proposes to add a stair/elevator penthousé, mechanical endés&ue, and other rooftop
features to the southem flat roofed porticn of the building. This area of the building was not .
found to be chaiada—deﬁﬁng though the steeply pitched gabled roofs that partially surround it
were’ found to be. Originally, the flat roofed portion of the building in question was not
proposed for development but the sporisor added this component to the project early enough
_that it was evaluated by the Department and found not o cause an adverse impact to the
Tesource.

' The sponsof is essentially arguing that the project does not comply with Standard 2 of the
Secretary of the Interfor Standards for Rehabilitation which states: :
The historic character of a property will be retained and preserved. The removal of
historic materials or alteration of features and spaces that characterize o property will be
apoided. ' ‘ :

The proposed roof deck complies with this Standard because the flat roof southermn portion of the
building was not determined to be a character-defining feature. Furthermore, the penthouse
addition and mechanical enclosure are sét back from the street edges of the building and placed
in the southeast corner of the roof WHe_re it would be the least visible from the street. The features

1991
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Appeal of Categorical Exemption File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011.0584E

Hearing Date: June 19,2012

would be minimally visible from the upslope of Dolores Park across the street but the Standard

allows for minimal visibility. The appellant argues that the mere visibility of the feature from
any vantage point would impact the building’s historical significance which is inconsistent with

the application of the Standard. Such a sfrict application of the Standard would make it difficult
if not impossible to add an addition to any historic property because it would always be visible

from some location.

Therefore, the proposed project would not have a significant adverse impact upon a historic
resource, and the proposed project was appropriately exempt from envirorumental review.

Issue #4: Notice of Special Restrictiorn “The City has not satisfied the requirements of the .
“Notice of Special Restrictions under the Planning Code” imposed by the Zoning Administrator
on’ any subsequent changes to the property at 601 Dolores (See “Notice” attached hereto as

Exhibit “C”)."

Response #4: Non-CEQA. Issue. Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical.
change in the environment The appellant does not state how this would result i hysical

change in the enwironment, and therefore no further response is required.

K
¥}
o
5
L(
V3]
v
3

~

For information, on March 21, 2008, the Zoning Administrator granted a Variance (Case No.

2008.0127V) which permitted the conversion of the existing church building into a single-family -
dwelling with three-off-street parking spaces. The Zoning Administrator placed restrictions and
conditions of the Variance which included the following: (1) Any further physical expansion,
even within the buildable area, shall be reviewed by the Zoning Administrator to determine
whether the expansion is compatible with existing neighborhood character, scale, and paﬂd_ng_ Ji3
the Zoning Administration determines that there would be a significant or extraordinary impact,
the Zoning Administrator shall require either notice to adjacent and/or affected proposed owners
or a new Variance application be sought and justified; (2) The proposed project must meet these
conditions and all applicable City Codes. In case of conflict, the more restrictive controls shall
apply; (3) Minor modifications as determined by the Zoning Administrator may be permitted;
and (4) The owners of the subject property shall record on the land records of the City and
County of San Francisco the conditions attached to this Variance decision as a Notice of Spedial
Restrictions in a form approved by the Zoning Administrator. The Department’s Current
Planning division reviewed the proposed projec’c with the Zoning Administrator during the
review process. The Planning Commission found the proj'ect to comply with the Planning Code

and unanimously approved the project on April 26, 2012.

Issue #5: Section 188 of Planning Code. “The Project cannot be approved by way of a categorical
exemption because it is a legal non-conforming building pursuant to Section 188 of the City’s
Planning Code and the proposed improvements and/or change in use may not be approved

under the Code.”

SAN FRANCISCD 1 9 9 2 ’ 8
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.« Appeal of Categorical Exempﬁon ' File No. 120498, Planning Case No. 2011.0584E
Hearing Date: June 19, 2012 ' .

Response #5: Non-CEQA Issue. Effects analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical
change in the environment The appellant does not state how this would result in.a physical
change in the environment, and therefore no further response is required. For information, there
is no such thing as a legal non-conforming building. Non-conforming refers to the use. The
building is non—cofnplying because it encroaches into the required rear yard and has no rear yard
as required-in a residential district The property is not non-conforming because a church is
conditionally permitted in the residential district as a large institution use, a single-family use is
permitted in the residential district, and the proposed school use is conditionally permitted in the
residential district. Theféfo're,_the project is consistent with existing zoning and meets the
requirements of the Categorical Exemption. In addition, the Departent’s Currént Planning
division reviewed this project and determined that the proposed project was consistent with the

- relevant provisions of the Planning Code. The Planning Commission concurred with this
assessment and unanimously approved the project on April 26, 2012,

Issue #6: Violation of CEQA. “The Planning Commission approved the Project without making
an independent determination of the Project’s compliance with CEQA in violation of CEQA

Response #6: Project complies with CEQA. Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code adapts
CEQA for use by-the City and provides Implementing procedures, which are expressly left for
determination by local agencies, consistent with CEQA, to ensure the ordetly evaluation of
pfojects and preparation of environmental documents. The Department’s Environmerital Review
Officer (ERO) has the principal responsibility for issuing categorical exemptions, and thus the
Planning Commission is not required to make an independent determination of the proposed

- project’s compliance with CEQA. Pursuant to CEQA and Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code,
the ERO issued the Categorical Exerﬁption for the proposed project on April 9, 2012. The -
Categoﬁcal Exemption was noted and described in the Department's staff report for the
conditional use authorization hearing on April 26, —2012, and the Pléﬂrﬁng Commission relied on

" that deteqrnﬁnaﬁon in approving the proposed project.

Issue #7: Piecemeal. “The Project is being piecemealed in violation of CEQA because significant
structural improvements will be required prior to issuance of a Certificate of Occupancy for the
building. These improvements will significantly. alter many of the historically significant
elements of the building, again causing a substantial adverse change to the building’s historic
significance.” ‘ .

‘Response #7: Project application does not constitute piecemeal development CEQA prohibits
piecemeal environmental reviéw of large projects into many little projects, which each have
minimal potential to impact the environment, but cumulatively could have significant impacts.
Structiral improvements related to the seismic retrofit of the subject building were part of the -
project description that was analyzed in the Department’s Historic Resource Evaluation Response
:memorandum and the Categorical Exemption. According to the sponsor, no further structural
work outside-of what has already been proposed and analyzed is anticipated. The current project
application does not constitute piecemeal development under CEQA because the sponsor does

1993
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Appeal of ‘Categ;orical Exemption
"Hearing Date: jume 15,2017

not propose additional structure improvements. If future work is required at the subject
building, additional environmental review would be required. However, the sponsor does not
propose any futire structural work and thus the appellant’s concern is speculative. No further
resporise is required. . ) : -

Issue #8: Unmusual Circumstances. “Unusual circumstances exist in that (1) the building is a
historic resource, and (2) it is locating a school in a residential structure in unusually close
proximity to other residential structures, both of which create significant impacts excepting the

Project from any categorical exempﬁon”

Response #8: No Usual Circumstances per CEQA. The appellant claims that the project should

not be exempted from environmental review because the building is a historical resource located
~ within close proximity to residential uses. The appellant is correct in stating that the subject
buildirig is a historical resource surrounded by residential uses; however, nothing about the fact

that the building is a historic resource, the fact that the project proposes to locate 2 schooln a. -

neighborhood that is primarily residential, or any other aspect of the project is unusual. As
analyzed in the Categorical Exemption and in this appeal response, the Department has
determined that this project does not result in significant environmental effects, and that none of
the exceptions to the use of a categorical exemption are triggered. These exceptions are listed in
CEQA Guidelines Section 153002 and were listed on page 3. As described in the Categorical
Exemption, there are no conditions associated with the proposed project that would suggest the
possibility of a significant envirenmental effect under these exceptions. In addition, the Appellant
has not put forth any substantial evidence to the conirary. Therefore, the project was
appropriately exempt from environmental review and further environmental review Is not

warranted.

Issue #9: Due Process Clause, “The appeal process deprives appellants of their rights under the
Due Process Clause because the time period for filing an appeal, if based upon the determination

of the ERO, is uncertain as no appeal is ripe untl the Planning Commissien actually acts on the”

underlying application (Case 2011.0584CDV).”

Response #9: Timeliness of appeal The timeliness of the appeal filed was determined by the city
attorney not by the Environmental Review Officer. Theappeal to the Board of Supervisors of a
_CEQA exempton determination is ripe only after two events occur: (1) the Planning Department
has approved the determination of exemption from environmental review and (2) a City
decision-maker, such as the Planning Commission, has taken an approval action for the project in
reliance on the CEQA document at issue. Here, the appellant has made a timely appeal and will
have a hearing before this Board. The appellant does not raise any new issues or concemns that
were not addressed in the Categorical Exemption and therefore no further response is required.

Issue #10: Change of Use. “The change in use of the property from a éingle family residence for 2
people to a school for 320 students will significantly change the property’s use and significantly
impact the environment In nuUmerous ways including, but not limited fo an increase in trafficand

1994
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Appeal of (fa’cegorical Exemption " File No. 120498, Planming Case No. 201105848

Hearing Date: June 19, 2012

air quality impacts, and an increase in the ambient noise levels above levels existing without the

Project.”

Response #10: No significant effects related g the change of use. The Categorical Exemption
states that the proposed project involves the conversion of a single-family residence into a schoo]

use with the capadity of up to 320 students. This change of use was the subject of the Categorical -

Exemption. As described in the Categorical Exemption, implementation of the proposed project
would not result in significant adverse environmental effects related to traffic, air quality, or
noise. The proposed project would meet all of the various conditions prescribed by Class 32, and
thus the proposed project is appropriately exempt from CEQA under Section 15332. The
appellant does not raise any new issues or concerns that were not addressed in the Categorical
Exemption, and therefore no further response is required. )

CCONCLUSION -

The Categorical Exemption that was issued on April 9, 2012 complies with the requirements of

CEQA and the project is appropriately exempt from environmental review pursuant to the cited
exemptions.  The Categorical - Exemption analyzed issues associated with the physical
environmental impacts of the proposed project and determined that the proposed project would
not result in significant environmental impacts. The Appeal Letter does not provide evidence to
substantiate a finding that the project would result in significant environmental impacts. As such,
the conclusions of the Categorical Exemption remain current and valid, the Planning Department
appropriately has determined that the project does not have a significant effect on the

environment, and an EIR is not required. The Department therefore recommends that the Board

uphold the Detetmination of Exemnption from Environmental Review and deny the appeal of the
CEQA Determination. - ‘

1995
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§ | R 'T' AN ' Yeffrey A. Goldfarb
: l J all . Direct Dial: (714) 641-3438

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLF ) ) - ) - B-mail: jgoldfarb@rutan com

May 9, 2012

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Plate
- Crty Hall Room 244 -
* San Francisco, CA 941024689

Re:  Appeal of Environn;entzil Exernption Review for Case No. 211.0584E
601 Dolores Street -

Dear Sir or Madam:

Amne and Landon Gates, the property owners at 629 Dolores Street, San Francisce, CA,

appeal the above-referenced action. On April 9, 2012, the City’s Environmental Review Officer -
+ (the “ERO™) determined or recommended that the Planning Commission determine thdt the
above-referenced project (the “Project”) is exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA™) pursuant to CEQA Guideline § 15032 (Class 32 Exemption). (See ERO decision
attached hereto as Ex. “A”) On April 26, 2010, the Planning Commission approved a Zoning
Variance and Conditional Use Permit in conjunction with the above refercnccd_Pfojectl_ "The
Gates will submit evidence in support of their appeal to the Board of Supervisors during the
Board of Supervisors hearing. The Gates do not waive their right to file an additional appeal (or
participate in another appeal of the Project) pursuznt to Szn Francisco Planning Code Section
308. THe Gates appeal the above-referenced environmental determination on the following
grounds: ‘ ' - '

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

2. Substantial evidence does mot support the conclusion that the approval of the
: Project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
quality or water qualify. The analysis prepared by the City ignored numerous

noise, air quality and traffic generators. These include, but are not lmited to, the

The Gates have aftempted to obtain a copy of the Planning commission Action minutes or
Resclation approving the Project; but it has not been made publically available as of this date.
Please consider this letfer to be a request under the California Public Records Act for a copy of
the adopted Planning Commission Resolution on the Project. -In an zibundanc;: of caution, -
however, we attach hereto a copy of the Staff Report and draft Planning Commission Resohution
for the April 26 hearing as Exhibit “B.” : :

1
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RUTAH & TUCKER, LLF

Cletk of the Board of Supendéors

May 9, 2012
Page?2

imtroduction of equipment and children onto the outdoor rooftop deck, and the
creation of the penthouse and its aftendant elevator. Substantial evidence also

fails to demonstrate that that the construction and operational impacts resulting
from the proposed Project will not significantly impact traffic, noise or air quality.

The Project is not enfitled to a categorical - exemption pursuant fo CEQA
Guideline § 15300.2(f) because the Project may cause 2 substantial adverse -
change in the significance of -2 historical resource. The building at 601 Dolores
Street has been designated as a “historically significant” building.. Substantial

' evidence fails to demonstrate that the numerous changes proposed to the building

individually or cumulatively will not cause 2 substantial adverse ‘change by

' materially altering, i an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of the 601

261/020205-0084
3373863.1 205/09/12
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_qualiﬁcaﬁons as a historical resource. Moreover, the proposed changes te do not
follow the Secretary of Interior’s standards for the treatment of historic properties.
Tn addition, the City has failed to Impose conditions of approval which would
mitigate the potentially adverse significant impacts to historical resources down to

a level of insignificance There is evidence which includes, but is not limited to,

the fact that the rooftop additions are visible from the street, as well as from other
public locations in and around the Project, and the mechanical systems and
planters which will be installed on the roof are inconsistent with the architectural
style and appearance of the building. These alterations will individually and
cumulatively substantially degrade its historic character thereby substantially

affecting its ability to be included in the City’s Historic Register. In addition, the

determination of the ERO was based on incorrect or mpomplete plans.

The City has not satisfied the requirements of the “Notice of Special Restrictions
under the Planning Code” imposed by the Zening Administrator on any
subsequent changes to the property at 601 Dolores (See “Notice™ attached hereto
as Exhibit “C.”). ' '

The Project cannot be approved by way of a categorical exemption because it is a

legal non-conforming building pursuant 10 Section 188 of the City’s Planning
Code and the proposed improvements and/or change in use may not be approved

under th@ Code.

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

The Project is being piecemealed in violation of CEQA because significant
structural improvements will be required prior to issuance of & Certificate of .

1998
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10.

Occupancy for tbc bmldmg These mlprovcmcnm wﬂl 51gmﬁcanﬂy alter mzﬂy of
the historically significant elements of the building; again causing a mbstanual
adverse change to the building’s historic significance '

Unusual circumstances exist in that: (1) thc building is a historic resource, and
(2) 1t is locating & schiool in a residential stucture in unusnally close proximity to
other residential structures, both of which. create significant mlpacts excepting the
Project from any categorical exermption.

The appeal process deprives appellants of their rights under the Due' Process
Clanse . because the time penod for filing an appeal, if based upon the
determination -of the ERO, is uncertain as no appeal is ripe wntil the Planning
Commission actually acts on the underlmg apphca,t[on (Case 211.0584CDV).

The change in use of the property ﬂom a single family residence for 2 people to a
school for 320 students will mgmﬁcanﬂy change the property’s use and
significanily impact the environment in numerous ways mcludmg but not limited
to an ncrease in traffic and air quality impacts, and an increase in the ambient
noise levels above levels existing thhout the Project.

. The Gates request they be potified of when this matter is agendlzed before the Board of
- Supervisors and be informed of the amount of time they will be afforded to present their appcaL _
The Gates reserve the right to submit studies and documentation in support of their appeal prior
to and dumlg the public hearing on their appeal. .

" Should you have any qucsttons concemmg this matter plcasc do not hesitate to comtact

thjs ofﬁce-

JAGjh

261/020000-0084
33738631 aDS/05/12
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SAN-FRANGISCO
B ANNING DEPARTMENT

_ Certificate of Determination . S
EXCRMPTION FROM ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW . Sl
ComseNoo =~ 2011.0584E . o _ o
Project Tile 601 Dolores Street . [
Zoming: RH-3 (Residential, House, Three Family) )
} 40-X Height and Bulk District , I 415,556,540
' Blodk/Eot: 3558/060 :
Lot Stze- 9,687 square feet - , ) {’ianning
. . , . * Inforrmafon
Project Sponsor:  Valerie Veronin, (408) 838-0887 » , _ ;gg{;w
Staff Contact: Don Lewis — (415) 575-3095 :
don lewis@sfgov.ore
' .PF{OJECT DESCRIPTION:

- The project sie is located on the-southeast cormer of Dolores and 19th Sf:ee.’:s directly east of Dolotes Pazk
in the Mission Dolores neighborhiood The proposed project would involve the conversion of an existing
church strizchure, currently being nsed as a single-family residence, mto middle-school tlassrooms and a
multi-purpose assembly space for the Children’s Day School (CDS). The project would enable CDS to
relocate its middle school (grades 5 to 8) from 333 Dolores Street to the project sife af' 601 Dolores Streef,
which is about two blocks away. The proposed project would accommodate between 160-200 middle
school stadents and would allow CDS fo continue its plarmed enrollment from 350 to approximately 520

86 facnlty/staff. When 601 Dolores Street is fully occupied in approximately four

stndents and froo 72 fo
res Street and 200 middle

the masximmm enrollment would be 320 elementary students af 333 Dolo

yeats,
e existing struzcture at 601 Dolores Streetis approximately 46 feet

school stadents at 601 Dolores Street. Th
(Continued on Second Page.)

EXEMPT STATUS!
| Categorical Bxémption, Class 32 [State CEQA Guidelines Section 15332]

 REMARKS:

See reverse side.

DETERMINATION:
1 do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursaan

S | 5@% 7207
- Da .

BILL WYCKO s
Envirorrmental Review Officer

f fn State and Local requiremertts.

o= Valede Veronin, Project Sponsar Bulletin Board
Superviser Seott Wiener, Disirict B V. Byzd. MDF

Historic Preservation List

2000



Exemption from Ervirommental Review CASE NO. 2011 05848
- . 601 Diolores Sireet

'PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued);

tall, kwo. stories with mezzanine, and approximately 17,106 square feef In size. The proposed Pro]act
‘would add 1,097 square feet in the existing building solely within the edsting inferior walls by infilling &
poztion of the mezzmine Avor, which is currenily open to the floor below. The fimished building ifgm:vld
be 46 feef tall, three stories, and 18,203 squate feet'in size with no on-site parks T
Exterior tenant improvemends would indiude addi’ﬁg atoof deck o the sonthesst comer of the building
and i elevator penthonse along the eastern edge of the building. Interior fenant improvements would
‘inchade corrverting the sanchiary space-.into a mmlti-prorpose space, aeating a full second. flvor level

within the Stmday schoo] wing, mm?leﬁng the seismic refrofit, adding intedipr parfitions for school -

facilities, nstalling rew plumbing, and creating ADA accessthility. Other improvements indude
conwerfing the existing garage entrance on 19% Street fto a primary pedestrian enfrance and creating a
50-foot-long white zone/passenger Ioading and unloading area. The sponsor also proposes i extend the
existing white: zone cutb in front of 333 Dolores Street from 80 feet o 130 feet. znd I wse the exisfing
vwhite zone at 450 Guerrero Streef for shudent drop-offs and picke-ps! As Ppart of the project, CDS has
developed a stundent drop off plan that is based on the projected nrmber of stadent drop offs and the
proposed available loading space ot each campus and incides dicfribaiion of morning stndent drop offs
that provides for stdent safefy and mimmizes tafic tmpacts. This is discmssed furiber in fie
ransportation secton - ' ' : '

The existing church struchire on the project sife was constmcted in 1910 and is incdluded on the
Department’s 1976 Archifecirral Survey, the Hete Today Survey, and fhe City’s Dizefnforced Masonry -

Buildings Survey. The estimnated constmiction cost is 5 milion dollars. The project wonld require
Conditonal Use amthotization for a schocl use in an RFE3 zoning distict and for the Joss of dwelling tmit
throngh conversion ' ' ) .

REMARKS (contfinued):

In-Fill Development- California Bavizommental Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines Section 15332, of
Class 32, provides an exemption from environmental review for in 1 development projecs which meet
the following conditions - R s

W The project is consistent with gpplicable general plan desigrntions and policies as well zs with applicable
moning designations.: .

Ibe proposed project would be consistent with fthe San Rrandsco General Plan and with applicable
zoning designations. The sife is located within the RH-3 zoning district where the propgsed nse would be

condifionally permitted, The proposed use would be required to provide nne off-sireet parking spaces for _

each six classtooms, Since the project proposes ten new classroorns, the project wonld be required to
provide one off-sireef Parl&ng space. The proposed project wonld not provide off-street parking, and
therefore the project sponsor is seeldng a remote parking vadance The proposed.me wonld not reqguire
an off-sireet freight loading space. As menfioned above, the project would requite Conditional Use

1 CD5 stndents atfend gym dasses at the Boy and Girds Club locat=d =t 450 Gnemern Strest, whirh & ditajiyad.j.;cemttusaa
Dolores Stest, .

mnﬁ%aa?m ‘ 2
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- amthorization for a school in an RH-3 zoning district and fora Io

‘surrounding uses ar

1333 Dolores Streef . .

CASE NO. 2011.0584E

Exempton from Envirommental Review
: ' 601 Dolores Street

of dwelling unit through canwersion.

7

The proposed project wonld be consistent with all applieable zorung plans snd polices

ed by urbar uSIE.

The 0.22-ace (9,687 square feef) project site is Jocated within a fully deve]opad.area of San Francisco. The
e primarily residential with a few ipsfitutional nses znd mixed-nse buildings located
is dirertly east of Dolores Park.

on prominent corners along Dolores and Guerrero Streets. The project site
development surrounded by

Therefore, the proposed project would be properly characterized as an £l
urban.mises on a site smaller than frve acres. . :

) The project site hes 10 habitat for endingered, rave or fhreateried spzc'iz:s.

The project §te is withina ﬁﬂly developed urban ares that is completely covered with existing buildings
and paved surfaces, and does not provide habitat for any rare or endangered plant ot animal speces.

d) Appropdl of the prajccf—wmdﬁ' riof result in zmy s;zgmﬁcsz r,ﬁ%cts Tziat%;tg fo Ei.'q;_"ﬁc, HOTSE, DT .qulzliiy,_ or
water quality.

Traffic o .
A transportation study? was prepared o analyze fmpacis assodated with the Children’s Day Schocl's

(CDS) proposed use of 333 Dolores Street,
tnerease enrollment from 350 1o approximately 520 stndents, while faculty/staff wounld increase from 72 to

86, Trensportaiion mpacis are evaluated duming the peak traffic time for the school and surrounding
streets, during AM-peak hour conditions (7:30 fo 8:30 am), which is the hour before dJasses start Travel
demand for the proposed project was based on the existing and proposed school population and fravel

behavior of current students, faculty, and staff at CDS’s existing bhilding at 333 Dolores Street. Table 1, -

below, swmmmarizes the net change in student and faculty/staff axrivals (by travel mode) at 333 Dolores
Street, 450 Guemero Streef, and 501 Dolores Strest between coment and future enroliment and. re-
existing and proposed school pepulation and travel

organization. Travel demand was based on the
Dolores Street. For the students who aze drépped—

behavior of current students, faculty, and staff at 333
off, the average observed, vehicle ocoupancy wWas determnined to be 1.65 studenfs per cat.

The proposed project may reslt in an incremental increase in the mmmber of vehides travelng thr;au gh
nearby intersections, including the intersections of Dolores Street and 16th Street, Dolores Street and 17th
Street, and Guerrero Sireef and 16th Streef. An additional 17 students would be lotated at 333 Dolores

Sirest while the number of faculty and staff would be reduced by 19. The proposed project would result

in an increase in approximately 11 vehicle frips assodiated with student drop-offs and a reducton of

2 Atkins, 601 Dolores Street, I‘ramspor‘mﬁc'm Expact Study, April 2012 This dotument is aveilsble for pubhi review as part of Case
No. 20110584 at 1650 Mission Sireet, Suite 40D, San Frantisco, CA- ‘

3 CDS ghudents 2ftend gym dess af the Boys.and Girls Chub Jocated

Street. The 333 Dolores Strest bullding is Jocated towards the rear of the Iotand (DS hes zccess fo the
proposss 1o nse the exdisting loading zone at 450 Guerrero Strest for studerit drop-offs

2t 450 Querrero Sireet, which is directly 2djacent o 333 Dolorss
rear of the 450 Guerrero

Strest busflding A$ part of the project, CDS
znd pick-ups. ‘
- . 3

SAR FRARCSTD
PRI DPIRT IEEN T
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Exemption from Envirommental Review o . CASE NO. 2011 05848

601 Dolores Street .

=pproxdmately. 6 vebicle tips associated with faculty and' staff. This change in vebidle tips dering the

morning peak hour would be an incremental increase over exasting conditions.and would mot result in

 any significant adverse fmphacts on kraffic opetafions or safety in the vidnity of 333 Dolores Street

A5 a result of the proposed project, the number of student drop-offs (18 simdents or approximaiely
additional 11 vehides) is expecred fo increase during the AM-peak hour. As part of the project, TS5
would request that the length of the white zone be increaséd from 80 fo 130 feet in order to accormmodate
this increase. CDS would also mcrease the m:mber of staff, from one 10 'two, assigned to the Dolores

Street passenger loading/imloading zone; [o assist students being dropped off, and. ensuwre an efficent -

fionover in vehicles dropping off smdents.
. . . . )

NET CHANGE IN STODENT ARRIVALS AT 333%3?0?3; STHEET, 450 GUERKERO STREET, AND 601
DOLORES STREET SITES BETWEEN FEXISTING AND EUTORE CONDITIONS
: . Ami- . AufoParked AntsPacked
Walk Bike Transit Dmopped  inSchool  ouSheef  Tomd |
. 333 DOLORES STREET SITE )
PreSchool - ' 6 g C o - a 0
Elemestary - g g 30 S |
Middle a1 3 7 12 T T 33
Net Change 9 s 7 18 o o 17
Facrilty/Staf 3 2 <+ - a 7 2 19
. 450 GUERRERD STREET SITE
Pre-School a 1 S 6 ji] a a 11
Elementary 0 o o o g o 0
Middle a 0 0 5B o ] 50 '
Net Chiznge g - -0 v 5 0 - m
Faculty/Staff . - 0 . o 8 o L
' 601 DOLORES STREET SITE '
BreSchéol T 0 0 o o i 0 0 o
Elementary 0 o . B ) a o : o ' 0
 Middle 25 s 15 a L T 87
Net Change 2% 6 5 4 5 0 -4
Taculty/Staff 5 ¢ 7 1 T 13 3 33
Souree: Atkins, 2012, CDS, 2011 . o o ]

450 Gnexrern Streef .

The oumber of vehides traveling Hoongh the intersection of Guerrerp Street and 168h Street world
im::emeﬁtaﬂy Increase in the moming peak hour leading np to the start of class times. With 50 stndents’
being dropped off at the white curb zone directly in front of 450 Guemero Street, fhis would tranglate to
- arc-increase of approximately 30 vehicles This traffic is anticipated o be Eraveling i the sputhbormd,

EAR FRARDISCO ) s -

PLENRING XESARTRIENT
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CASE NO. Z011.0584E

Exemption from Environmental Review
’ 601 Dolores Street

dm:echon on Cuerrerc Sheet fo access the whife zone curb in front of the Boys and Grrls Club.

.:Du"‘xbuund Guerrero Street @ the AM- -peak hour is the off-peak direction because most vehicles that use
ANt eak huu.L 0 qvc} pead the nioL ﬁh)uud arrecton oW n:.u:y uuwuu_ku Dnn

F Clmmnt A o
\_H'CI lmu IJL'.CCL RUIJLIE LL).‘: P OhJ ing yml\ .
Francsco. Therefore, iiis increase in traffic volurnes is not anficipated © result in a significant impact o

the operations or safety of this intersechion.

As =z result of the project, the number of middle school student drop-offs would be 50 students
(approxim afely 30 vehides). Under existing conditions, the 60-foot-long white zone cusb isunderutiized
during the AM-peak hour. Based on the cuxrent number of drop-offs at the existing white zone at 333
Dolores (approximately 66 students in 40 vehides at an 80 foot lomg white curb within 60 mmutes} itis
reasonable fo assume that the drop off of 50 students in 30 vehicJes at 2 60-foot-long curb between 7:30°
and 8:30 am. would not canse = Sgnificant mpact to traffic. This white curb zone would be staffed in the
‘morning to assist children being dropped off and to oversee the efficent turnover of vehides droppmg

off students.

h() l 1 }r\ln‘rDr: Sfronf

The Delores Steet and 19th Street intersection 15 ardzczpated to see an increase of appro,qmaizly 41
students (25 vehicle tips) from parents dropping off their duildren at the proposed white zone curb on
19th Street. Itis antidpated that three faculty/staff would park on the street near 601 Dojores Street There
world likely be another 13 faculty and staff who would require off-street parking. Since there is no'off-
street parking available at 601 Dolores, faculty and staff would either drive fo 333 Dolores Sireett o1 one

of the nearby public parking garages. Therefore, the mcrease in the nmber of vehicles fraveling thorough

this_irfersection in the AM-pezk hour leading up fo the stact of dasses would be sbout 28 vehicles,
compnsed of 25 vehides with arriving sindents and three faculty/staff parking onrstreet

To access the white zone passenges urloading area, parents would gither make a norffibound rght torm
from Diolores Street onto 19th Street, or a southbound left tmm from Dolores Streef Currently there is
very little traffic on 19th Street between 7:30 and 8:30 am. and, therefore, affic n the 601 Dolozes Street
vicnmity is predommmﬂy tnfluenced by Dolores Street traffic During the AM-peak hour traffic on
Dolores Street is heaviest in the porfhbound directiory, and s, the main condlict for the northbound
right timm would be with any pedestrims crossing Dolores Street toward Mission Dolores Park, or

crossing 19th Street toward 601 Dolores Street While these conflicts are not expected o be substantial, the,

school proposes to have a crossing guard at the intersection of 19th and Dolores Sireefs to aid students
and pedesl:uan traffic crossmg during the AM-peak hour.

The southbmmd left o from Dolores Street Wou]d CDDﬁJ_Ct with both pedestdan movements, and the
Dpposxng (northbound) stream of traffic, However, there is very Title southbound traffic in the AM-peak

* howr and with two travel lanes in each direction there is ample room for a vehidle to Wa:d: foran opanmg
" to turn. Therefore, despite the fact that s infersection Is unsignalized, the increase in volumes due o

project generated traffic is not anfidpated to adva:sely impact traffic operations nor 15 there expected to
besi gmfzcalt queu.tng on Dolores Street. . .

£ CHS has 33 off-sirest parking spaces at 333 Dolores Street :
5

FLEr D@mm
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Exemption from Environmenfal Review ) ' CASENO. 2011.0584%
: - . 601 Dolfores Street

As a result of the poject, the mrmber of student drop-offs would be 41 middle school students
(approximately 25 vehicles) in the AM-peak hour. -As part of the project, (DS would request that a
contimous 50-foot-long loading space along the 19% Street side of the building be converted @ a white
ZODe passenger iéadingfunloadhgaraa. (DS would have staff at the white curh zone during peak drop-
off and pick-up Hmes, to assist children being dropped off, and o oversee the efficient movement of
vehirles dropping off studenfs. Of the tiree drop-off focations, 19% Street has the lowest fraffir volnmes, ~

tramsit tips, and therefore, the project wonld not resalf significant impacts related ip fransit.

would only be nsed s 2 studént drop-off Iocation. At 601 Dolores Street, the number of faculty and stft
would increase, a5 this wonld be 2 new (DS building, and there is no off-streef parking available. Some

the mumber of facnlty and staff based af 333 Dolores, the mmmber of varancies is anficipated to ncrease to ~
17. Approximately 13 of the 33 facnlty and staff that would be-located at 601 Dolores Street are
anfidpated to want to drive and park af the school. Therefore, there should be enoogh vacant spaces for

B R e mccrsemer . | s
2005



CASE NO. 2011.0584E
601 Dolores Stxeet
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resuiﬁﬁg parking deficit is not considered o be a significant impact moder CEQA, regardiess of the
availability of onstrest parking mnder existing conditions. San Frandsco does not consider parking
supply as part of the permanent physical environment and therefore, does not consider changes In

- parking conditions to be envirormmental impacts as defined by CEQA. However, this report presents a
parking analysis to inform the pubfic and the decision makers as to the parking conditions that could

occur as a result of implemening the,proposed project.
supply and demand vagies from day to day, from day to

e availability of parking spaces (or lack thereof} is not a
Te change their modes and patferns of travel.

Parking con ditions are not stafic, a5 paddﬁg
night, from month to month, etc. Hence, th
permanent physical condition, but changes over fime as peop

e e o o e phweica
rather than Impacs oo oie prysits

consSdered in be sorial effects 1 emrvironment &5
sodal Tmpacts need not be freated zs significant fmpacts on
chould, however, address the secondary physical fmpacts
that could be trggered by a social Impact (CEQA-GUE&EHI‘:E;§ 15131{a).} The social inconvenience of
parking defidifs, such as having fo humt for scarce parking spaces, s not ant envitonmental impact, but
* there may be secondary physical envitonmental impacts, such as sncreased fraffic . congestion at
intersections, air quality impacts, safefy Impacts : : d by congestion. In fhe
experience of San Francisco transportation planners, however,
spaces, combined with available alternatives to auto travel (& &

mduces meany drves o seek and find

foot) and a relatively dense pattern of urban development,
alternative parking facilitles, chift 1o other modes of travel, or change theit overall travel habits. Any such

resulting shifts fo tansit sérvice in particular, would be in keeping with the Cify's “Transit First” policy-
The City's Transit First Policy, established in the City’s Charter Section 16.102 provides that “parking
polides for areas well served by public transit shall be designed 'to enconmage fravel by public
transportation and alternative fansportation” The project area 55 well-served by local public transit
(urd Jines J, 22, and 33).and bike lanes (40 and 45), which provide alternatives fo aufo travel.

Pa‘ia'_nyg defidiz are
defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s
the enviromment, Environmental docizments

or noise mpacts cause
the absence of a ready supply of parking
bransit secvice, taxis, bicydles or travel by

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars grding and looking for
a parking space in areas of Hrited packing supply, by assuming that all ddvers would attempt to fnd
- parking at ot near the project site and then seek pai—ijlg fatther away if rorvenient parking is
wnavailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically’ offset by a
reduction in vehicle bips due to others who are aware of constrained parking conditions in & given area.
Hence, any secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall m parking in the vicmily

of the proposed project wonld be minor, and the traffic assigrments sed mn the trensportabon amalysis,

a5 well as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestrian safety aralyses, reasonably addresses

potential secondary effects.

Acress - .
Existing vehicle and pedestrian access would remain the same at 333 Dolo
and 601 Dolores Street, and therefore access would not be changed by the proposed project There are o
bus stops in front of the project site- Sidewzlks and on-street parking are present on both sides of the

T

res Sireet, 450 Guertrero Shreef,
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A

strest Therefore, the project would not tmpede traffic or canse unsafe condifions, and would nof Tesult in
a significant effect related to acress. - -

Londing .

Plarming Code Section 152.1 does not require off-street freight Ioading for schools. Therefore, offskreat
loading spaces are not required for the proposed project. Student drop-offs and pick-ups are discnssed
under "Traffic” on page 3, :

- The nommber of AM-peak hour pedestrian t:xps o 333 _]D:olafes Street would increase by apéru:a‘:maiely g
students and decrease by three. There wonld be approximately 55 middfe school stodents who would be .

dropped off at 333 Dolores, then walked to 450 Guerrero, and then walked fhe two blocks to 601 Dolares
under the gnidance of CDS staff Conflict between pedestrians and vehicles wonld potentially increase

becanse of the additional street crossings, but these would be af signalized mtersections with the

excephion of the crossing at 19% Street to 601 Dolores Strest. However, 15% Street Has relatively low traffic
wolumes, stadents would be accomparied by CDS staff, and there is 2 cross-walk at the 19% Steet and
Tiolores Steet mnfemsertiom. ) : : .

Crriently there is very litfle pedestdian activity.on Guemrero Streef in the morming. The project would
increase the mamber of studenf drop-offs at 450 Gnerrero, by approxiimnately 50 sinderds. However, tmlike
existing conditions, there- would be CDS staff to assist, af the exisfing white zone b in fhe morning and
to supetyise and chaperone sindent movement to 333 Dolores or 601 Dolozes. Since the sidewalks are
much wider on Dolores Street, the path to 601 Dolores wonld likely be south on Guerrero Street fp 17
Street, west on 17® Street to Dolores .Street, then sputh on Dolores Streef fo 601 Dolores Street AT
infersections along this route except 19% Street/Dolores Street are sipnalized and regularly used by
* pedeshrians with no observed hazards.

There s aficipated to be an increase of approximately 130 pedestrian frips fo the 601 Dolores site during
* The AM-peak hour. An estimated 25 students wonld walk directly to°601 Dolores from home. 55 would be
veallsing to 601 Dolores after being dropped aff at 333 Dolores, and 50 would walk to 60T Dolores after
bamgdmppai off at 450 Guerrero. There are also arfidpated o be appzﬁﬁmajﬁlyﬁve faculty/staff that

would walk to 501 Dolores during the AM-peak hour. The movement of middle school stodents from 333 -

Dolores and 450 Guerrero o 601 Dolores would be supervised by CDS staff. The sidewalk widths and
crosswalks at imersecfions. would provide adequate fadlities for the walk between sites, Stdents
walking as a group woddalsoﬁuaasesﬁetybamﬁseofﬂsegreafaﬁsibﬂﬁydfagmupamdﬂm
serpervision of CDS staff ' ‘ - ,

~

Overall, pedestrian conditions for the fhree sites wonld have adequate facilities and would not matedally

Increase havards for pedestrians, Therefore, the project would not result in significant pedestrian impacts.

Bicyde Conditionrs ’ ) \

"There are no exdsting or proposed bike lanes at 601 Dolares Street T the vicimity of the Project site, there
are two designated bicpde rouies Bicycle ronte #40 travels along 17th Street while owte #22 travels along
Valencia Street The mumber of bicprle rips o 333 Dolores Strest is anticpated to decrease by
approximately three students and two faculty/staff becanse of the relpeafion of bicycleriding middle
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py Tl [ AU, o -V —— pa—
orour d-lih“xs the uruudng pEEk SOUL. ine br.lujcct would not resuit in any NeEw

I Sireet wou
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cheznge in bicyde tips would be an mcresse of 5 Tips Therefore, project Tmpacs on bhicydes wouta be
\

In summary, the project would not result in a significant effect with regard to'transportation

Noiser An approximate doubling of fraffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an increase
in ambient noise Jevels noliceable to most people The project would not cause a doubling in traffic

volirnes and therefore womld not cause a noticesble increase in the ambjent noise level in the Pro]ed N

vidnity. The noise generated by the proposed users of the 601 Dolores Street buﬂdmg would be
ronsidered common and generally acceptsble in an urban ares, and wouild riot be considered a significant

tmpact The proposed constructon coudd generate noise and possibly vibration that may be considered
an annoyance by occupants of nearby properties Constraction noise is regulated undet Artu:[e 75 of the

City's Police Code snd wowdd be temporary and imterosittent in maimre.

discussion, the proposéd project would notresultina significant impact with regm'd to noise.

Afr Quality: The Bay Area Afr Quality Management District CBAAQMD) has established thresholds for

projects requiring ifs review for potential air quality impacts. Based on the air quality screening-Jevel -

- aralysis, all of the screeming criferia are met by the prbposed project? No ndividual sonzces would
extead the BAAQMD's sigrnificance thresholds for cancer dsks, non-cancet tisks or the annual average
concentration of PM25. [n addition, construction acivities for the proposed interfor renovation wonld be
minimal and would require the use of diesel equipment for less than two months, and would therefore

not result in & substantial increase in risks and hazards fo nearby receptors. Therefore, the project wonld

not excéed the BAAQMD's 2010 thresholds of significance and wonld not result in the generation of
crteria air pollutants and ozone PreCLusors that exceed the BAAQND s thresholds of significance and

operat:onal criteria air pollutants and ozone Prea.trsors would be less than sigraficant. Based on these

results, - the proposed project would not resulf in exposure of sensitive receptors fo substantial pollutent -

concentrations, and this impact would be less than significant

ter Ormlity: The proposed project would not ga'se_rz.tte wastewater or result i discharges that would

have the potential to degrade water quakty or comtaminate a public water supply. Projectrelated
wastewater and stomm water would flow o the City's combined sewer system and wonld be treated to
standards confined I the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NFDES) Permit for
the Southeast Water Pollution Control. Plant pricr io discharge. Ef:r&ore, the proposed project would

not resuli in mgmfzcanf water quality i UILPBC]S

> Don Lewls, San Pz.;zmciscc Planning Department, Afr Quality Soreening Anﬂlyszs for 801 Dolores Street. Sepiember 19, 2011, This
analysis Is availeble for review as part of Case File No. 201T.0584E at fhe San Francisco Flamming Departruert, 1650 Mission Street,
Scste 400, . . : ' : '

. . . g
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Exém.Plion from Envirormental Revim : . ‘ CASE NO. 2011.0584E
’ 601 Dolores Street

4} . The site can be wdequately serped by il required utitities mid public services.

The project site is located In 4 dense vrban ok svhere all public services and fadlities are available: no
expansion of public services or utilifies is required in order o serve the Proposed project

P

Giher Envirgnmental Issues

Hazardous Materjals AEI Consuliants conducted a Phase I Envirommental Site Agsessment (ESA) at the
project site.© This assessment was performed to provide arecord of the conditions at the subject property

and b evalnate what, if arty, enviroumental issties edst af the site The ESA assessed the potential for

adverse environmental Impacts from e crent and historical prartices on the site and the surrounding
" area According o the ESA, the subject building was tonstructed mn 1916 for use as a church. Pror o
constraction of the building, the property was occupied by a residential dwelling (cdzrra 1885) and vacant
. 1and (dirca 1900). Since 1910, the subject property building was occupied by varions chrrches sl 2007,

" when the entire building was renovated and converfed info a single-family residence No pofertial
envvironmental concems were identified I assodation with fhe carrent or historicl use of the subject
property.-No hazardous ‘substances that constifiite evidence of a recognized environmental condition

[ yp——

o T PRI 23 P - B Erne mE e e S L PO _ . .
WETE GoScrven & e subject propezly af the ime of sie reconmaissance Tn addition, the projedt sife s not

- located within. the limits of -the Maher Ordinance. Based on the above, effects related to harardous
materials wonld notbe significent - : . )

Historic Architechural Resources: Jn evaluating whether the proposed project would be exempt from,
enviommental review mder the Califomia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planniing Department

detennined that the building Ioctted on the project sife is a historic resource. As descrfbed in the atiached _
Hastoric Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) Memorandum, the property at 601 Dolores Street s

eligible for listing in the Califoxria Register as an individual resorrce tnder Criterion 3 {Archifectnre)
anid is a eontributor ip both the Fomer Mission. North Boulevards and Alleys Recorstruction Historic
Districts under Critedon 1 (Events).”” -

The 601 Dblores Street building was construcied. in 1910 a church for the Mission Congregational
Church. In 1931, the Norwegian Lutheran Charch of San Francisw prirchaséd the property and the
propedy refmained a church wnfll it was converied to a single-family residence i 2008, The subject
buailding was constradied during the Mission District’s reconstruciion period (1906 — 1917) following the
Great Earthquake of 1996. The property is a eoniribuior i both the Inmer Mission North Borlevards and
‘Alleys Reconstrucion Historic Districis for is assodafion with several chimrches that relocated along
Dolores Street affer the Great Earthiquake of 1906. Therefore, the subject property is eligible for the
California Regisfer as a contributor fo two California Register-eligible historic districts tmder Criterion 1

5 AT Consultants, "Phase ] Emirormenial Sife Assessyent, 603605 Dlores Street, Sz Pramciseo, Califororia,” Jimme 20, 2011 This repost
is =vailsble for review at the San Frandsco Plaming Departrment, lﬁillﬁsiDnStEEt,SlﬁEém, San Fremeisen, in Projert File
No. 20I105B4E: ) : : :

7 Memorandimm from Micheel Smith, Preservaion Techpical Specialis, £ Don Lewds, Planming Siaft Mijor Environmental
Analysis, March 20, 2012 This memorandiem 5 attached snd svadable for mview at the Planming Department, 1650 MEssion Street,
Suite 400in Case No. 20I10BE. : -
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CASE NO.2011.0584E

Exemption from Environmental Review 2
601 Dolores Street

Research has not revealed information thaf any of ifs owniers or occupants were associated with persons
that have made a significant contribotion to the broad patferns of history. Therefore, the property is Dot

eligible under Criferion 2 (Persons).

The subject building is a good exampfe of an Edwardian Fra church designed in the Gothic Revival siyle.
The building was designed by Frands W. Reid, a locally sigraficant architect. The building’s exterior

character defining features inclnde the following: mbbed brick cladding at the street facing elevations; all

Gothic and Tudor moldings, boick brtiresses with caps; complex and steeply pitched gabled roof; all
windows, doors, and other openings; and the tower element with crenelfated pérapet The terior
character defining feahires in'dﬁde_- the following: division of spaces into basement, Sanctuary, and
Sunday school wing; hardwood fooring redwood wainscofing and paneling; Tudor and Gothic columns
in the sancuary; Tudor and Gothic arches in the sanciuary; stenciled ceflings m the sanctoary and
vestibule; most of the light fixtures; all doors (paneled and overhead); pI;aster walls and ceilings; exposed

wood trusses; and door and window frims. The subject building displays good historic miegrity as if.

refains ifs location, association, design, workmanship, settng, feeling, and maferials. Therefore, the
roperty is mdrvidually eligitie under Critenom 3 {Ardntecturel. R

The Department finds that the project is comsistent with the Secrefary of the Interior Standards ﬁJT-

Rehabilitation (Secretary’s Stand ards) for the following reasons. The project would rehabilitate the exterior

and interior of the subject building, and the project would preserve rmost of the church's character

- defining inferdor feates, mcludng the sanctuary. The sponsor has submitted a profection, reuse, and

salvage plan for the building’s inferior character-defining features so that they would be preserved and
reused where possible. The sanctuary is the most charz cterdefining interior space, and its interior
volume, stenciled ceiling work, and interior wood finishes would all be preserved. The alteraions within
the Stmday school wing will be set back from the arches and columrms that freme the sancinary space. The
basement js wtilifarian and Jacks the finishes and details of the floots above and. thus was defermined not
to contain character-defining space or features. The Stmday school wing does contzin characer-defining
finishes and detailing but the space itself was determined fo be secondary in Imporiance to the sancuary
space. Furthermore, the Sunday school wing has already experienced several alferations as part of the

building’s conversion into a single-family’ dwelling. Some of the odginal materials fhat remain in the

Sunday school wing wordd be removed and some would be reused within the altered space.

The proposed project does not include the addition of conjectaral elements or architechral features from
_other buildings, and the mew work does not create a false sense of historical development. On the

exterior, new pedesirian doors would be compatible with the character of the building. The proposed

project would not substantially alter the exterior of the building. The roof deck znd the elevafor
penthouse would rot be visible behind the building's existing gabled roof, and both elements could easily
be removed in the futnre and the essential form and integrify of the property would be umimpaired. The
building’s exterior and fntedor features are in good condition and do not require repair or replacement.
The existing building is relatively clean and does not require chemical or physical reatments. The
proposed change to the garage enifrance would be similar fo the origimal entrance, as historically if was

-used a5 2 pedesitian enbrance.

The building’s selsmic upgra;de world necessitate Temoval of interior wall fmishes in the sancuary space.
The wall fearmes would be documnented and renstelled over the new shear walls. Within the Sunday
school wing, mrerior wall firishes and doors world be removed and retsed elsewhere where feasible. A

- ' 11
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‘Exemptiod from Environmentz] Review : CASE NO. 2011.0584E
' " 601 Delores Street

secondary stairway in the Sunday school wing wonld be removed buf the stairway is hidden behind
dooms and Is not considered a distinctive feamre. The historic entry hall in the Sunday school wing would
be preserved with its floor being ramped for ADA accessibility. Thewood doors and wainscofing are the

only characterdefming historic materials in the Sonday school wmg and. they will be documented and -

reused where possible, primarily on the new walls on the south side of e sanciuary.

Flamning Department staff found that the project would not make any substantial changes to the exterior
of e building or any significant changes fo the chaacter-defining features on the Infedior of fhe
building, and therefore, fhe project would not have a significant adverse Impact uport a historic resotrree,
as defined by CEQA. : ’ - ) .
. Axcheological Resources: The Planning Department reviewed the proposed project to determing if any

-archeological resoirces would be impacted The Planning Department staff determined that fhe-
. proposad project would not adversely affect CEQA-significant archeological resources®

Neighborhood Concerns

A “Notfication of Project Receiving Brovisommental Review” was mailed on Argust 3, 2011 +o owners of
properties wittun 300 feef of the project site and fo adjacent ocorpants. One mermber of the public stated
that it was unzealistic fhat parents would confimie o drop their children off af 333 Dolores Street with the

. new school facififies at 601 Dolores Street. The fransportation section on page fhree of this dommnent .

ad_a;{tmtaly ad dresses this concern.
chm:fusion

CBQA State Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, allows for an exemption of an sl ‘development
rasetng varions condifions.” As descrbed above, the proposed Project is an in-fill development that
+ would have no significant adverse envirommental effects and wonld mee all the vatious condifions
prescibed by Class 32 Accordingly, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from CEQA mnder
Section15332. : : g ’ ' .

CEQA State Guidelines Section 153002 states that a categorical -exerption shall not be used for an

- activity where there is a reasurable possibility ‘that the activity will have a significent effect on fhe
environment due fo unmsnal dremstances, The proposed project womld not have a sigrificant effect with

regard to hazardous materials, colinral resources, or transportation. There ate no wrmsnal dronmstanees . -
sorounding the oarrent proposal that- woald suggest a reasonable possibility of a segnificard
envirormental effect. The proposed-project is an infill development that meets the above conditions, arid

would have ho szgmﬁcznt environmental effects.

Far the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental revidw.

B This mmalysis is sommarized fom 2 Plaming Depaitumrteduuml memorandum (Randall Dean, siaﬂ:ardﬁmlép’sf, to Don,
Lewis, Planner, Ocivber 21, 2011), which is available for review atthe Plarming Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, fn Case
File 2011 0584E : o L : : :
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Historic Resource Evaluation Response

Dateof Review: ~ March 15, 2012 (Part 1)
- March 15, 2012 (Part [T}
Caose No.: 2011 D5B4E

Project Address: 601 Dolores Street
. RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District

Zoming:
- 40X Height and Bulk Districk
Biock/Lot: . 359B/068 .
Staff Corfuci: Don Levis (Envitonmenial Plarner)
(415) 575-9695 .

don {ewis@sfgov.org
Michael Smith (Preservation Plannet)

(41_5) 558-6322
michzagl.e smith@sfgov.or

PART I HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION
- Bufldings and Property Descripfion S
- 601 Dolores Street is located on the southeast corner of the Dolores and 19% Streets direcily east of
Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores neighborhood. The subject building occupies most of 2 5,650
square-foot, rectangular shaped lot that measures 85 feef in width, 114 feet in depth, and is
located within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and
Bulk District. ‘ - - ’
tha two-story over basement, single-family residence that
was formerly a church. The building was constructed in 1510 in the Gothic Revival style as a
church for the Mission Congregatoral Cturch. In 1931, the Norwegian Lutheran Churrch of San
Francisco purchased the property. The property remained a church uot] it was converted to a
single-family residence in 2008. The current owneT,
tntends to convert the property -into 2 school. The building is a heavy timber frame, brick
struchure on a concrele perimeter foundation, The exterior & clad in rubbed face brick on the
north (195 Strest) and west (Delores Street) elevatons, 25 well as its frst bay in from fhe street on
its ufilifarian east and south elevations. The remainder of the east and south elevations are clad

in common red brick. The church wes desigmed by Francis W. Reid, an architect and
The building’s prominent cormer loration results in 2 complex

The subject property is improved wi

Congregational minister.
composition. The building features a cen

centralized roofline.

The building’s Dolores Street elevation is of higher importance because it faces the park. Itis
longer and composed of six sirnctural bays. The first structural bay locat=d at the northem
corner of the building featires a pedestrian enirance that Is recessed within a portal. The portal

wwwsﬁhlanning.org

2012

the Children’s Day Schoot of San Francdsco,

rered gable, a fower element, and a steeply sloped.

1650 Misgion SL
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Hisforic:Resource Evaluation Response - ' : CASE NO. 2011.0584E
Marchk 15, 2012 o 801 Dolotes Strest-

features: a Tudor arch embeflished with cast concrete tnolding Hanked by brick butiresses with
concrete caps. A lancet window is Iocated zbove the entrance. The next sftrchara] bay is mnuch
wider becauise it comesponds to the sanctnary inside  The bay features a Iarge arched Todor

window. flanked by brick buttresses with toncrete caps with four casement windows Iotated at -

the basement level Al the window sashes within. this bay appear to be contemporary

replacements. Moving soufh along the building’s west elevation, tha next structural bay is the

tower. The tower featires fhree casement windows af the basement level, a row of three poirded-
axch windows at the main first and second fioors, and a large Tndor arched window at the top of
the tower. Each comer of the fower feafires brick pilasters capped by cast concrete buttress caps,
The toweér is capped by a stepped, crenellated parapet. Moving south beyond the tower, the next
three struchial bays comprise the Sunday school wing,  The first two bays are idenfical,
featuring three, fixed light wirdows af the main floor with two, Tudor arch windows at the floox
above beneath a false gabled roof that is inferrupted by a dormer. The bays are demarcated by
brick bittresses with @ps. The southernmost structural bay on the building’s wesk elevation
features non-historic arched wood doors with fhree lancet windows at the floor sbove beneath a
gabled roof. -

The building’s north (19% Street) elevation is composed of five strisctural bays and is two-stordes

in Beipht Reoifopne o fhn buildine’s northenst nrormer the firet shrichal T'_’_v_z('r foattires an 2rohad

A drapiie. U aNITNTTE O ol DI e iisans COMTET, Woe oost

vehicnlar ernrarice af the basement level with & nor-historic metal rollup door. The foor above |

features 5 large Tudor-arched window. The next structural bay is wider and features a row of
three casement windows ‘at the basement level and a large Gothic pointedsarch stained glass
window “with twelve lights located on the floof above. Tha windows are flanked by bridk

butiresses and capped with a gabled parapet fat feainres a Tancet window. Moving westalong

the north elevafion the Rext two struckral bays are identical They feature casement windows at

the basement level with Tudor-arched zbove. The bays are separated by brick buttresses. The:
westemnmost strufiwal bay on the tiorth elevation featiites & large lancet window flanked by -

brick buttresses and capped with a gebled parapet that contains three small Iancet windows, -

- The building’s east and south elevations are largely hidden from public view. They gerleralij

feature common red brick cladding, confemporary replacement arched windows, and: brck -

butiresses. These elevations feature rmich Jess oramentation and ‘are generally wtilifarian in
. Pre-Existing Historic Rating / Survey . ) .
The subject property is induded on the Department’s 1976 Architectizzal Survey, page 282 of the
“Here Tud@ Survey, and the City’s Unreinforced Masonry Buildings Survey. The property is also
a copitibutor fo the “Imer Mission North Bonlevards and Alleys Reconstruction Distriet,”
located within Area 44 of the Irmer Mission North Survey Atea. The building is considered &
“Category A" property (Known Historic Resouree) for fhe purposes of ﬁLe Planning

Department’s California Envicommental Quality Act (CEQA) because it is listed on adopted |

suxveys and détermined individually eligible for Listing on the National Register. )
Neighborfiood Context and Pascripfion.

The subject property. is located in the Mission Dolores risighborhood whidh is mmed fop
Mission Dolores. Founded in 1776 and origirally ramed 7;\ﬁssion San Francisco de Asis, the
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Historie Resource Evaluafion Response - CASE NO. 2011.0584E
) 601 Dolores Street

_ March 15, 2012
mission is one © e Frandscans in California as 2 way o
convert the indigenous people to Catholicism and create a populabion that was loyal fo the
Spanish crown.  The missions were urkind to the indigenous people as many were forced info
lzbor and forced to suppress their ailfure. Their exposure to the Spanish oolomists also exposed '
them to foreign diseases that decimated their population WMissiort Dolores was abandoned in the
1820's as many of ifs inhabitants were transferred to Mision San Rafad Arcangel

f twenty-one missions established by th

In 1810, Mexico rebelled against Spanish rule, finally winning its indeperidence in 1821 becoming
a federal republic, Mexica opened up California to trade and seftlement and eveniually took the
mission lands from she Catholic Church and began redistributing them to Mexican dtizens. From
1834 onward, the lands of Mission Dolores were carved up into ranchos and granted to Mexitan
citizens.” The ranchos were primarily used for cattle grazing though commerce was birgeoning a
few miles away in Yerba Buena. Recognizing the commercial possibilities in the San Frandsco
Bay Area and fearing that it could fall into the hands of its enemies, the Amesican government
attempted to buy the lands from Mexico. Attempts to buy the lands failed and in 1846 war broke
otet between the Urited States and Mexico. After a year-and-a-half of fighting, the United States
and Mexdco signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalga' whereby Mexico ceded their northern

tecritory to the United States for $15 millior.

The population of San Francisco dramatically increased with the discovery of gold In the
Califormia foothills. However, the Mission Dolores neighborhood was increasingly becoming one
of refuge for the remaining Mexican families who were economically, culturally, and politically .
marginalized in the development-of San Francisco. Many of the Mexdcan tand holdings in the
Mission Valley were bought by speculative Anglo-Americans who foresaw prosperity in-
develppment. The neighbarhood remaimed unplatted well after surrounding areas such as
Homer's Addition and Potrero Nueva had been platted. Based nporn early maps, 601 Dolores
Street was located near the northeast boundary within Hormer's Additior. By the 18603,
resolution: of public and private land dlaims through the legal system facilitated implementation
of an ordedy street grid and -residential subdivision. With this, the Mission Dolores
neighborhood began to take on a more urban form. The population of Mission Valley exploded
after from 1860 fo 1880 when transit lines were extended into the area along Mission and

Valencia Streets and streets were graded. Duxing this Hime most of the remaining Mexdcan adobe -
structures were demolished and replaced by modest Victorian structures but Mission Dolores
with eight acres that

remained. In 1838 then President Buchanan gave Mission Dolores along
surrounded it to the Archdiocese of Califormia. The Archdiocese sold much of the land for
development, retaining only the block that contained the Mission. In the 1870°s the Archdiocese

Huilt St. Francis Catholic Church at the comer of Dolores and 16% Streets.

d land scarcity compelled the San Frandisco government in 1880 fo pass
ant ordinemce banning cemeteries within the dty’s boundaries Consequenily, in 1888 Emarm-EL
and Sherith Israel congregations which operafed a cemefery on Declores Sireet established a new,
seventy-three acre cemetery the farming town of Colma in San Mateo County, just outside San
Frandsco’s city limits. By 1896, the cmefay hiad been completely removed from Dolores Sireet
and im 1905 it was replaced by Mission Park, known today as Dolores Park. -

Population pressures an

was nearly destroyed by the Great 1906

No sooner was the park complered that the City
d left over 200,000 homeless. Many of the

Eerthquake which killed over 3000 San Frandiscans an
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Historie Resource Evaluation Responses . - ) CASE KO, 2011.0584E
Ffarch 15, 2012 ’ ’ : . 601 Dolores Sfreet

people leﬂ: horeless by the earthquake took refuge In local parks and open space, iridudjr;_g the
newly created Mission Park. .

. .The demographics of Mission Dolores rapidly changed chring the neighborhood’s reconstruction
period (1906 — 1518) as many Irish refugees from the South of Market neighbarhood setiled in tHe
neighborhooc. Many churches that were Iocated in the South of Market neighborhood were also
destroyed and when those displaced congregations decided to rebiild they located near their
padshioners which led fo several new churches along Dolores Street. Diozens of chirches made

the move to the Mission Disidcl.  Mission Congregatiomal Clumch =t 601 Dolores Sizest was

"constructed duiring this perfod. - . -

* 601 Dolores Street is located or southeast comer of Dolores and 19% Streets, across the street from
Dolores Park. The immediate neighborhdod is primarily residential with a few bsfifutionsl tises
and mixed-use buildings located on prominernt comers along Dolores and Grierrers Streets, The
neighborhood is characterized by three- and four-story, multi-mnit, Edwardian, residential
buildings frora the recorstruction period following the Great Earthqnake of 1906. The property
is located within the Mission Dolores Historic District. ’ )

CEQA Historical Resotircefs) Evaluation

Btep A: Significance
Under CEQA section 210841, & properby qualifies a5 g historic resource i it is “Ested t, or defernrined to
be eligible for Hsting in, the Califormia Register of Historical Resonrres, The fact fhat a resource is niot
Iisted in, or deterained tg be eligible for Listing in, the Calffornin Register of Historical Respurees or pof
zncluded: in . local vegister of Fistorical resources, shall nof preciude 2 lind egency from deteriming
ohether the resource may qualify gs o historical resoutree wnder CEQA.

Individual - - Historic District/Context

Property is individnally eligible for inclusion | Property is eligible for inchzsion in 2 California
in a California Register under onieormore of | Register Historic District/Corrtext tmder one or

the following Criteria: T more of the following Criteria:

Criterion 1 - Everit D'YSENG Criterion 1 -Event; YsD Nog
Criterion 2 - Persons: E]Yes‘ No*| Criterion 2 - Pevsons: DY&S@ No |
Criterion 3 - Architectmer [ Yes[ | No Criterion 3 - Architechre: [[]Yes[X] No

Criterion 4+ Info. Potential: [ ]¥es [XINo | Criterion 4- Info. Potential: - [ ] ves No,
Period of Significance: (1910and 1931) =~ Peiod of Sigrificance:
.. - (1906 — 1918) Innér Mission North Boulevards
and Alleys Recomstruciion Fistaric District;
| (tmknown) Dolores Street Discontimons .

‘o District of Religious Budldings :
Contributor [ Non-Cortributor
1
SAH fRancisTo ’ ; . 4
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Historic Resource Evaluation Response : CASE NO. 2011.0584E
) 504 Dolores Streef

March 15, 2012

Tg assist in the evahuation of the subject property, fhe Profect Sponsor has submitted a Historical
Resource Evaluation prepared by Christopher VerPlanck of VerPlanck Historic Preservation
Cansulting, prepared November 2011 and revised Febriary 2012. Based upon information found

et TTEeteita] D e Hosfsmiton snd fonnd wiinm the T ST SUUTSIYY Sy S, S
T IAStontar ATSUULT uv‘zx_u.a.tluu d.LLd LUU.L.LL;L WL‘\:.LLLL[ [SEl=ap ¥ .La.Lu.u..us UCP::LL LT > Udl,l\E.LUullhl

I i
- . 3 - =, - - v o -
fles, Preservation staff finds that the sbject propoly 5 cligible for incusion ot the CaElooaa
LRS- LIS g § ¢ M. ,_._,..' ST 20 » S, e e Pzt T LA LK. 1 JEE
- x ontrbutor o an idendfed historic districk

Register inaivigquaily ana

Crite;io;:t 1: Property is assodiated with events that have made a significant contribufion o fhe
broad patfems of local ox regional bistory, or the cultural heritage of Califoinia oz fhe Unifed -
States. T T :

601 Dolores Street was constucted during the Mission District’s reconstruction period (1906 —
1917) following the Great Barthquake of 1906 'In April 2011, the Planning Department
determined the property eligible wnder this criterion as part of the Inner Mission North
Boulevards znd Alteys Reronstruction Historic District with a period of signiﬁcanté;of 1906 —
1917. The propeziy is also significant for ifs assodation with several churches that relocted
churches along Dolores Street after the Gieat Farthquake of 1806, the period of significance for
this district is unknown but it extends from along Dolores Street from 15% Street to 20% Street
a5 a coniributor o fwo

he - r » . Pal 3 x '.- L - " LTy
Under this criterion, fhe property is eligible for the California Regisier asa c

Califomia Register-eligible hisioric districts.

Criterion 2: Property is assodated with the lives of persons important n onrlocal, regional or

nsfional past.
Records failed to indicate that

s the subject property is assodafed with the lives of persons
importantin our’local, regional or riafional past that would make it eligible for lis

ting wnder this
criterion.

Critedion. 3: Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a fype, pediod, region, of
method of construcHon, or represents the work of = masfer, oz possesses high arhistic values.
The sibject building is a good example of an Edwardian Era church designed in the Gothic
Revival style. Distinctive exferior characferistics include its crenellated tower, Tudor arched and -
fancet windows, bubresses with caps, brick cladding, and complex and steeply pitched roof.
DistincHve interior features indude the sanchary space; Gothic columns, Tuder arched 0pem'ﬁgs,
redwood paneling, stendled ceiling work, and division of space. The property possesses high
artistic valizes and s a good sxample of its type. :

The building was designed by Francis W. Reid for the Mission Congregational Clurch. Mr. Reid
was a Jocally significant architect having designed two Camegie libraties, eleven schools, 26
churches, and more than 500 dwellings and commercial sfruchures primarily the Bay Area. Mr.
Reid, worked both independently and with the fiom of Mecker and Retd. Hiz church buildings
‘inchide commissions in San Frandsco, Concord, Livermore and Porterville, CA He began his
Queern Anne houses for prominent residents ‘of the Santz (lara Valley,
including the famous Coggeshall Mansion in Los Gatos. He also had many residental
commissions in Piedmont, Berkeley, San Francisco and San Jose, CA. Mr. Reid was bom in
Canads in 1863 and obiained a Certificate in Architechume in 1910 from the University of the

Padfic

career designing large

SAN FRARGISCD
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Histori¢ Resouree Evaluation Response o ' CASENO. 2011.05845
March 15, 2012 L . : 661 Dolores Street

Crferion 4 Propetty yields, or may be Lkely fo yield, informafion impmizntin prehistory o
history, . - ’

The subject property is likely to yield important informiation fo our history since it is located in-
near Mission Dolores. However, the proposed project would not disturb the property s.soils. -

Step B: Integity .

Tor be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property nuust nof oty be shows 1o be siguificant under the

Californin Register of Historical Resources criteria, but i glso st have integrity, Integrity & definéd as

. “Hhe muthenticity ofa properiy’s historic identity, evidenced by e survival of physical characteristics that
existed during the property’s period of significance.” Fistoric integrity enables g property fo lustrate _

significant aspecis of its pust. All swert qualities dy not need i be present gs Iong the ooerall sense of pest -

time ard place is evident. ) .

The subject property has retained or Iacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step
‘A_: - oy ’ . . ‘ : -

Location: - E Retains D Lads o 'Seﬁ:'ng: {X] Retains [ Lacks
Assodation:  pX]Remins . | ] Tads Fecbimgr  DX] Retsirs D acks .
Desipm DX Retmins | ] Lacks Materials; [X] Retains - [ | Lacks -

Workmanship: P Retains | JLads -

The exterior of 601" Dolores Street has undergone very few altetations and has very good historic
irtegrity. Exterior alterafions include replacement of louvers within fhe tower opexiings with
glazing, replacement of windows on the east and south elevations with compatible replacements,

' . and removal of chimneye. The mterior of 601 Dolores Sireef has undergone more changes as g -

result of its convession to a single-family dwelling in Z008. The sanchizary was leftunchanged brt -
the Sunday school wing was more exienstvely remodeled. Within the Sunday school wing
‘partifions were moved and original finidies were removed. Overll, the inferior retains good
historic integrity. - : ' '

" Step C: Character Definirg Featmres - ‘ _

IF the subject property has been delermined fo ave sighifisance and retzins tntegrity, please Faf the

. character-defining features of the bulding(s) andior property. A property must refain the essentipl
physical fetures that engble it to comey its historic idenity in order fo mooid significant idverse impacts

ko the resowree. These essentiol features are those that define both why a property is significmt and when it

' wes sigrficant, md witheut which ¢ property can no loriger be idenitfied ns being associgted with i#s -

significarce. P . :

Character defining featmes of the 601 Dolores Street that must be refxined include bt are ot

Ibmited to: ’

E ! ;-D I - -
*  Rubbed brick dadding at the sireet faring elevations.
* Al Gothicand Tudor moldings. ‘ T

SAN FRANGISSD : - . &
P ARG DESAITIEENT . . .
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CASE NO. 2011.0584E "

Historic Resource Evaluafion Response -
March 15; 2012 601 Dolores Streef

. Brick buttresses with tzps.
~  Complex and steeply pitched gabled roof
= All windows, doors, and other opertings.

=t ot TE] e [ B =%
x  Tower elementwith crenellated parapel

Trterior
"= Division of spaces irrio basemnerti, Sanctuary, and Sunday school wing.
*  Hardwood flooring. .
= Redwood wainscoting and paneling.

Tudor and Gothic columns in the sanctuary.

Tudor and Gothic arches in the sanchuary.

Stenciled cetlings in the sanctuary and vestibule,

Most of the light fixhures. :

All doors {paneled &nd overhead).

= Plaster walls and ceilings.

Exposed wood trusses.

= Door and window trims.

X K K X

X

CEQA Historic Resource Defermination
His‘tcrical Respurce Present

X individually-eligible Resource

{X] Contributor to two eligible Historic Districts

[ ] Non-contributor to an eligible Fistoric Distdct
[1No Historical Resource Present

"RART I: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Sig:é'xature: \%p@ . | | Dates 3/20/20 /Z

Tina Tam, Serior Preserpation Plomer »

SAR FRARCISCD
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Historic Resource Evajuation Response . CASE NO. 2011.0584F
March 15,2012 . - . 601 Dolores Strest

PARTI: PROJECT EVALUATION

Proposed Project [ 1 Demolifion 2 - X Alferation
Per Drawings Dated:  Tuly 82011 prepared by Temsen Architects '
:F'rnject Deéscription

* The proposal is for Children's Day School of San Frencsco to conyert the chnmeh at 601 Dolores
Street from &' single-family dwelling into & private school Rousing 200 middleschool stadents-
Exterior tenant improvements include converting & garage entrance on 19% Strest into & primary

“pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast comer of the building, and adding =n
elevafor penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. Friteior tenant irmprovemnents includes
a complete: selsmic retrofit, partitions for 10 new classioorns, 7 administeative offices, 3 student
and faculty Iounges, 2 new interior stairways (including one that would be Iomfed within the
tower), ohe elevator, 5 restrooms, and convert the sancinary space info a multi-piopose space,

' create ADA Tamps within the Dolores Straet entry hall and the sanctuary”’s northern side aisle,
and creafe & full second floor level within the Sunday school wing of the building, The project
would add approximately 1,000 square-feet of ocapiable space within the existing 17,106 square-

ford b-xw'[rhh_g—_

- Project Evaluation _ - B
: lft’zep'rapzriyhzzsbeendainm’miﬁoﬁez}iemimirsmmianLplmsecheakw}&ﬂiwﬁ%pmposed )
p%jgw&mﬁmid@anpm&ﬂzmmam@@mmﬁﬁmmhmummﬁw,

To assist in the evalistion of the proposed project, the Project Spomsor. hus submitied fhe
following consultant report - ; .

o Prepared November 2011 and revised Februzr‘jr 2012, by Christopher VerPlanck of
VerPIanck Fhistoric Preservaton Consuling, for 601 Dolores Strest.

Subject Property/Hisforic Resource: _ _
X The project will nof cause a significnt adverse impact io the histodc resowrce as
D '.E'hepro]actﬂf.ﬂ_cause a significartt adverse fmpact fo -I:he historicresorrea as proposed,
California Register eligible Histuric District or Confext: _ .
X The project will not canse: & significant adverse impact o a Califoriia Register-eligible
Historic district or context as proposed,

[ 1 The project will canse a significant adverse impact o a California Register-eligible
" historic districtor confext as proposed. o . N :
Staff finds that the proposed -.pmjgct W@d not case & sigrificant adversa impactwpon s histore

. resource such that the significance: of the buflding wonld be matedally impzrired. The proposed
project will not have a significant adverse impact ont 601 Dolares Street, 2 known resowree that is-

SAR FRAMCISCH ‘ ' : ‘ 8
'PLORAING DFEFARKTMENT .
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" Historic Resource Evaluztion Respense CASE NO. 2011.0884E
. . . 601 Bolores Street

March 15, 2012

listed m Here Today, the Department’s 1976 Architectrel Survey, the Department’s

Unreinforced Masonry Building Survey, and been deemed eligible for the California Register of

Historical Resources individually and as 2 contributor o the “Inner Missiont North Bowdevards

‘amd Alleys Reconsirction Districk”
The Department finds that the project is consistent with the Secretary of the hrterior Stindmrds for
Rehuhilitation (Secretary’s Standards). The following is an analysis of the propesed project per the

Secretery’s Standards:

Standard 1. T . )
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in & new use that requives
mimimal change fo the defthing hucteristics of the building and its sife and

epoontent,

The proposed project would convert the subject proper
as a single-family dwelling, into a school To accommo
‘rehabilitate the exterior of the subject building and toa gréater extent, ﬂ1e interior. However, the
- conversion wold preserve most of the dwmirci's character defining interior features. The
sarichuary, the most notable interior space and iis volume and detzil would be preservéd zs the
* space is converted into a mult-purpose space- The spaces that would be more heavily altered,
basement and Sunday school wing, would sccommodate the school’s more programumatic space.
The ~spt::»nsor has submitted a protection, reuse, and salvage plan for the building’s interior
character-definin g Features so that they get preserved and ressed where possible. Where removal

of historic matedals is required within the sanctuary they will reinstalled based upon

date this new use, the project would

documentation.
Therefore, the proposed prO}eci complies with Rehabilitation Standa.rld 1.

Standard 2. : . :
The historic character of o property will be retained aud preseroed. The removdl of -
historic materials or alteration of fextures and spaces that characterize a property will be

mopided. _

‘Bxferior tenant impro-vements indude converting a garage entrance on 19 Street into a primary
pedestrian enfrance, adding a zoof deck to the southeast-comner of the building, and adding an
elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the buildimg. The roof deck znd the elevator
penthouse will not be visible from the street. :

The intedor of the building is divided into three sections: the basement, the sanctuary (nave), and
the Sunday school wing. The sanchuary is the main and most character-defining interior space.
Jts interior volume, stenciled ceiling work, and interior wood finishes will 2l be preserved. The
alterations within the Sunday school wing will be set back from the arches and columns that
frame the sanciuary space. The basement is utilitarian and ladks the fnishes and detzils of the
Aoors above and thus was determined not to contain character-defining space of features. The
Srmday school wing does contzin character-defining finishes and detailing but the space itself
was determined to be second in importance to the sancfuary space. Furthermore, the Sunday

SAK FRANGISCD
P ARRNG TEEPSRTRIENT
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Historic Resource Evaluafion Response : . : CASE NO, 2011.0584E
- Ktarch 15, 2012 ) . _ - 501 Dolores Sfreet

. school wing has already experienced several alterations as part of the building’s 2008 conversion
nto a single-family dwelling. It will be further altered to accommodate fhree dassrooms,
bathrooms, and student lounge space. A new floor will also be inserted into the space,
ahmma.ung its two-story vohume, .

The Department disagrees with the ronsnltant’s conclusion that the proposed alterations do not
comply vith Stanidard 2. The Sunday school wing is the building’s most compromised inferior
space and if is not the primary d-na:actar—deﬁnmo‘ Interor space and thus further alteration to the
space would not alter the building’s interior charsicter,  Some of the otiginal materials that
Temain in the Sunday school wing would be removed and some would be reused within the
aliered space umder the sponsor’s protection, reuse, and szlvage plan. The wood ﬂonrs would'
Ternam aILd some of the woed docrs and Wamscctmg wonld be reused.

'I'herafcre, the Proposed pro_]ect comphas with Rehabilﬂaﬁﬂn Standard 2

Standard 3.
Euzch property will be recogtrized rs zzphys:.ctzl record of is tome, p[ace and use. C&mgs
- that create g false sense of Historica development, such as edding f:un;e:i‘umlﬁaim's or

agrolrfecturol demerds from ofer biviidings, shall mot be wnderfaken.
The proposed project does not indude the addition of conjectural elements or ardiiteckmal
featres from other buildings. New work does niot create 2 false semse of historical development
and would be somewhat contemporary in chatacter. On the exterior, new ‘pedesirian doors
would be compatible with the character of the building. .

Therefore, the propesed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 3.

| Btandard 4. .
Mbst properties change vver time; those changes that Fezoe acquired Fistoric significanca
i tksﬁ’uwnﬁghthhaﬂ be refuined and preseroed. :

The proposed Pro]ect does not involve alterations o the subject building, which have acquired
significance in theéir own right The project wonld remove a stined glass window from the north
side of the sanciuary space but the window in question was installed at an tnknown fme after
3931 and has not gamered significance in #s ownnght :

'Iharsfure, the proposad Project complies with Rehabﬂiiation Stendard 4
Stendard b.
Distinctive feai‘la'es feuishes, imd t:onsh-uctmn techirigues or exmmples of fine
crzg?a-rz:msfb:p thef chmctauetzpmpﬂiywﬁlbzprmzi

The proposed project would not subsbnhally alter the exterior of thé buflding. The project
would not remove features or finishes that characterize the basement.

SAH FRARCIECD
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Historfc Resource Evaluafion Response CASE NO. 2011.0584E
501 Dolares Sireet

fAarch 15, 2012

ecessitate removal of mierior wall foishes in the |
enfed and reinstalled over the mew shear
nishes and doors ‘would be removed and

The building’s seismic upgrade would o
sanctuary space The wall features would be docum
walls. Within the Sunday school wing, infedor wall £

rotection, reuse, and slvage plan for

feastble pursnant to the zponsor’s pr

wing wauld also be remoaved and the -

revised elsewhere where
. the building. A secondary stirway in the Sunday school
space woutld loss its two-stary volime The historic entry hall in the Sunday school wing would
be preserved with its floor being remped for ADA accessibility. Since the stair to beremoved 15
secondary and hidden behind doars it is not considered a distinctive featire. The ariginal plester
well finishes in the Sunday school wing have already been compromised. The wood doors and
wainiscoting zre the only character-defining historic materials in the Sunday school wing and they
will be documented and reused where possible, primari[y'on the new walls on the south side of
the sanciuary. ‘ ) : )

For these reasons the proposed project complies with Standard 5.

Stamdard & ' .
Dreteriorated historic features will be repaired rather than replaced, Where the seoerity of -
woml oot of = e fhacH D) _ﬁ:;’l!“u‘:"‘ﬁ, fhe mﬁ;ﬁﬁ-& il smaich ‘;_-(LJ_‘.;

AeforirraMome vonTres
GEIEToT b0 TEL e YEPLRLTITIENIS & v rpiiriib

old in design, color, texiure gnd other visual quolities aud, where possible, materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substardinted by documentary, physical, o
pictorid evidence. : . .

The building’s exterior and interior features are in good condition and do nof reguire repair or
‘replacement ’ :

© Therefare, the Propased project complies with Rehabilitation Stand;érd 6.
Stondard 7. . o
Chemical or physical tregtments, such as sandblasting, that coise damage to historic
materigls shall not be used. The surface deaning of structures, if appropriate, shall be
wrrderidken using the gentlest means possible. - '

The existing building is relatively clean and does not require chemical or physical tre—atmenfs‘ “

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 7.
Standgrd 8. ’ .
Sigmificant archaeologica resources gffected by a project shall be protected anid preserved.
If such resources mrust be dis#m'bei, wmitigation mensuTes will be ymderiaken.

The proposed project would not distusb subsurface s6ils.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard B.

1
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. Historlc Resource Evaluafion Response _ CASE NO. 2011.0584E
March 15, 2012 501 Dolores Street

.. Standard 9. o o X
New additions, exterior dlterations, or related new consirucion shall rzof destroy Fistoric
materigls that charactzrize the property. The new work shall be differerntited frome the old

and shall be contpaiible with e assing, size,‘scale, and arclitecturnl features 10 protect
' the Fistoric integrity of the property and s emviroument. -

. Bxterior tenant improvements include converting & northistoric garage enfrancs on 19% Street .
into & primary pedestrian enfratice, addmg a roof deck to the southeast romer of the bufiding,
and adding an elevator penthouse alang the eastern edge of the building. The roof deck and the
elevator perthotse would not be visible behind the building’s gabled roof.

Therefore, the proposed ﬁroject complies with Reliabikitation Standard 9.
Standard 10. : :

New addifions ind ndjacent or relofed new comstrucHon will be anderigken in such 4

mgmer that, if removed in fhe fuhe, the essentisl form qnd integrity of the Historic

property aud its ermirommzent would be rpimprired. . R

" Fxterfor tenant improvements indude converfing 2 garage entrance on 19% Street fufo & primary
pedesirian entrance, adding a oof deck to the SD'UJIIEEEE comes of fe bufiding, and addi.:n,g an -
elevator penthiouse along the eastern edge of the building. The proposed change in the parage
entrance would bring the building doser ko what it was eriginally. The proposed roof dack znd
elevator penthouse could easily be remqoved in the fithme and the essential form and infegrity of
the property would be unimpaired, : ' -

"Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rebabilifation Standard 1a.

The Deparfment finds it the project is consistent with the Secrelary of fhe nferior Standards for

Rehabflisntion (Standards). ‘The project would not mzke any substarifial changes to the exterior of

the building pr any significant changes to the character-defining features on the juterior of fhe

building. As cuzently propesed, the project will niot have a significant adverse impact pan a’
. historie resource; as defined by CEQA. o h

. PART II:SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signatuze: N/ 1ad ' . _Datex 3/22/ 2o/2,

Tina Tam, S'emorPrasemztwn Flarmer

o Vimaliza Byrd, Bnvircnmental Divisicn/ Histrrie Resopree Impact Review File
- Dom Lewis, Envirormerds] Plarmer . - ’
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RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP E-mail: jpoldfarb@ratan.com
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David Cincotta, Esq. VIA EMAIL ot DCincotta@jmbm.com| O &0 i

Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell, LEP N = o= !

= . Two Embarcadero Center, Sth Floor i o = 5P
: ‘San Francisco, CA 94111 ' : i D ax

. : , = Ow :

. [T o
Re: Children's Day School, 601 D_olores Strest, San Francisco, CA { L’;‘

Dear David:

I apprecla.ted the opportunity to speak with you today regarding the currenﬂy bifircated hearing ;
on the various appeals to Children’s Day School’s use permit ahd variance for 601 Dolores -Street
property in San Francisco. In our phone conversation, we both agreed that, in the interest of providing
sufficient time for the Parties to discuss & muinally agreeable solution to their differences, we would
request and support a continuance of the currenﬂy scheduled June 19™ hearing on the appeal of the
categorical exemption determination. We also agreed it was not in either party’s interest that either party
file its evidentiary documents in support of or in opposition ta the categorical exemption issued by the
cledk’s June 11 requested date, As I mentioned, if we were required to file the reports we have had :
prepared, those will become public records and, therefore, can be used by anyone in opposition to your i
client’s project. :

L

Based on the foregomg, we coIIechver agreed that we would: (1) request that SIIPGIVISDI‘ Weiner
.obfain or at least support a continuance of the June 19% hearing to a date no sooner than the dats currently
set for the CUP appeal and perhaps longer if additional negotiating time appeared warranted; and (2)
neither party would argue that the other party was required to fils any documents either in support of or in DR
opposition to the categorical exemption on the June 11 requested date. The result of this agreement is that :
‘we agree that documents filed after that date would still become part of the record of proceedings, conld
be considered by the Board of Supervisors in the appeal(s), and could become part of the administrative
record should a writ of mandate be filed in the same manrier as any other document that would have been'
presented to the Board of Supervisors prior to their decision.

A Y

By signing this letter below, you confirm that you agree with the forego ing.

i

SRR AT

/-——I—ag@e with thc fm{ecrom

A y 7fL,
David Cmcptta, Esq.

—

611 Anton Blvd, Suite 1400, Costa Mesa, CA 92626 :
PO Box 1850, Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1350 | 714.6841,5100. | Fax 714.548.8035 26 1/029661-0001
Orange County | Palo Alto 1 www.rutan.com 20 5 35186811 206/05/12



. . City Hall
1 D¥. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

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

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

attend and be heard:

Date: o Tuesday, June 19, 2012

Time: 4:00 p.m.

' Legislative Chamber, Room 250 located at City Hall, 1 Dr.

Location:
Carlton B. Goodleft Place, San Francisco, CA 94102

File No. 120495. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting fo
the decision of the Planning Department dated April 9, 2012, Case
No. 2011.0584E, that a project located at 601 Dolores Street
(Assessor Block No. 3598 Lot No. 060) is exempt from

- environmental review under Categorical Exemption, Class 32
[State CEQA Guidelines Section 15332]. The proposed project
involves the conversion of an existing residential use in a former-
church structure info middle school class rooms and a multi-
purpose assembly space and associated interior and exterior
changes fo the building. (Appellant: Jeffrey Goldfarb and
Elizabeth Erhardt of Rutan & Tucker, LLP, on behalf of J. Landon
Gates and Anne Timmer Gates) (Filed May 9, 2012). ~

Subject:

: Pursuant to Government Code Section 65000, notice is hereby given, if you

. challenge,-incourt,the matier.described above, you may-be limited toraising.only those — . _
issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described In this notice, or in

written correspondence delivered to the Board of Supervisors at, or prior fo, the public

hearing.

In accordance with Section 67.7-1 of the San Francisco Administrative Code,
persons who are unable to attend the hearing on these matters may submit written
comments fo the City prior to the time the hearing begins. These comments will be
made a part of the official public records in these matters, and shall be brought to the

" aftention of the Board of Supervisors. Written comments should be addressed to

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Room %%42 é)i’fy Hall, 1 Dr. Carfton B. Goodlett



.P!ace, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information relating to this matter is available in the
Office of the Clerk of the Board and agenda information will be available for public
review on Thursday, June 14, 2012. _

| O 8>

~ Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

MAILED/POSTED: June 8, 2012



Sara Bartholomew
3606 19th Street
San Francisco, CA 94110

Robert Evans
3778 20th Street .
San Francisco, CA 84110

Landon Gates
. jlandongates@gmail.com

Liz Schiff
3620A 18th Street
San Francisco, CA 94110

Valerie Versnin
weronin@sbcglobal.net

Children's Day School

333 Dolores Street

San Francisco, CA 94110

ATTN: Molly Huffman, Head of School
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Re: . Children's Day School, 601 Dolores Strest, San Francisco, CA , ' o

Dear David:

_ I appreciated the opportmity to speak with you today regarding the currently bifircated hearing

on the various appeals to Children’s Day School’s nse permit and variauce for 601 Dolores, Strest
property in San Francisce. In our phone conversation, we both agreed that, in the interest of providing
sufficient time for the Parties to discnss a mutually agreeable solution to their differences, we would
request and support a continnance of the currently scheduled Fme 19% hearing on the appeal of the
categorical exemiption defemination. We also agreed it was not in either party’s interest that either party
file its evidentiary documents in support of or in opposition ta the categorical exemption issued by the
<cleric’s June 11 requested date. As I mentioned, if we were required to file the reports we have had
prepared, those will become public records and, therefore, can be used by anyons in opposition to your

- client’s project. ' '

A

1{

i e O 11

. Based on the foregoing, we collectively agreed that we would: (1) request that Supervisor Weiner
obtain or at least support a confimuance of the June 19% hearing fo a date no sooner than the date currently
set for the CUP appeal and perhaps longer if additional negotiating time appeared warranted; and @
neither party would argue that the other party was required to fils any documents sither in support of or in
opposition to the categorical exemption on the June 11 requested date. The result of this agreement is that -
we agree that documents filed after that date would still become part of the record of proceedings, could
be considered by the Board of Supervisors in the appeal(s), and could become part of the administrative
record should a writ of mandate be filed in the same mauner as any other document that wold have been -
presented to the Board of Supervisars prior to their decision. '

By signing this Jetter below, you confirm that you agres with the foregoing. -

RUT P

A : N .,/ ) ] 3— uyA.. Goly 5 b ‘ o ) .
—Fagree with the icrlﬁgvfng-/ =/ s _ | - R
¢ David Cincottz, Esq. ' 4 . ' o
- g p ‘ . o 2

=

= . 611 Anton Blvd, Suite 1400, Costa Mesa, CA 92626

= PO Box 1850, Costa Mesa, CA 82628-1850 | 714.641.5100 | Fax 714.546.9035 26 1/129661-0001
Orange County | Palo Alto | www.rutan.com 2029 35186EL.1 a06/05/12
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City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 '

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
 May 16, 2012

 Received from the Board of Supervisors—Clerk’s Office the
| amount of Five Hundred Ten Dollars ($510.00), representing filing

fee for 601 Dolores Street CEQA Appeal, paid by Jarvis Landon
Gates. ' | '

Plannihg Department
By: |

o Thers Moneror
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; - City Hall .
. 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
BOARD of SUPERVISORS

San Francisco 941024689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No, 544-5227
May 14, 2012
Jeffrey Goldfarb

Elizabeth Erhardt

Rutan & Tucker, LLP l

on behalf of J. Landon Gates and Anne Timmer Gates
611 Anton Boulevard, Suite 1400

Costa Mesa, CA 928626

.Subject: Appeal of Determination of Exér_nption from Environmental Review fora
Project Located at 601 Dolores Street

' Dear Mr. Goldfarb and Ms. Erhardt:

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memorandum dated May 11, 2012,
(copy attached), from the City Attorney’s office regarding the timely filing of an appeal of
the determination of exemption from environmental review for a project located at 601
Dolores Street. ' | '

The City Attorney has defermined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner. -

A héaﬁng date has been tentatively scheduled on Tuesday, June 19, 2012, at 4:00 p.m.,
at the Board of Supervisors meeting fo be held in City Hall, Legislative Chamber, Room
250, 1 Dr. Cariton B. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, CA 94102.

Pursuant fo the Inferim Procedures 7 and 9, please provide to the Clerk's Office by:

8 days prior to the hearing: any documentation-which you may want available fo the
' ' : Board members prior fo the hearing; - :

11 days prior to the hearing: names of interested parties fo be nofified of the hearing.

2031



Jeffrey Goldfarb
Elizabeth Erhardt
May 14, 2012
Page 2

Please provide 18 copies of the documentation for d:s’mbutfon and, if possrble names of
mterested parties to be notified in label format.

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

Very truly yours,

,A(E_a;cbﬂm
Angeh Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

c: :

Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney

Kate Stacy, Deputy City Aftorney

Marlena Byme, Deputy City Afiorney

Scott Sanchez, Zoning Adminisirator, Planning Department

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department

Tina Tam, Planning Department

Joy Navarrete, Planning Depariment

" Don Lewis, Planning Department

Michael Smith, Planning Department

Linda Avery, Planning Commission Secretary

Project Sponsor, Molly Huffman/Valerie Veronin, Children’s Day School, 333 Dolores Street,

San Francisco, CA 84110

- 2032



601 Dolores Street— Timeliness Determination _
Marlena Byme fo: Angela Calvillo 05/11/2012 03:57 PM
: Rick Caldeira, Joy Lamug, Andrea-Ausbery, Victor Young, Cheryl
Cc: Adams, Kate Stacy, Scott Sanchez, Bilf Wycko, AnMarie Rodgers,
Tina Tam, Linda Avery, Michael E Smith, Don Lewis

Angela—

Please find aftached our office’s determination on the timeliness of'ah appeal! filed regarding.the Planning,

Department's determination of exemption from environmental review for a proposed project located at 601
Dolores Street. Please let me know if | can be of further assistance with this matter.

Mariena

Marlena G. Byrne ‘

Deputy City Atiorney

Office of City Attorney Dennis J. Herrera
City and County of San Francxsco

tel. 415. 554-4620

fax: 415. 5544757
marlena.byme@sfgov.org

-~ 601Dolores.PDF
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Ciry AND C OUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY
DENNIS J. HERRERA | ' MARLENA' G. BYRNE '
City Afforney ' _ Deputy City Attormey

DIRECT DIAL: [415) 554-4620 -

E-MAIL mariena.byme@sfgov.org

MEMORANDUM

TO: Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Marlena G. Byme Wﬂ(\{&(
I

Deputy City Attorne
DATE: May 11, 2012 . , , o
RE: ~ Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project

Located at 601 Dolores Street

You have asked for our advice on the timeliness of an appeal to the Board of Supervisors
by Jeffery Goldfarb and Elizabeth Erhardt of Rutan & Tucker, LLP, on behalf of J. Landon
Gates and Anne Timmer Gates, received by the Clerk's Office on May 9, 2012, of the Planning
Department’s determination that a project located at 601 Dolores Street is exempt from -
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act (7 CEQAY™). The proposed
project involves the conversion of an existing residential use in a former church structure into -
middle-school class rooms and a multi-purpose assembly space and associated imterior and

R T T

exterior changes to the building. The Appellant provided a copy 2 Certificate of Petermimation,.. = & ¢

g Departmenton-Apal 9, 2012, «-

Exemption From Environmental Review, issued by the Plannin,
under CEQA Guidelines:Class: -

finding the proposed project exempt from environmental review
32 (14 Cal Code. Regs. §15332); L

Additionally, the Appellant provided a copy of Planning Commission Motiozk No-:18604; -.
approving a conditional use authorization fof the project on April 26,2012. We arealso . i ¢
informed that the Zoning Administrator granted a variance for the proposed project on April 26,
2012, as well. - . - '

Because the Planming Commission has approved a conditional use authorization for the
proposed project the appeal is ripe for review. Additionally, because this appeal of the Planning
Department's exemption determination was filed with the Clerk's Office within the 30-day period
for appealing the Planning Commission's conditional use authorization, the appeal 1s also timely.
Therefore, the appeal should be calendared before the Board of Supervisors. We recommend that

you so advise the Appellant.
Please let us know if we may be of further assistance.
' MGB

cc: . Rick Caldeira, Deputy Director, Clerk of the Boar
Joy Lamug, Board Clerk's Office
Andrea Ausberry, Board Clerk's Office
Victor Young, Board Cleik's Office
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney

Cry HalL -1 DR. CARLTON B. GODDLEW PLACE, ROOM 234 - SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNA 94102
RECEPTION: {415) 554-4700 FACSIMLE (415) 554-4757

n:\landuse\mbyme\bas cego cppeaﬁ\éOl dolores fimely.doc
20 '
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City AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

| . i
Memorandum

TO: Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors -
DATE: May 11,2012 i
PAGE: z ' . . :
RE: Appeal of Determination of Exemption from Environmental Review for Project
Located at 601 Dolores Street : ’ )

Scott Sanchez, Zoning A dministrator, Planning Department

Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department '
Tina Tam, Planning Department :

Linda Avery, Planning Department

Michael Smith, Planning Department

Don Lewis, Planning Department
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: City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 941024689 '
Tel. No. 554-5184
_Fax No. 5545163 .
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

* May 11,2012

To:  Cheryl Adams
Deputy City Attorney

7
. From: Rick Caldeira /'é/ .
Deputy Di;e £8T \

Subject: Appeal of Deterﬁlinaﬁoﬁ of Exemption from
Located at 601 Dolores Street

Environmental Review for a Project

The zhove-referenced appeal was filed with the Office of the Clerk of the Board on May 9,
2012, by Anne and Landon Gates, the property owners at 629 Dolores Street, represented by
their Attorneys, Jeffrey Goldfarb and Elizabeth Erhardt of Rutan & Tucker, LLP.

Pursuant to the Interim Procedures of Appeals for Negative Declaration and
Categorical Exemptions No. 5, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached documents,
to the City Attorney's office to determine if the appeal has been filed in a timely
mammer. The City Attomey's determination should be made within 3 working days of

receipt of this request.

. If you have any questions, you can contact me at (415) 554-7711.

c: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney
* Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department
Bill Wycko, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department '
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department
Joy Navarrete, Planning Department
Tina Tam, Planning Department
Don Lewis, Planning Department
Michael Smith, Planning Department
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Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City & County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall Roomn 244

San Francisco CA 94102

Via Hand Delivery

May 9, 2012

To the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors:

Anne and Landon Gates
629 Dolores Street

" San Francisco, CA 54110

£ Wd 6~ AYHZI0Z
g2
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40

Please be advised that we are the appellants for the attached appeal to the Board of Supervisors. We
have attached the appeal and supporting documents. Jeffrny Goldf‘arb and Ehzabeth Erhardt of Rutan &

Tucker, LLP are our Attomneys.

Sincerely, . Z

(Zhoc—
Anne Gates - andon Gates .

Anne gates@vahoo.com .lLandanates@ gmail.com

2037
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R l , ‘_E A N ‘ Jeffrey A. Goldfarb
1 il - Direct Dial; (714) 641-3488
e E-mail: jgoldfarb@rutan.com

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

May 9, 2012

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco
1 Dr. Cerlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall Room 244 '
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Re:  Appeal of Environmental lExém‘p-tion Review for Case No. 211.0584E
601 Dolores Street

Dear Sir or Madam:

Anne and Landon Gates, the property owners at 629 Dolores’ Street, San Francisco, CA,
appeal the above-referenced action. On April 9, 2012, the City’s Environmental Review Officer
(the “ERQ™) determined or recommended that the Planning Commission determine that the
above-referenced project (the “Project™) is exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act (“CEQA”) pursuant to CEQA Guideline § 15032 (Class 32 Exemption). (See ERO decision
attached hereto as Ex. “A.”) On April 26, 2010, the Planning Commission approved a Zoning"
Variance and Conditional Use Permit in conjunction with the above referenced Project’. The
Gates will submit evidence in support of their appeal to the Board of Supervisors during the
Board of Supervisors hearing. The Gates do not waive their right to file an additional appeal (or
participate in another appeal of the Project) pursuzant to San Francisco Planning Code Section
308. The Gates appeal the above-referenced environmental determination on the following

grounds:

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

2. Substantial evidence does not support the conclusion that the approval of the

Project would not result in any significant effects relating to traffic, noise, air
quality or water quality. The analysis prepared by the City ignored numerous
noise, air quality and traffic generators. These include, but are not limited to, the

I The Gates have attempted to obtain a copy of the Planning commission Action minutes or
Resolution approving the Project, but it has not been made publically available as of this date.
Please consider this letter to be a request under the California Public Records Act for a copy of
the adopted Planning Commission Resolution on the Project. In an abundance of caution,
however, we attach hereto a copy of the Staff Report and draft Planning Commission Resolution

for the April 26 hearing as Exhibit “B.” :

511 Anton Blvd, Suite 1400, Costa Mesa, CA 92626 2038
PO Box 1950, Costa Mesa, CA 92628-1950 | 714.641.5100 | Fax 714.546.8035 o 337@6515/30?9:;5%%%



RUTAN

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLF

Cletk of the Board of Supervisors -

May 9, 2012
Page 2

261/059959-0084
3373863.1 aD5/09/12

introduction of equipment and children onto the outdoor rooftop deck, and the
creation of the penthouse and its attendant elevator. Substantial evidence also
fails to demonstrate that that the construction and operational impacts resulting

from the proposed Project will not significantly impact traffic, noise or air quality.

‘The Project is not enfitled to a categorical éxemption pursuant to CEQA

Guideline § 15300.2(f) because the Project may cause a substantial adverse
change in the significance of a historical resource. The building at 601 Dolores:

. Street has been designated as a “historically 51gn1ﬁcant” building.. Substantial -

evidence fails to demonstrate that the numerous changes proposed to the building
mdlwduaﬂy or cumulatively will not cause a substantial adverse change by
materially altering, in an adverse manner, the physical characteristics of the 601

"Dolores building and substantially impact its historical significance and its

qualifications as a historical resource. Moreover, the proposed changes to do not
follow the Secretary of Interior’s standards for the treatment of historic propérties.

- In addition, the City has failed to impose conditions of approval which would .

mitigate the potentially adverse significant impacts to historical resources down to
a level of insignificance There is evidence which includes, but is not limited to,
the fact that the rooftop additions are visible from the street, as well as from other -
public locations in and around the Project, and the mechanical systems and
planters which will be installed on the roof are inconsistent with the architectural
style and appearance of the building. These alterations will individually and
cumulatively substantially degrade its historic character thereby substantially
affecting its ability to be included in the City’s Historic Register. In addition, the
determination of the ERO was based on incorrect or incomplete plans.

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

_subsequent changes to the property at 601 Dolores (See “Notice” attached hereto

as Exhibit “C.”).

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

T’ho Planning Commission approved the Project without making an independent
determination of the Project’s compliance with CEQA in violation of CEQA

The Project.is being piecemealed in violation of CEQA because significant
structural improvements will be required prior to issuance of a Certificate of
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RUTAN
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RUTAN & TUCKER, LLF

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

May 9, 2012
Page 3 '

10.

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

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

| (2) it is locating a school in a residential structure in unusually close proximity to

other residential structures, both of which create significant impacts excepting the
PIOJ ect from any categorical exemption.

The appeal process deprives appellants of their nghts under the Due Process
Clause because the time period for filing an appeal, if based upon. the

- determination of the ERO, is uncertain as no appeal is ripe until the Planning

Commission actually acts on the underlying application (Case 211.0584CDV).

The change in use of the property from a single family residence for 2 people to a
school for 320 students will SIgm_ﬁcanﬂy change the property’s use and
significantly impact the environment in numerous ways including, but not limited
to an increase in traffic and air quality impacts, and an increase in the ambient
noise levels above levels existing without the Project.

The Gates request they be notified of when this matter is agendized before the Board of
Supervisors and be informed of the amount of time they will be afforded to present their appeal
The Gates reserve the right to submit studies and documentation in support of their appeal prior

to and dunng the public hearing on their appeal.

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

this oﬁioe

JAG:h

261/099%95-0084
3373863.1 al5/09/12

Sincerely,

2040



EXHIBIT “A”
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SAN FRANCESCO
PLAN NING DEPAF{TMENT

Certificate of Determination 4650 Mission .
EXEMPTION FROM ENVfRONMENTAL REVIEW - Suite 400
San Francisto,
. ’ CA 94103-2479
Case No.: ‘2011.0584E . ] .

. . . Recepfion:
Pm]fzct Title: 601 Dolores Street _ 415,558 6378
Zoning: RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)

. 40-X Height and Bulk District _ % 5585408
. Block/Lot: 3598/060 : o

Lof Size: ‘ 8,687 square feet Planning

Project Sponsor: Valerie Veronin, (408) 838-0087 ' ) : ﬁ%nggméan

Staff Contact: Don Lewis — (415) 575-9055 o

donJewis@®sfgov.org

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

The project site is located on the southeast corner of Dolores and 19th Streets duectly east of Dolores Pazk
in the Mission Dolores neighborhiood. The proposed project would involve the conversion of an existing
church structure, currently being used as a single-farnily residence, into middle-school classrooms and a
multi-purpose assembly space for the Children’s Day School (CDS). The project would enable CDS to
relocate its middle school (grades 5 to 8) from 333 Dolores Street to the project site at 601 Dolores Street,
which is about two blocks away. The proposed project would accommodate between 160-200 middle
school students and would allow CDS to continue its planned enrollment from 350 to approximately 520
students and from 72 to 86 faculty/staff. When 601 Dolares Street is fully occupied in approximately four
years, the maximum enrollment would be 320 elementary shudents at 333 Dolores Street and 200 middle -
school students at 601 Dolores Street. The existing structure at 601 Dolores Street is approximately 46 feet

(Continued on Second Page.)

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

REMARKS:

See reverse side.

DETERMINATION:

Ido hereby certify thaﬁ the above determination has been made pursnant to State and Local requirements.

_ Datg’

- WYCKO - /'?:
Environmental Revi 4 Officer

!

i Velerie Veronin, Project Sponsor Bulletin Board
Supervisor Scott Wiener, District 8 V. Byrd, M.D.F
Historic Preservation List .
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Exemption from Environmenial Review ’ . CASE NO. 2011.0584R
) : 601 Dolores Street

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (continued):

tall, two stories with mezzanine, and approximately 17,106 square feet in size. The proposed project
would add 1,097 square feet to the existing brilding solely within the existing interior walls by infilling a* "
portion of the mezzanine floor, which is currently open to the floor below. The fmished building would
be 46 feet Iall, three stories, and 18,203 square feet'in size with no on-site patking. o

Exterior tenant improvements would indude adding a roof deck to the southeast comer of e building
.and an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building, Interior tenant improvements would
‘include converting the sanctuary space into a z‘nnlﬁ;purpose space, creafing a full second flaor level
within the Swnday school wing, completing the seismic refrofit, adding’ interior partifions for school
fadlities, installing new plumbing and ‘creating ADA ‘accessibilify, Other improvements indude’
ccu.werh’.ngr the existing gai-a.ge enfrance on 19% Street info a primary pedestrian entrance and creafing a
50-footlong white zcne/’p'asseriger loading and wnloading area- The sponsor also proposes to extend the
existing white zone cutb in front of 333 Dolores Street from 80 feet to 130 feet, and fn use the existing
white zone at*450 Guerrero Street for student drop-offs and pick-ups.! As part of the project, CDS has
developed a student drop off plan that is based on the projected number of stndent drop offs and the

- e = e . P s PR T Tz s e . . . s . e
PTOpOosta 'Y mlable _'LG.'iGJT‘g Space ateach Camput angd melndes disfrroubion of mcmm_g smagend O_.T‘QP orre

that provides for stullent safefy and minimtzes traffic impacts. This is discussed firther i the
transportation secton. ) . :

The existing church structure on the project site 'was constracted in 1910 and is induded on the-
Department’s 1976 Architectural Survey, the Here Todzy Smrvey, and the Gity's Urreinforced Masonry

Buildings Survey. The estimated constriction cost is 5 million dollars. The project wonld reguire

Conditional Use anthorization for a school fise in an RF-3 zoning district and for the loss of dwelling tmit

through conversion ’

REMARKS (ccnﬁnue&):

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

) The project i consistent with spplicable, general plan designations and policies as well as with applicable

The proposed project would be consistent with the San Francisco General Plan and with applicable
zoning designations. The site is located within the RH-3 zoning district where the proposed use would be
conditionilly permitted, The proposed use would be required fo prcviﬁe one off-street parking spaces for
each six classrooms. Since the project proposes ten new classrooms, the project would be required to
provide one off-street parking space. The proposed project wonld not provide off-street parking, and
therefore the project sponsor is seeking a remote parking variance. The proposed use wonld not require
an off-street freight loading space, As mentioned above, the project womld require Condifional Use

’ 1GDSsb:.dmisattaadgmdassaatﬂzeBoyanﬂGﬁisClnb1aahiaté§0@um5beetwﬁﬁbisdire:ﬁygd§amtmasa
. Dolores Strest, ' o .
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authorization for a school in an RH-3 zoning district and for a loss of dwelling unit through conversion.
The propesed project would be consistent with all applicable zoning plans and polides

b) The development occurs within city limifs on asite of Iess than five acres surrounded by urban vses.

The 0.2Z-acre (9,687 'square feet) project site is Iocated within a fully developed area of San Francisco. The

surrounding uses are primarily residential with a few institutional uses and mixed-use buildings located
on prominent corners along Dolores and Guerrero Streets, The project site is directly east of Dolores Park.

Therefore, the proposed project would be properly charatterized as an in-fill development surrounded by

urban uses on a site smaller than five acres.
c) The project site has 1o habitat for endangered, rare or threateried species,

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

4 -Ap’pravul of the project would rot result in any significant effects relating to traffc, noise, air quality, or
water quality. ‘ . _

Traffic .
A transportation study® was prepared to analyze impacts assodated with the Children’s Day School’s

(CDS) proposed use of 333 Dolores Street, 450 Guerrero Street?,. and 601 Dolores Street. CD5 proposes o
increase errollment from 350 to approximately 520 students, while faculty/staff would increase from 72 to
86, Transportation impacts are evaluated during the peak traffic time for the school and surrounding
streets, during AM-peak hour conditions (7:30 fo 8:30 a.m.), which is the hour before classes start. Travel
demand for the proposed project was based on the existing and proposed school population and travel
behavior of current students, faculty, and staff at CDS’s existing building at 333 Dolores Street. Table 1, -
" below, summarizes the net change in student and faculty/staff arrivals (by travel mode) at 333 Dolores
" Street, 450 Guerrero Street, and 601 Dolores Street between current and future enrollment and re-
orga:ﬁiation. Travel demand was based on the existing and proposed school population and fravel
behavior of carrent students, faculty, and staff at 333 Dolores Street. For the students ‘who are dropped-
off, the average observed vehicle occupancy was determined to be 1.65 students per car.

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

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

2 Atkins, 601 Dolores Strest, Tran;spofzaﬁdn Tmpact Study, April 2012. This dooument is available for public review as part of Case

Ne. 2011.0584F at 1650 Mission Street; Suite 400, 5an Frandisco, CA.

3ICDS sfucir:'nts aitend dacs at the Boys and Girds Chub lorated af 450 Guen-en': Street, which is directly adjacent o 333 Dolors
gym yYs

Street, The 333 Dolores Strest building is Jocated towards the rear of the Jot and CDS has access to the rear of the 450 Guerrero
Street buflding. As part of the project, CD5 proposes fo use the existing loading zone at 450 Guerrero Street for student drop-offs

and pick-uzps. .
SAN FRANCISCD o 3
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| appm)amaualy 6 vehicle trips assodated with far:ulty and staff, This change m vehicle trips during the
morring peak howur would be an incremental increase over existing conditions-and would not result in
arnty significant adverse impacts on traffic operations or safely in the vicinity of 333 Dolores Street.

As a result of the proposed project, the number of student drop-offs (I8 students or aPPanma.tP_Iy
additonal I1 vehicles) is expected fo increase duming the AlM-peak hour. As pazt of the project, CDS
would request that the length of the white zone be increaséd from 80 o130 feet in order to accommodate
this increase. CDS would also increase the number of siaff, from one to two, assxgned to the Dolores
Street passenger loading/funloading zone, to assist students be111g dropped off, and ensure an efficient
tumover in vehidles dropping off students. . :

NET CHANGE IN STUDENT ARRIVALS AT sssrligigixs STREET, 450 GUERRERG STREET, AND 601
DOLOKES STREET STTES BETWEEN EXISTING AND FUTURE CONDETIONS ‘
" Ant AutoParked  AutParked
Walk Bike Trznsik . Dzopped in School on Streef Total
333 DOLORES STREET SITE :
Pre-School - i o o D g o 6
Elernentary 20 0 0 30 0 0- 50
Middle a1 3 7 12 0 8 -33
Net Change 9 = 7 18 _' 0 0. 17
Faculty/Staff 3 S 2 £ .- ia 7 2 s
. . #50 GUERRERO STREET SITE
Pre-School 0 0 o 0 o g o
Elementary 3 0 g . a 0 0
Middle ©o0 T o 0 50 e ) 50
Net Change o 0 0 50 0 o 50
Faculty/Staff . - o 0 0 0 0 0 0
601 DOLORES STREET SITE
Pre-School 0 a 0 0 o 0 o
Elementary a 0 .0 ) 0 1 2] [
Middle 25 6 15 a 0 0 87
Net Change 25 6 5 u 0 0 g7
Faculty/Staff 5 ! 4 1 13 3 33
Souree: Afidns, 2012, CDS, 2011

45( Goerrero Sireet .

The number of vehicles traveling throngh the ntersection of Guerrerp Street and 16th Street would
incrementally increase in the morning peak howr leading up to the start of dlass fimes. With 50 students
being dropped off at the white curb zone directly in front of 450 Guerrero Street, this would translate fo

- an increase of approximately 30 vehicles This traffic is anfidpated to be fraveling in the sonthhound

R A —— " . 4
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Qirection on Guerrero Street to access the white zone curb in front of the Boys and Girls Club.
Southbound Guerrero Street in the AM-peak hour is the off-peak direction because most vehicles that use
Guerrero Street during the AM-peak hour travel in the northbound direction towards dewntown San
Frandsco. Therefore, this increase in fraffic volurnes is not antlcupated fo result in a agmﬁcant impact to

the operations or safety of this intersecbon.

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

off smdents.

&01 Dolores Street
The Dolores Street and 19th Street Infersection is anticipated fo see.an increase of approx;mately 41

students (25 vehide krips) from parents dropping off their children &t the propesed white zone curb on
16th Street. It is anticipated that three faculty/staff would park on the street near 601 Dolores Street. There
would likely be another 13 faculty and staff who would require off-street parking. Since there is no off-
street parking available at 601 Dolores, faculty and staff would either drive to 333 Dolores Street* or one
of the nearby public parking garages. Therefore, the increase in the number of vehicles traveling through
this intersection in the AM-peak hour leading up fo the start of classes would be about 28 vehicles,
comprised of 25 vehicles with arriving students and three facul ty/staff parking on-street

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

and pedestrian fraffic c:rossmg during the AM- peak hour

The southbound left furn from Dolores Sireet would conflict with both pedestrian movements, and the
opposing (northbound) stream of traffic. However, there is very litdle southbound traffic in the AM-peak
" hour and with two travel lanes in each direction, there is ample room for a vehidle fo wait for an opeéning
to turn. Therefore, despite the fact that this intersection Is unsignalized, the increase in volumes due to
project generated traffic is not anficipated to adversely impact traffic operations nor is there expected to

be significant queuing on Dolores Street. .

¢ (CHS has 33 off-street parking spaces at 333 Dolores Street ‘ :
' 5
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As a result of the profect, the mumber of student drop-offs would be 41 middle sehool students
(approximately 25 vehicles) in the AM-peak hour. -As part of the project, CDS would request thaf a
contirmons 50-foo tong loading space along the 19% Street side of the building be converted fo a white
zome passenger loading/mmloading area. CDS would have staff at the white cib zone during peak drop-
off and pick-up tmes, fo assist children being dropped off, and to oversee the efficient movement of
vehidles dropping off students. Uf the three drop-off locations, 19% Street has the lowest tratfic volumes,
and there should be litfe conflict with other. vehicles during the AM-peak hour, Based on cormparable
 eperations at 333 Dolores Street, there would be minimal back up onto Dolores Street af this gite.

Considering the three sites overall, the volurhe of the additional trips would not result in anry significant
-indiv'idua_J or curriylative adverse impacts to any intersection service levels; and it is anficipafed that
traffic patterns would experietice no more than minor changes as a restlt of the proposed project. The
level of increase in traffic generated by the project would not be substantial relative to the existing traffic
baseline and capacity of the surrounding street system and none of the intersections were observed o
have operations problems. There would be no effective cumulative passenger loading: impact when
considering the sites together, as the three loading zones at 333 Dolores Street, 450 Guerrero Street. and
601 Dolores Streef are located more than a 1000 feet from each other. Theretare, the proposed profect

wonld nof resuit in any sigrificant adverse traffic impacts.

Transit - . .

The project site is well-served by public transit which indudes the following Muri lines: J-Church, 22-

" Fillmore, and 33-Stanyar. In #ddifion, there are two BART stations within walking distamce (I6th

Street/Mission Street and 24th Steet/Mission Street). There is anficipated to be an increase -of
apphﬁmatdy 22 transit trips (including both students and faculty/staff) i 601 Dolores Street dirmg the

moming peak hout, and the existing fransit would all have additional capacity during the AM peak to

accommodate the intrease of 22 fransit trips. The transit trips to 333 Dolores Street are anficpated o

decrease by approximately seven studentrelated trips and four faculty/staff-related brips. The propqéed'
project would not change the number of transit trips to 450 Guerrero Street, as it is orly used as a vehicle

drop-off location for students: Considering all three sites fogether, flie overall net increase wotld be 11

transit trips, and therefore, the project would not result in éigniﬁcant impacts related to transit.

Parking . :

As discussed above, the Planning Code would require one off-street parking space for the proposed
project and the project sponsor wonld seek a remote parking variance. In order to increase the length of
the white curb passenger loading zone at 333 Dolores Street from 80 to 130 feet, approximately 2 to 3 on-
- sfreet parling spaces would no Ionger be available between the hours of 7:00 am. to 9:00 am, and 2:30
p-. to 430 p.m. There would be no impact on parking facilities at 450 Guerrero Street because this site
would only be nsed as a student drop-off locatior. At 601 Dolores Street, the mumber of faculty and staff
would increase, as this wonld be a new ‘CDS building, and there is no off-street parking available. Some
of these people may decide o park af 333 Dolores, and then walk the two blocks south. Currertly, only
-about 70% (23) of CDS' 33 spaces at 333 Dolores are occapied on a typical weekday. With the relocsfion in
the number of faculfy and staff based at 333 Dolores, the number of vacandies is anficipated to increase to -
17. Approximately 13 of the 33 faculty and staff that would be-located at 601 Dolores Street are
anticipated to want to drive and patk at the school Therefore, there shonld be enough vacant spaces for
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them to f)ark at 333 Dolozes, and walk fo 601 Dolores. Alternatively, there are also three public parking

garages located within about a half mile of the site.

While the proposed off-street parking spaces would be less than the anticipated parking demand, the
resulting parking, deficit is not considered to be a significant impact wunder CEQA, regardless of the

availability of on-street parking under existing conditions. San Francisco does not consider parking

supply as part of the permanent physical environment and therefore, does not consider changes i

parking conditions to be environmental impacts as defined by CEQA. However, this report presents 2
parking analysis to inform the public and the decision makers as to the parking conditions that could

occur as a result of implementing the proposed project.

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

Parking deficits are considered to be social effects; rather than imi;ac’s on the physical environment as
defined by CEQA. Under CEQA, a project’s sodial impacts need not be treated as significant impacts on
the enviromment, Environmental documents shonld, however, address the secondary physicel impacts
that could be triggered by a sodal impact. {CEQA Guidelines § 15131(z).) The social inconvenience of
parking deficits, such as having to hamt for scarce parking spaces, is not an environmenta! impact, but
* there may be secondary physical environmental impacts, such as increased traffic congestion at
intersections, air qualify jmpacts, safety impacts, or noise impacts caused by conmgestion. In the
experience of San Francisco transporfztion planners, however, the absence of a ready supply of parking
spaces, combined with available alterratives to auto travel (e.g., transit service, taxis, bicydes or travel by
foot) and a relatively dense pattern of wurban development, mduces many drivers fo seek and find
 alternative parking facilities, shift fo other modes of travel, or change their overall travel habits. Any such
Jting shifts to transit service in particular, wold be in keeping with the City’s “Transit First” policy.

-

resu
“parking

The City's Transit First Policy, established in the City’s Charter Section 16.102 provides that
policies for areas well served by public transit shall be designed to encourage travel by public
transportation and alternative fransportation” The project area is well-served by local public transit
'(Murri limes ], 22, and 33) and bike lanes (40 and 45}, which provide alternatives to auto travel

The transportation analysis accounts for potential secondary effects, such as cars crding and looking for
a parking space in areas of limited parking supply, by assuming that all drivers would attempt to find
parking at or near the project site and then seek paﬂdng‘ farther away if convenient parking is
navailable. Moreover, the secondary effects of drivers searching for parking is typically offset by a
reduction in vehicle tips due to others who are aware of comstrained parking condifions in a given area.
Hence, any secondary environmental impacts which may result from a shortfall in parking in the vidnity
of the proposed project would be minor, and the traffic assigriments used in the transporiation aralysis,
as well as in the associated air quality, noise and pedestciah safety analyses, reasonably addresses

poteniial secondary effects.

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

2nd 601 Dolores Street, and therefore access would not be changed by the proposed project There are no
bus stops in front of the project site. Sidewalks and on-street parking are present on both sides of the
7
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sb:eet Therefore, the project would not impede traffic or canse unsafe conditions, and would not resaltin
a significant effect related to access.

Londing
Plarming Code Sectzon T52.1 does not require off-streef freight loading for schools. Therefore, off-strest
andmg spaces are not required for the proposed project. Student drop-offs and pick-ups are discussed

under “Trafic” on page 3.

 Pedestrizn Conditions

The mummber of AM-peak hour pedestrian trips to 333 Dolores Street would increase by approximately 9
students and decrease by three. There would be approximately 55 middle school students wiio would be
dropped off at 333 Dolores, then walked to 450 Guerrero, and then walked the two blocks fo 601 Dolores:
under the guidance of CDS staff. Conflict between pedestrians and vehicles would potentially fncrease
becanse of the additional. sireet crossings, but these would be at signalized mfersections with the
exception of the crossing at 19% Street to 601 Dolores Street. However, 19% Street has relatively low traffic
‘volumes, students would be accompanied by CDS staff, and there is a r:ross—wa]k at the 19% Street and
Dinlores Steet mferserinre

Curtently there is very litfle pedestrian acfivity.on Guerrero Sfreet in the morning. The project would _
increase the remmber of student drop—offs at 450 Guerrero, by approximately 50 stndents. However, unlike -
existing conditions, there would be CDS staff to assist at the existing white zone curb in the morning and
to supezvise and chaperone student movement to 333 Dolores or 601 Dolores. Since the sidewalks are
much wider on Dolores Street, the path to 601 Dolores would likely be south on Guerrero Street fo 17%.
Street, west on 17% Street to Dolores Street, then south on Dolores Street fo 601 Dolores Street. All
mtersections along this route except 19% Street/Dolores Street are signalized and regularly used by
pedesirians with no observed hazards.

There is anficipated fe be an increase of approximately 130 pedestrian trips to the 601 Dolores site during
the AM-peak hour. An estimated 25 students wonld walk directly to 601 Dolores from home, 55 would be
walking to 601 Delores affer being dropped off at 333 Dolores, and 50 would walk to 601 Dolores after
being dropped off at 450 Guerxero. There are also anticipated to be approximately five facxﬂty/sta_ff that
would walk to 601 Dolores during the AM—peakhcrm: The movement of middle school stndents from 333
Dolores and 450 Guerrero to 601 Dolores would be supervised by CDS staff. The sidewalk widths and
crosswalks af intersections would provide adequate facilities for the walk between sites. Stndents
walking as a group would also increase safety becamse of the greater visiility of a group and the
supervision of CDS staff. K

Overall, pedestrian conditions for the three sites would have ad equafe facilities and would not matedally
increase hazards for pedestrians. Theref_ore, the prc}ject would not result in significant pedestrian Impacts.

Bicyde Condifions

There are no existing or proposed bike lanes at 601 Dolores Street. In the vicinity of the project site, there
are two designated bicycle routes. Bicycle route #40 travels along 17th Sb:eet ‘while route #22 travels along
Valencia Sireet. The mumnber of hicyce trips to 333 Dolores Streef is ‘anticipated to decrease by
approximately three stndents and two faculty/staff because of the reloration of Hicycle-riding middle
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school students and staff to 601 Dolores. An estimated increase of approximately 10 bicyde trips to 601
Dolores Street would occur during the morning peak hour, The project would not result in any new
bicyde trips to 450 Guerrero. The net effect of the three sites would be similar because the fotal net
change in bicycle tips would be an increase of 5 krips. 'I"he_refcre,_ project impacts on bicydes would be

Iess than significant
Tn summary, the project would not resultin a significant effect with regard to transportation.

Noise: An approximate doubling of fraffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an ncrease
in ambient noise levels noticeable o most people. The project would not cause a doubling in traffic
valurnes and therefore would not cause a noticeable increase in the ambient noise level in the project
vicinity. The noise generated by the proposed users of the 601 Dolores Street building would be
‘ronsidered common and generally acceptable in an urban area, and would not be considered a significant
impact. The proposed construction could generate noise and possibly vibration that may be considered
an annoyarnice by occupants of nearby properties. Construction noise is regulated under Article 29 of the
City’s Police Code, and would be temporary and intermittent in nature. -Considering the abolve

discussion, the proposed project would not result in & significant tmpact with regard to noise.

Air Quality: The Bay Area Alr Quality Management District (BA_’AQMD) has established thresholds for
projects requiring ifs review for potential air quality mpacts. Based on the air quality screening-level
. analysis, all of the screening criteria are met by the proposed project® No individual sources would
exceed the BAAQMD's significance thresholds for cancer risks, non-cancer risks or the annual average
concentration of PM25. In addition, construction activities for the proposed interior renovation wouldbe
mirimal and would require the use of diesel equipment for less than two months, and would therefore
ot result in a substantial increase in risks and hazards to nearby receptors. Therefore, the project would
not exceed the BAAQMD’s 2010 thresholds of significance and would not resuit in the generation of
criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors that exceed the BAAQMIY's thresholds of significance and
operaional criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors would be less than sigrificant. Based on these
results, the proposed project would not result in exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant

concentrations, and this impact would be less than significant.

Water Quality: The proposed project would not generate wastewater or result in discharges that would
have the potenfial to degrade water quality or confaminate a public water supply. Prdject—re]ated
wastewater and storm water would flow to the City's combined sewer system and would be treated to
standards confained in the City’s National Pollutant Discharge Flimination System (NPDES) Permit for
the Southeast Water Pollution Control Plant prior to discharge. Therefore, the proposed project would

not result in significant water quality impacts.

5 Don Lewis, San Francisco Planning Department, Air Quality. Screeming Analysie jor 601 Dalores Street, September 19, 2011, This '

analysis is available for review as part of Case Fle No. 2011.0584E at the San Francisco Flanming Department, 1650 Mission Strest,

Suite 400 ) :
9
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) The site can be adequately served by all required utilities gnd public services.

The project site is located in a dense urban aré where all public services and fadlities are available: no
expansion of public services or utilifies is required in order fo serve the proposed project.

Other Fnvitonmenial Issnes

Hazardous Materials: AFI Consultants conducted a Phase 1 Environmendal Site Assessment (ESA) at the
project site.¢ This assessment was petformed tq provide a record of the conditions at the subject property
and to evaluate what, if any, envirommental issues exist af the sife. The ESA assessed the potential for
adverse environmenial impacis from the current andl‘us&oncal practices on the site and the srzrrou:ndmg .
area. According fo the ESA, the subject building was coristructed i 1910 for use as a church. Prior to -
construction of the biflding, the property was occupied by a residential dwelling (circa 1889) and vacant
land (cizca 1900). Since 1910, the subject property building was occupied by various churches wnil 2007,
when the entire building was renovated and converfed info a single-family residence Np pbterrﬁal
environmenial concems were idenfified in association with the curent or historical use of the subject
property..-No hazardous substances that constifute evidence of a recognized environmental condition
were observed &t the subject property at the ime of site feajnnfissarm_a_ In addition, the project sife is gnot/
- located within the limits of the Maher Ordinance. Based on the above, effects rélated .fo hazardous
 materials would not be significant.- : :

Historic Archifectnral Resotrces In evaluating whether the proposed project would ‘be exempt from,
environmental review under the California Environimental Quality Act (CEQA), the Planming Depariment
determined that the buflding located on the project sife is a hisioric resource. As described in the attachad
Historic Resource Evaluation Response (HRER) Memorandim, the property at 601 Dolores Street is
eligible for listing in the California Register as an individual resource under Criferion 3 {Architecture)
and is a contributor o both the Tnner Mission North Boulevards and Alleys Recoristruction Historic
Districts under Criterion 1 (Events).” : ’ '

The 601 Dblores Street building was construcied in 1910 as a ‘dunch for the Mission Congregational
Church. In 1931, the Norwegian Luthetan Church of San Francisco purchased the' property and the
property remained a church mnfll it was converted to a- single-femnily residence i 2008. The subject
‘building was constructed during the Mission Distric's reconstraction pedod (1906 —1917) following the
Great Earthquake of 1906. The property is 2 coniributor to both the Imer Mission North Boulevards and
Alleys Reconstraction Historic Districts for ifs association with several churches that relocated along:
Dolores Street after the Great Earthquake of 1906. “Therefore, the subject property is eligible for the
California Register as a contributor fo two California Register-eligible historic districts under Criterion 1
(Events}. )

© AL Consultants, “Phas: { Envirormental Site Assessient, 601-605 Dolbres Sireet, San Franciscs, Califorsiz,” June 20, 2011. This report
is available for réview at the San Framciscn Planmng Departrnent, 1650 Mission Street, Siuite 4, San Francisco, in Project Fle
No.2011.0584E. ) -
Vthﬁanﬁmh&h&&ﬁhhﬂmﬁmI&b@l%xﬂﬁﬁn&mhﬁsﬂmﬁg%ﬁh@m&ﬁmmmm
Analysis, March 20, 2012, This memorandrm is attached and availzble for mvisw at he Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street,
Suite 400 in. Case No. 2011058, : : .
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Research has not revealed information that any of ifs owners or occupants were associated with persons
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history. Therefore, the property is not

eligible under Criterion 2 {Persons).

The subject building is a good example of an Edwardaan Era church designed in the Gothic Revival style.
The building was designed by Francis W. Reid, a locally significant architect. The bullding’s exterior
character defining features include the following: rubbed brick cladding at the street facing elevations; all
Gothic and Tudor moldings; brick butiresses with caps; complex and steeply pitched gabled Toof; all
windows, doors, and other openings; and the tower element with crenellated parapet The interior
character defiming features include the following: division of spaces into basement, Sanctuary, and
Sunday school wing; hardwood flooring; redwood wainscoting and paneling; Tudor and Gothic co]umns
in the sanctuary; Tudor and Gothic arches in the sanctuary; stenciled ceilings in the sanctuary and
vestlbule most of the light fixtures; all doors (paneled and overhead); plaster walls and ceilings; exposed
wood trusses; and door and window trims. The subject building displays good historic integrity as it
retains its location, association, design, workmanship, setting, feeling, and materials. Therefore, the

property is indrvidually eligible under Criterion 3 (Architecture). - B

The Department ‘finds that the project is consistent wx’ch the Secrefary of the Drterior Standards for
Rehabilitation (Secretary’s Standards) for the following reasons. The project would rehabilitate the exterior
a0 interior of the subject building, and the project would preserve most of the church’s character
defining interior features, including the sanctuary. The sponsor has submitted a protection, reuse, and
salvage p]an for the building’s interior character-defining features so that they would be preserved and
reused where posalblP_ The sanctuary is the most character-defining interior space, and iks interioer
volume, stenciled calmg work, and interior wood finishes would all be preserved. The alterations within
the Sunday school wing will be set back from the arches and columns that frame the sanctuary space. The
basement i utlitarian and lacks the finishes and details of the foors above and thus was defermined not
to contain character-defining space or features. The Stmday school wing does contain character-defining
finishes and detriling but the space itself was determined fo be secondary In importance to the sanchiary
space. Furthermore, the Sunday school wing has already experienced several alterations as part of the
bmldmg’s conversion mto a single-family dwelling. Some of the original matexials that remain in the
Sunday school wing would be removed and some would be reused within the altered space.

The proposed pro]ect does not include the addition of conjectiral elements or architectural features from
_other buildings, and the new work does not create a false sense of historical development. On the-
exterior, new pedestrian doors would be compatible with the character of the building. The proposed
project would not substantially alter the exterior of the building. The roof deck and the elevator
'penthouse would not be visible behind the building’s existing gabled roof, and both elements could easily
be removed in the future and the essential form and integrity of the property would be unimpaired. The
building’s exterior and interior feahires are in good condition and do not require repair or replacement.

The existing building is relatively clean and does not require’ chemical or physical treatments. The
proposed change to the garage entrance would be similar to the original entrance, as historically it ‘was

used as a pedestrian enfrance.

The building’s seismic upgrade would necessitate removal of inferior. wall finishes n the sanchiary space.
The wall features would be documented and reinstalled over the new shear walls. Within the Sunday
.schobl wing, interior wall finishes and doors would be removed and rensed elsewhere where feasible. A

’ 11
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secondary stairway in the Sunday school wing would be removed but the stairway is hidden behind |
d.oors and is nof considered a distinctive feature. The historic eritry hall in the Sunday school wing wonld
be preserved with ifs floor being ramped for ADA accessibility. The wood doors and wainscoting are the
only character-defining historic materials in the Sunday school wmg and they will be documented and -
reused where possible, primarily on the new walls on the south side of the sanctuary.

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

A_ri:heclc;g_z"cal'Resou}ces: The PIamﬁ"ng Department reviewed the proposed project to determine if any
archeological resources would be impacted. The Planning Department staff determined that the
proposed project would not adversely affect CEQ A-significant archeclogical resources®

Neighborhood Concerns . . . - ' -

A "Notification of Project Revelving Bnvironmental Review” was mailed on Augast 3, 2011 to cwners of
.properﬁes within 300 feet of the project site and fo adjacent occupants. One member of the public stated
that it was unrealistic that parents would contirnse fo drop their children off at 333 Dolores Street with the
new school facilities at 601 Dolores Street. The fransportation section on page thres of this document
adequately ad dresses this concem. ' : :

Conclusion

CEQA State Guidelines Section 15332, or Class 32, allows for an exemnption of an inefill development
meeting various condiions. As described above, the propased project is an in-fill development that
would have no significant adverse environmental effects and would meef all the various condiions
prescribed by Class 32 Accordingly, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from CEQA mmder
Section 15332. : - : .

' CEQA State Guidelines Section 153002 states that a cafegorical exemption shall not be used for an-
activity where there is a reasonable possibility ‘that the activity will have a significanf effect on fhe |
-environment due to unmsual dreamstances. The proposed project woauld not have a sigrificant effact with

regard to hazardous maferials, cultiral resources, or transportation. There are no unusual crcumstances -

surrounding the cument proposal that. wonld suggest a reasonable possibility . of a significant
environmental effect. The proposed-project is an in-fll development that meets the above conditions, and
wounld have no significant environmental effects. : :

For the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental revigv.

¥ This analysis is summmarized from a Planming Department technics] memorandim {Randsll Dean, staff archeplogist, o Don
Lewwis, Plarmer, October 21, 2011), witch is available for review at the Planning Department, 1650 Misston Strest, Suite 400, in Case
File 2011.0584E

B AR DEFARTRENT . ' . " 12
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PART I: HISTORIC RESOURCE EVALUATION

Buildings and Property Description

601 Dolores Street is located on the southeast comer of the Dolores and 19* Streets directly east of
Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores neighborhood. The subject building occupies most of 29,690
square-foot, rectangular shaped lot that measures 85 feet in width, 114 feef in depth, and is
located within a RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and
Bulk District. :

The subject property is improved with a two-story over basemert, single-family residence that
was formerly a church. The building was constructed in 1910 in the Gothic Revival style as a
church for the Mission Congregational Church. In 1931, the Norwegian Lutheran Chmrch of San
Francsco purchased the property. The property remained a church until it was converted to a
single-famnily residence in 2008. . The current owner, the Children’s Day School of San Francisco,
intends to convert the property into a school. The building is a heavy timber frame, brick
striscture on a concrete perimeter foundation. The exterior is dad in rubbed face brick on the
north (19t Street) and west (Dolores Street) elevations, as well as its first bay in from the street on
its utilitarian east and south elevations. The remainder of the east and south elevations are clad
in common red brick. The church was designed by Francis W. Reid, an architect and
Congregational minister, ~ The building’s prominent corner location results in a complex
composition. The building features a centered gable, a tower element, and a steeply sloped
centralized roofline.

The building’s Dolores Street elevation is of higher importance because it faces the park. It is

longer and compused of six stractural bays, The first structural bay located at the northemn '
corner of the building featizres a pedestrian entrance that Is recessed within a portal, The portal:
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features a Tudor arch embellished with cast concrete molding flanked by Brick buttresses with
concrete caps. A lancet window is located above the enfrance. The next structural bay is much
wider because it corresponds to the sanctuary inside. The bay features a large arched Tudor .
window flanked by brick buttresses with concrete caps with four casement windows located at -
the basement level. All the window sashes within. this bay appear to be contemparary
replacements. Moving south along the building's west elevation, thé next structural bay is the
tower. The tower features three casement windows at the basement level, a row of three pointed-
arch windows at the tnain first and second floors, and a large Tudor arched window at the top of
the tower. Bach corner of the tower featres brick pilasters capped by cast concrete buttress caps.
The tower is capped by a stepped, crepellated parapet. Moving south beyond the tower, the next
three struchiral bays comprise the Sunday school wing.  The first two bays are idenfical,
featuring three, fixed light windows at the main floor with two, Tudor arch windows at the floor
above beneath a false gabled roof that is nterfupted by a dormer. The bays are demarcated by
brick buttresses with caps... The southemmost structural bay on the building’s west elevation
features non-historic arched wood doors with three lancet windows at the floor above beneath a
gabled roof.

The building’s north (19 Sireet) elevation is composed of five structural bays and is two-stories -
in height Beginning ot the building’s northeast corner, the Sret struchorsl bav feahires an arched
vehicnlar entrarice at the basement level with a non-historic metal roll-up door. The floor ebove
features a large Tudorarched window. The next structural bay is wider and feahires a row of
three casement windows at the basement level and a large Gothic poinfed-arch stained glass
window with twelve lights located on the floor above. The windows are flanked by brick
buttresses and capped with a gabled parapet fhat features a lancet window. Movirig west along
the north elevation the riext two structural bays are identical They feature casement windows at
the basement level with Tudor-arched above. ‘The bays are separated by brick buttresses. The
westernmmost structural bay on the porth elevation features a hrge‘ lancet, windo-w flarked by -
brick buttresses and capped with a gabled parapet that contains three small 1amcet windows,

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

Pre-Existing Historic Rafing / Survey - :

The subject property is induded on the Department's 1976 Architectural Survey, page 282 of the
Here Today Survey, and the City’s Unreinforced Masonty Buildings Survey, The property is also

a cortributor to the “Tnmer Mission North Boulevards and Alleys Reconstruction District,”
located within Area 4A of the Inner Mission North Survey Area. The building is considered a
“Category A” property (Known Hisforic Resource) for the purposes of the Planning
Department’s California Envirormmtal_ Quality Act (CEQA) because it is listed on adopted .
surveys and détermined individually eligible for lising on the National Register. :

- Nefghborhood Context and Description ) ' : :
The subject property is located in the Mission Dolores neighbothood which is named for the
Mission Dolores, Founded in 1776 and originally named Mission San Francisco de Asis, the
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mission is one of twenty-one missions established by the Franciscans in California as a way to
corvert the indigenous people fo Catholicism and create a, population that was loyal to the
Spanish crown. The missions were unkind to the indigenous people as marty were forced into
labor and forced to suppress their culture, Their exposure to the Spanish colonists also exposed .
thern to foreign diseases that decimated their population. Mission Dolores was abandoned inthe

1820's as many of is inhabitants were transferred to Mision San Rafael Arcangel.

In 1810, Mexico rebelled against Spanish rule, finally winning its indepenidence in 1821 becoming
4 federal republic, Mexico opened up Califomiz to trade and seftlement and eventually took the
rmission lands from the Catholic Church and began redistributing them to Mexdcan dizens. From
1834 onward, the lands of Mission Dolores were carved up into ranichos and granted to Mexican
citizens. The ranchos were primartily used for cattle grazing though commerce was burgeoning a
few miles away in Yerba Buena, Recognizing the commercial possibilities in the San Frandsco
Bay Area and fearing that it could fall into the hands of its enemies, the American govemment
attempted to buy the lands from Mexico. Attempts to buy thelands failed and in 1846 war broke
out between the United States and Mexico. After a year-and-a-half of fighting, the United States
and Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo whereby Mexico ceded their northern

territory to the United States for $15 milliorn .

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

- marginalized in the development of San Francisco. Many of the Mexcan land holdings in the
Mission Valley were bought by speculative Anglo-Americans who foresaw prosperity in-
development., The neighborhood remained unplatted well after surrounding areas such as
Horner's Addition and Potrero Nuevo had been platted. Based upon early maps, 601 Dolores
Street was located near the northeast boundary within Homer's Addifion. By the 1860s,
resolution of public and private land claims through the legal system facilitated implementation
of an orderly street grid and residential subdivision. With this, the Mission Dolores
neighborhood began to tzke on a more urban form. The population of Mission Valley exploded
after from 1860 to 1880 when transit lines were extended into the area along Mission and
Valencia Streets and streets were graded. During this time most of the remaining Mexican adobe
structures were demolished and replaced by modest Victorian structures but Mission Dalores
remained, In 1858, then President Buchanan gave Mission Dolores along with eight acres that
surrounded it to the Archdiocese of Califormia. The-Archdiocese sold much of the land for
development, refaining only the block that contained the Mission. In the 1870’s the Archdiocese
built St. Francis Catholic Church at the corner of Dolores and 16% Streets.

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

No sooner was the park completed that the City was nearly destroyed by the Great 1906
Farthquake which killed over 3,000 San Frandiscans and left over 200,000 homeless., Many of the
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people left homeless by the earthquake fook refuge in Ipcal parks and open space, mdudmg the
newly created Mission Park. ) -

_The demographics of Mission Dolores rapidly changed during the neighborhood's reconstruction
period (1906 — 1918) as many Irish refugees from the South of Market neighborhood settled in the
neighborhood. Many chirches that were located in the Sowth of Market neighborhood were also
destroyed znd when those displaced congregations decided to rebuild they located near their

Pc’:‘I‘xE}‘uUL swers which Ted #o several new churches =Tnnrr Diolores Street. Dozens of chiurches made
:E['LE move to the Mission DibLﬁLL Missian C k,uuv.u: FCHTEL yiiTch a:t‘ 601 Dolores Street was

constructed during this period.-

- 601 Dolores Street is Iocated on southeast cormer af Dolores and 19% Streets, across the street from
Dolores Park. The immediate neighborhood is primarily residential with a few Institutional ises
and mixed-use bmlchngs located on prominent corners along Dolores and Guerrero Streets. The
neighborhood is characterized by three- and fourstory, multi-unit, Edwardian, residential
barfldings from the reconstruction period following the Great Earthquake of 1906. The property
is located within the Mission Dolores Historic District.

CEQA Htstcncal Resource(s) Eva[uaﬁon

Stoan A &!nﬂ!ﬁﬂ:nﬂa
SEP S ST TCARCE

Under CEQA section 21084.1, aproperty qwﬂg‘ies as g historic resource if it is “Iisted i, or determined o
be eligible for Hsting i, the Californip Register of Historical Resources,” The fact that a resource is not
listed in, or determined to be eligible for listing i, the California Register of Historical Resources or not
tncluded i w local register of historical resources, shall ot preclude a lead agency from determmmg
whether the resource may quaklify as a historical resource under CEQA.

. Individual \ Historic District/Context

Property is individually eligile forinclusion | Property is eligible for inclusion in a California
in a Californiz Register under one or more of Register Historic District/Corrext under one or

the following Criteria: S more of the following Criteria:
Criterion 1 - Event: [ Yes[X] No | Criterion 1-Event: Yes[ | No |
Criterion 2 - Persons: [ 1Yes[XINo - Cntencnz Persoos: [ TYes[X No

- Criterion 3 - Architectures IX] Yes[ | No | Criterion 3 - Architecture: [l YesX No )

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [ Yes [X] No | Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: [yes X No

Period of Significance: (1910 and 1931) Period of Significance:

) - - (1906 - 1518) Innér Mission North Boulevards
and Alleys Reconstruction Historic Districk
{unknowr) Dolores Street Disconfinuous .
‘District of Religious Buildings
X Contributar [_] Non-Contributor”
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To assist in the evaluation of the subject property, the Project Sponsor has submiitted a Historical
Resource Evaluation prepared by Christopher VerPlanck of VerPlanck Historic Preservation
Consulting, prepared November 2011 and revised February 2012. Based upon informaton found
in the Historical Resource Evaluation and found within the Pla_nnmg Department’s background
files, Preservation staff finds that the subject property is eligible for indusion on the California
Register individually and as a contributor to an identified historic district

Criterion 1: Property is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the
broad pattems of local or regional history, or the cultural heritage of California or the United
States.

601 Dolores Street was ponstructed during the Mission District’s reconstruction period (1906 —
1917) following the Great Earthquake of 1906. In Apsl 2011, the Planning Department
determined the property eligible under this criterion as part of the Inner Mission North .
Boulevards and Alleys Reconstruction Historic District with a pemod of significance of 1906 —
' 1817. The property is also significant for ifs association with several churches that relocted
churches along Dolares Street after the Great Earthquake of 1206, the period of significance for
this district is unknown but it extends from along Dolores Street from 15 Street to 20 Sireet.
Under this criterion, the property is eligible for the California Register as a confributor to two

California Register-eligible historic districts.

Criterion 2: Property is associated with the lives of persons important in our local, regional or
national past.
Records failed to indicate that the subject propatty is associated with the lives of pemsons
Important in our'local, regional or national past that would make it eligible for listing under this

criterion.

Criterion. 3: Property embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, fegion, or
method of constructon, or represents the work of a master, or possesses high arfistic values,
The subject bulldmg is a good example of an Edwardian Bra church designed in the Gothic
Revival style. Distinctive exterior characteristics incdlude its crenellated tower, Tudor arched and
Aancet windows, buttresses with caps, brick cladding, and complex and steeply pitched roof.
Distinctive interior features indude the sanctuary space, Gothic columns, Tudor arched Openiﬁgs,
redwood paneling, stenciled ceiling work, and division of space. The property possesses high
artistic values and is a good example of its type. '

The building was designed by Francis W. Reid for the Mission Congregational Church. Mr. Reid
was a locally significant architect having designed two Camegie libraries, eleven schools, 26
churches, and more than 500 dwellings and commercial structures primarily in the Bay Area. Mr.
Reid, worked both mdependently and with the firm’ of Meeker and Reid. His church buildings
include commissions in San Frandsco, Concord, Livermore and Porterville, CA. He began his
career designing large Quéen Anne houses for prominent residents of the Santa Clara Valley,
including the famous Coggeshall Mansion in Los Gatos. He also had many residential
commissions in. Piedmont, Berkeley, San Francisco and San Jose, CA. Mz, Reid was bom in
‘Canada in 1863 and obtained a Certificate in Architecture in 1910 from the University of the

Padfic
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Criterion 4 Pmperty ylelds or may be likely to yleld, information important in preblstnry or
history.

The subject property s likely to yleld important irformation to our hlstory since it is Iocated in
near Mission Dolores. However, the proposed project would not disturb the property’s soils, -

Step B: Inteprity
14
To be a resource for the purposes of CEQA, a property must not only be shown to be significant under the

Culiforniz Register of Historical Resources criteria, but it dlso must have mtegnty Integrity s defined as

. “the authenticity of a property’s historic identity, evidenced by the swrvival of physical characteristics that

e:asted during the property’s period uf significance.”  Historic infegrity enables a property fo flustrate
significant aspects of fis past. All seven qualities 3o not need ta be present as long the overdl sense of past
i‘zme and place is evident.

The subject property has retained or lacks integrity from the period of significance noted in Step
Ax. : ’ ' :

Location: - [% Retains I—:—’ Lacks ) 'Sett‘mg; - Retﬂ.ns D Lacks
Assocation: M Retains [ | facs Feeling:  [X|Retmins [ |Lacks .
Desigm: X Retains [ JLacks Maferials: [X] Retains - [ ] Lacks

Woﬂqnan_sh'tp: X Retains []Lacks.

The exterior of 601 Dolores Street has u:adergone very few alteraticns and has very good historie
integrity. Exterior alterations include replacement of louvers within the tower openings with
glazing, replacement of windows o the east and south elevations with compatible replacements,
and removal of chimneys. The interior of 601 Dolores Strest has undergone more changes as a

résult of its conversion to a single-family dwelling in 2008. The sanctuary was left unchanged but -

the Sunday school wing was more extensively remodeled. Within the Sunday school wing
“partitions were moved and ongmal finishes were removed Overall, the interior rel:ams good
historic integrity.

) - Step C: Character Defining Features

- If the subject property has been determined fo have stomﬁcmce and retzins integrity, please fist the
. charactér-defining featurss of the hudlding(s) mdlor property. A property must refain the essenfinl

physicadl features that ensble if to convey its historic identity in order to aooid significant adverse impacts
to the resource. These essential features are those that define both why a. property is significant and whey it

" was significant, md witheut mhmh @ property can no longer be identified as being associnted with s -
© significance.

Character defining featirres of the 601 Dolores Street Ehai must be retained indude but are not
]m:uted tor

2

Extmor
*  Rubbed brick dadding at the strest facmg elevaﬁcens
= AllGothic and Tudor moldings.
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= Brick buttresses with caps.

= Complex and steeply pitched gabled roof.
x Al windows, doors, and other openings.
»  Tawer element with crenellated parapet.

Interior )
‘«  Division of spaces into basement, Sanctuary, and Sunday school wing.
*  Hardwood flooring. :
x  Redwood wainscoting and paneling.
= Tudor and Gothic columns in the sanctuary.
x  Tudor and Gothic arches in the sancfuary.
= Stencifed ceilings in the sanctuary and vestibule.
x  Mostof the light fixtures.
»  All doors (paneled and overhead).
*  Plaster walls and ceilings.
= Exposed wood trusses.
~  Door and window trims.

CEQA Historic Resource Determination

X Historical Resource Present o
IX] Individually-eligible Resource )
5 Contributor to two eligible Historic Districts
[ ] Nor-contributor to an eligible Historic District

[ INo Historical Resource Present

PART I: SENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

C

Signature: \%ﬂ | i Date: 3/20/20 /Z

Tina Tam, Semior Preservation Plarmer
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PART - PROJECT EVALUATION

Proposed Project [l Demolifion y _ Alterafion
Per Drawings Dated:  Tuly 8, 2D11: prepared by Jensen Architedis '
. .Project Descnptr oft

. The prcposal is for Children’s Day School of San Franciseo o convert the chyurch at 601 Dolores
Stgeet from 8 sxngTe—f‘amﬂy dWEH]I'_lg into a private !?Chocxl housing 200 middle-school students,
" Exterior tenant improvements include converting a garage entrance on 19% Street into a primary
- pedestrian entrance, adding & roof deck to the southeast comer of the building, arid adding =n
elevator penthiouse along the eastern edge of the building. Interior tenant improvements includes
a complete seismic retrofit, partitions for 10 new classtooms; 7 administrative offices, 3 student
and faculty lounges, 2 new intetior stairways (including one that would be located within the
tower), ohe elevator, 5 restrooms, and canvert the sanciuery space info a multi-purpose space,
" create ADA ramps within the Dolozes Street entry hall and the sanctuary’s northern side aisle,
and, create a full second floor level within the Sunday school wing of the building, The project
would add appronmaiely 1,000 square-feet of occupisble space within the exlsh_ng 17,106 squzre-

fnn-l— 1-\111114111(7

Project Evaluation
© If the property has been deterniined fo be a historical resource in Part I, please check whether the proposed

project would ruaterially tmpair the resource and 1dmi*9‘_z/ any mady‘i'mhans o the propuszd project that
may reduce or.avoid impacts.

To assist in the Evaluanon of the proposed project, the Pro;ect Sponsor has submitied the
following consultant repork:

o Prepa:ced November 2011 and revised February 2012, by &mstopher VerPlanck of
VerFlanck Historic Preservation Consulting, for 601 Dolores Street, .

=

Subj i ect Property/HisEanc Resource:
X The project W111 not cause a mgmﬁcani adverse Jmpad: to the historic resource a5

proposed
{ ] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to the historic resource as proposed,

Cahfu:ma REgISﬁEI—EthbIE Historic District or Context:
X The project will not cause a significant adverse impact fo a California Register-eligible
Historic district or context as proposed.

[ ] The project will cause a significant adverse impact to a California Register-eligible
- historic district or context as proposed.
/ N R
Staff finds that the proposed project would not camse & significant adverse impact npon a historic
. resource sisch that the significance of the building would be materially impaired. The proposed
project will not have a significant adverse impact on 601 Dolores Streef, a known resource that is-
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listed in Here Today, the Departments 1976 Architectural Survey, the Department’s
Unréinforced Masonry Building Survey, and been deemed eligible for the California Register of
Historical Resources individually and as = contnbutor to the “Inner Mission North Boulevards

and Alleys Reconstmiction District.”

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

Standard 1.
A property shall be used for its historic purpose or be placed in a new use that requires
minimal change fo the defining characteristics of the building mnd its site and

forg DZT’OTITTLETI I

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

documentation.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 1.

Standard 2.
The histaric character of @ property will be rethined and preserved. The removal of

historic materials or altergtion of features and spaces that characterize a property will be
gopided.

Exterjor tenant imprdvements inchude converting a garage entrance on 19% Streetf Into a primary
pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast-comer of the buzldmg, and adding an
elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. The roof deck and the elevator

penfnouse will not be visible from the street.

The interior of the building is divided into three sectons: the basement, the sanctuary (nave), and
the Sunday school wing. The sancuary is the main and most character-defining interior space.
Its interior volume, stenciled ceiling work, and interior wood finishes will all be preserved. The
alterations within the Sunday school wing will be set back from the arches and columns that
frame the sanctuary space. The basement {s utilitarjan and lacks the finishes and detals of the
floors zbove and thus was determined not to contain character-defining space or features, The
Sunday school wing does contzin character-defining finishes and detailing but the space itself
was determined to be second in importance to the sanctuary space. Furthermore, the Sunday

SAN FRANCIECD
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. school wing has already experienced several alterations as ‘part of the building’s 2008 conversion
mto a single-family dwelling. It will be further altered to accommodate three classrooms,
ba&:.rooms, and studert lounge space. A new floor will also be inserted into the space,
elmunatmg ite two-story vohzme.

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

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 2.

Stendard 3. _ .

Each property will be recognized as a physical record of itz time, place and use. Changes -
that create a falsé sense of historica development, such as adding cmz]echmzl Seatures oy,
architecturdl dements from other bufldings, shall not be undertaken.

The proposed project does not include the addifion of conjectural elements or architechral
+ features from other buildings. New work does niot create z false sense of historical development
and would be somewhat contemporary in character. On the exterior, new pedestrian doers
would be compatible with the character of the building. -

The:efore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 3.

Standard 4,
Mbst properties change over hme, those chomges that hzzve acquired historic significance
in their own right shall be retrined and preserved.

The propased project does not involve alterations to the subject building, which have acquu‘ed
significance in their own right. The project would remove a stained glass window from fhe north
side of the samctuary space but the window in question was installed at an UILkEuJWn Hme after
1931 and has not gamered s:tgmﬁczmce in its own right.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 4.
Standard 5. .
Distinctive features, finishes, and construction techwigues or mzmples qf fine
cr@ﬁsmmzsth that characterize @ property zmli be preserved.

The proposed project would' not substantially alter the exterior of the buﬂd_mcr The project
would not remove features or finishes that characterize the basement.

SAH FRANCISTD : .
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The building’s seismic upgrade would necessifafe removal of interior wall finishes in the
sanctuary space. The wall features would be documented and reinstalled over the new shear
" walls. Within the Sunday school wing, interior wall finishes and doors would be removed and
reused elsewhere where feasible pursuant to the sponsor’s protection, reuse, and salvage plan for
the building. A secondary stairway in the Sunday school wing would alse be remaved and the
space would lose its two-story volume. The historic entry hall in the Sunday school wing would
be preserved with its floor being ramped for ADA accessibility. Since the stair to be remaved is
secondary and hidden behind doors it is not considered a distinctive feature. The ariginal plaster
wall finishes in the Sunday school wing have already been compromised. The wood doors and
whainscoting are the only character-defining historic materials in the Sunday school wing and they
will be documented and reused where possible, primarily on the new walls on the south side of

the sanctuary-
For these reasons the propcséd prbject complies with Standard 5.

Standard 6. )
Deteriorated historic features will be repaived rather than replaced. Where the severity of

deterioration requires replacements of a distinctive feature, the new feature will match the
old in design, color, texture and other visual qwzliﬁes and, where possz'blé, materials.
Replacement of missing features shall be substantiated by documentary, physical, or
pictorial eoidence. :

The building’s exterior and interior features are in good condiion and de nof require repair of |

replacement.

Therefore, the propo'sed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard é.

Standard 7.
Chemical or physical treatments, such g5 sandblasting, that cause damage to historic

materials shall not be used. The surface cleaning of structures, if apprapriate, shall be
undertaken using the gentlest means possible.

The existing building is relatively clean and does not require chemical or physical treatments.
Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Stndard 7.

Standard 8. ' ' _
Significant archaeological resources affected by a project shall be protected and preserved.
If such resources wust be disturbed, mitigntion measures will be undertakern.

The proposed project would not disturb subsurface soils.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard B.

SAN FRRNCISCO 1
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Stendard 9, . ; N
New additions, exterior glierations, or related new construciion shill not destroy historic
muterials that characterize the property. The new work shall be differentinted from the old
and shyll be coutprtible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural feztures to protect
the historic integrity of the property mnd ifs envivomment.

. Exterior tenamt improvements include converting a norvhistoric garage entrance on 19% Street
irto a primary pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast corner of the bufiding,
and adding an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building. The roof deck and the
elevator penthouse would not be visible behind the building’s gabled roof.

Therefore, the proposed project complies with Rehabilitation Standard 9.

Standard 10, RS : S

New additions dnd adjucent or relnted new construction will be undertaken 1 such o
marmer that, if removed i the future, the essential formt and integrity of the historic
property gud its environment would be urimpaired. :

- Fxterior tenant fmprovements indude converting a garage enfrance on I9% Streef into a primar;f
pedesirian enfrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast comer of the building, and addﬁlg an -
elevator penthiouse along the eastern edge of the building. The proposed change to the garage
entrance would bring the building closer to what it was originally. The proposed roof deck and
elevator penthouse could easily be removed in the fithwre and the essential form and infegrity of -
the property would be uriimpatred. ’ ' :

Therefore, the proposed project complies.with Rehabilitation Standard 10,

Summmary : )
The Deparfment finds that the project is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior Standards for
Rehabilitation (Standerds). The project would not make any substantial changes to the exterior of
the building or any significant changes to the d1arac}‘.er—deﬁning features on the interior of the
building. As currently proposed, the project will niot have a significant adverse impact tporia
. historic resourcé, as defined by CEQA_ ' a "

. PART IESENIOR PRESERVATION PLANNER REVIEW

Signatres_ N/ D v 3/20/ 2042,

Tina Tam, Semior Preserpation Plamer

e Virnaliza Byrd, Environmental Division/ Historic Resource Impact Review File
Dori Lewis, Environmental Plarmer )
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Executive Summary
Conditianal Use
HEARING DATE: APRIL 26,2012

Date: April 19,2012
Cuse No.: . - 2011.0584CDV
Project Address: 601 Dolores Street
Zoming: RH-3 (Residential, Fouse, Three-Family)
' 40-X Height and Bulk District
Block/Lot: 3598/060
Project Sponsor: Molly Huffmen
Children’s Day Schocl
333 Dolores Street
San Frantisco, CA 94110
Staff Contact; Michael Smith — (415) 558-6322

. prichael e.snnith@sfgon.org
Recommendation: ~ Approval with Condifions

PROJECT DESCRIFTION

The project sponsor is requesting conditional use authorzation pursiant fo Planning Code ~

Sections 209.3(gy and 303 and mandatory discretionary review pursuant to Section 317 of the
Plarming Code to convert a former church that is currenfly being: used as a single-family
dwelling fnio a private elementary school operated by “Children’s Day School” (CDS) whidh 18
_ currently operating 2.5 blocks north the at 333 Dolores Street. “Children’s Day School” would

maintain both campuses and use the proposed site as a satellite campus. The proposed. school

would house 160-200 students in grades 5% through 8%. The project incliudes interior and exterior
“tenant improvements. Exterior tenant improvements include converting a garage entrance on

19% Street into a primary pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast comer of the
building, adding mechanical equipment and associated screening to the rocf, 'and adding an -

devator penthouse alang the eastern edge of the building. Interior tenant improvements

inchudes a complete seismic retrofit, partitions for 10 new dlassrooms, 7 administrative offices, 3
student and faculty lounges, 2 new interior slzlrways (inctuding one that wotld be located
within the tower), one elevator, 5 restrooms, convert the sancinary space into a multi-purpose
space, create ADA ramps within the Dolores Street entry hall and the sanctiary’s northern side
aisle, and create a full second floor level within the Sunday school wing of the building. The
project also requires a parking variance becatise no parking wotld be provided for the school.

\

SITE DESCRIPTION AND PRESENT USE

601 Dolé;res Street is located an the southeast corner of the Dolores and 19* Streets dﬁectly east
of Dolores Park in the Mission Dolores neighborhood. The sibject building occupies most of 2
9,690 square-foot, rectangular shaped lot that measures 85 feet in width, 114 feet in depth, and is

www.sfplanning.org
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Executive Summary . CASE NO. 2011.0584CDV
Hearing Date: April 26, 2012 ' 681 Dolores Street

located within a RF-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) Zoning District and a 40-X Height and
Bulk District.

The subject Properky. is improved with a two-story over basement, single-family residence that
was formerly a church. The building was constructed In 1510 in the Gothic Revival style as a
churrch for the Mission Congregational Churrch. :

SURROUNDING PROPERTIES AND NEIGHBORHOOD

 The area surrounding the project site is primarily rulti-family residential in character with a few
large instittitional uses surrounding Mission Dalores Park and extending north down Dolores
Street  There are a few comumercial establishments located within ground floor storefronts on
comners.along Dolores Street, including restaurants, cafes, and convenfence stores, Buldings'in
the vicinity fypically range from two to fotr stories in height ‘
ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

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

HEARING NOTIFICATION

i - PER[OD
Classified News Ad 20 days Aprl 6, 2011 . Aprl4, 2011 22 days

Posted Notice 20 days April6,2011 Apxil 6, 2011 20 days
Mailed Notice " 1D days Aprl 16, 2006 April 4, 2011 22 days

The proposal requires a Sechion 312-neighborhood nofification, which was conducted in
corjunction with the conditional use authorization process.

PUBLIC COMMENT

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

= The adjacent neighbor to the south expressed concern about how activity on the proposed
roof deck could impact noise and privacy at the rear of his mulf-unit residential buflding
mext door and how the penthouse addition would block his ‘view. Several ofher neighbors
expressed concem about the potential impacts the use could have an parking and traffic in
the neighborhood induding the vwhite zones Iocation on, 19% Street and the orstreet parking
spaces that would be e]mnmated as aresult.

SAH FRERDISD o - 2
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ISSUES AND OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
. = The project requires a parking variance because no Paﬂcmg would be provided for the use -
where two spaces are required.

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

x (DS currently has a campus focated 2.5 blocks to the north at St Joseph's Hall at 333 Dolores
Street, a city landmark site CDS plans to refain its existing campus for Kindergarten
through fourth grade students.- In 2003, the Commission granted the school conditional use
au’rhorizaiioﬂ.to install three (3) portable dlassrooms that measure 24" X 40" each on the sife.
At the recommendation of the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB), the portable
classrooms were authorized for use for a period not to exceed ten (10} years. This project
would Provide more space for CDS allowing them to transition students out of the
temporary classtooms and remove the buildings altogethe_r from the site in compliance with

their 2003 conditions of approval.

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

hemdicap space.

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

In order for the project to proceed, the Cormission mmust grant conditional use authorization ta
allow the establishment of a school within a residential district, pursuant to Flenning Code
Sections 209.3(g) and 303 and not take Discretionary Review pursuant fo. Section 317 of the
Planming Code to allow the conversion of a dwelling unit into a school. In addition, the Zoning
Administrator would need to grant a parking variance pursuant to Section 151 of the Flanming
Code to allow a school without parking.

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

= The project promotes the adaptive reuse of a &ifficutt builtding type.

The project promotes and sirengthens the continued operation of a ILElO'thﬂlOOd serving
school. :

The project would preserve the bmld_mg s exterior and interior character defining features.
The project would resul’c in the loss of a dwelling unit that is not affordable to most City

residents.
The project is desirable for, and compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

The Project will allow for additional choices in educational options to neighborhood and dty

residents

SAM FRERDISCO
PLANNERG DEPRRTHMEENT

2070



' Executive Summary .
Hearing Date: April 26, 2012

CASE NO. 2011.0584CDV
601 Dolores Street

*  There are a hmited numbec of smtable sites available for mstitutional uses such as an

mndependent school

| RECOMMENDATION: Approval with Condifians ]
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PLANNING DEPARTMIENT

. Subject to: {Select only if applicable)
[ Affordable Housing (Sec. 415)
O Jobs Housing Linkage Program (Sec. 413) .
O Downtown Park Fee (Sec. 412) 0 Other

1 First Source Hiring {(Admmin. Code)
O Child Care Requirement (Sec. 414}

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

Date: ’ May 10,2012

Casge No.: 2011.0584CV
Project Address: - 601 DOLORES STREET
Zoning: RI-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family)
A 40-X Height and Bulk District
Blodkd/Lot: 3598/060
Project Sponsor:  Molly Huffman
Children's Day School

333 Dolores Street
. San Francisco, CA 94110
Stgff Contact: Michael Smith ~ (415) 558-6322
' michael e smith@sfeov.org

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

DISTRICT.

PREAMBLE
On July 14 2011 Valerie Vercnin on behalf of Children’s Day School (hereinafter “Project

Sponsor”) filed an application with the Planning Department (hereinafter “Department”) for
Conditional Use Authorization under Planning Code Sections 209.3(g), 303, and 317 of the
Planming Code to allow. the conversion of single-famnily dwelling into a private elementary school
for students in fifth through eighth grades operated by Children’s Day School for a property

" located within 2 RH-3 (Residential, House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X Height and Bulk .

District.
On Ap'ril 26, 2012, the San Fr;ndsco Planning Commission (hereinaftei “Commission”)
‘conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting on Conditional Use

Application No. 2011.0584CV.

www.sfplanning.org
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Motion No. 18604 : ) CASE NO. 2011.0584CV
April 26, 2012 o 601 Dolores Street

The Department determined the Prc»]ect to be exempt fmm the California Envirormental Quahty
Act ("CEQA”) as a Class 32 categoncal exemption. -

The Cornmission has heard and coﬁsidered the testimony presented to it at the public hea::mg
. and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented on behalf of the
* applicant, Department staff, and other interested parties, :

MOVED, that the Commission hereby aﬁtho::izes the Conditional Use requested in Application
No. 2011.0584CV, subject to the conditions contamed i “EXHIBIT A" of this motion, based on
' the following findings: .

FINDINGS

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

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

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

3. Surrounding Properties and Neighborhood. The area surrounding the project site is
primarily multi-family residential in character with a few large institutional uses
surrounding Mission Dolores Park and extending north down Dolores Street. There are

. a few commerdal establishments located within ground floor storefronts on corners.
along Dolores Street, including restaurants, cafes, and convenience stores. Buildings in
the vicinity typically range from two to four stories in height.

4 Project Description. The project sponsor is requésting conditional use authorization
pursuant to Planning Code Sections 209.3(5) and 303 and mandatory. discretionary
review pursuant to Section 317 of the Planning Code to convert a former church that is -
currently being used as a singlefamily dwelling into a private elementary schocl
operated by “Children’s Day School” (CDS) which is currently operating 2.5 blocks north
the at 333 Dolores Street. “Children’s Day School” would maintain both campusés and
use the proposed site as a satellite campus. The proposed school would house 160-200
students in grades 5% through 8% The project includes interior and exterior fenant

- improvements. Exterior tenant improvements indlude converting a garage entrance on
19 Street into & primary pedestrian entrance, adding a roof deck to the southeast corner
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of the building, adding mechanical equipment and associated screening to the roof, and.
adding an elevator penthouse along the eastern edge of the building." Interior tenant
improvements includes a complete seismic retrofit, partitions for 10 new classrooms, 7
adrministrative offices, 3 student and faculty lounges, 2 new interior stairways (including
one that would be located within the tower), one elevator, 5 restrooms; and convert the
.sanctuary space into a multi-purpose space, create ADA. ramps within the Dolores Street
entry hall and the sanctuary’s northern side aisle, and create a full second floor level
within the Sunday school wing of the building. The project also requires a parking
variance because no parking would be provided for the school. '

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

The adjacent neighbor to the south expressed concern about how activity on the
proposed roof deck could impact noise and privacy at the rear of his multi-unit
residential building next door and how the penthouse addition would block his view.
Several other neighbors expressed concern about the potential impac’&é the use could
have on parking and traffic in the neighborhood including the whité zones location on
19t Street and the on-street parking spaces that would be eliminated as a result.

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

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

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

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

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

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

D. Dwelling Unit Conversion. Section 317 of the Planning Code requires mandatory
staff initiated Discretionary Review for the conversion of a dwelling unit to a non-

SaH EFARDISCH .
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residential use if not otherwise subject to Conditional Use authorzation by the Code:

The Planning Commission shall consider these criteria in the review of applications
for Conversation of Residential Units H

(1) whether conversion of the unit(s) would eliminate only owner occupied houm'ng;
and if so, for how long the unit(s) Pproposed to be removed were owner occupied;

(i) whether conv_ersioﬁ of the 1mi’c(§) would provide desirable new non-residential
use(s) appropriate for the neighborhood and adjoining distric(s);

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

(iv) WEether conversion of the unit(sy will be detrimental to the City's housing stock;. .

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

The subject building was constructed in 1910 as a church Jor the Mission Park Congregation.
The building remained a church for many different congregations until the most recent church
occupant ceased operation in 2005 due fo dwindling membership and significant seismic refrofit
requirements. The property sat vacant for a couple years until it was purchased in 2007 and

' conmerted into stngle-family dwelling.”In 2011, the property was sold to CDS in anficipation of
the proposed comversion. The comversion would not result in tenant displacement as the building
was owner occupied upon its sale. Although the comversion of the dwelling unit would be
detrimental to the City’s housing stock, the existing dwelling is out of character Jor the
neighborhood which is defined by residential flats, and it is not affordable housing. The use of the

. property as a dwelling unit does not represent the most effective use of the property. The property
was constructed Jor institutional purposes and is best suited for that use, e

7. Planning Code Section 303 establishes criteria for the Planning Commission to consider
when reviewing applications for Conditional Use approval. ‘On balance, the project does

compljr with said criteria in that

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

The school would initially enroll 160 students with a maxinum enrollment of 200 students
and employ approximutely 14 staff people. The tntensity of the proposed use would be similir
fo that of the:church that previously occupied the building. Furthermore, fhe size of the
proposed wuse is in keeping with other institutiond use surrounding Dolores Park and
extending down Dolores Street #o the narth. The project is necessary and desirable because it
would provide an additional choice in education to neighborhood and city residents and it
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provides adaptive reuse of an existing building. Furthermore, there are a Iimited number of
suitable sites aoailable for institutional uses such as an independent school.

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

residing or working the area, in thaf:

Nature of proposed site, including its size and shape, and the proposed-size,
shape and arrangement of structires; '

The height and bulk of the existing building will be minimally eniurged to provide &
stair/elevator penthouse for the proposed roof deck. The proposed work would not be
“oisible from the street. .

_ The accessibility and traffic piﬁems for persons and vehicles, the type and
volume of such traffic, and the adequacy of proposed off-street parking and
loading; ' :

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

- The safeguards afforded to prevent noxious or offensive emissions such &s noise,

glare, dust and odor;

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

significance.

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

iv.

No addiﬁmld‘mdsmping is proposed for the site. The existing street frees that border
the property would be retamed. The Department shall review all lighting and signs
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proposed for the property in accordance with the Conditions of Approwtzl contained in
Exhibit A. : - .

C.- That the use as proposeci will comply with the applicable provisions of the Planming
Code and will not adversely affect the General Plan.

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

D. That the use as proposed would provide developmmt that is in conformity with the
purpose of the apphcable Nelghborhood Commercnal District.

The proposed pro]ecf is genemlly consistent with the stzzted purpose of RH Districts to l
regulate institutional uses therein. ‘ :

8. General Plan Compliance. The Project is, on balance, consistent with the fo]lowmg
* Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 7:
ENHANCE SAN FRANCISCO'S POSITION AS A NATIONAL AND REGIONAL
CENTER FOR GOVERNMENTAL, HEALTH, AND EDUCATIONAL SERVICES

POLICY 7.2 .
Encourage the extension of needed health and education services, but manage expansion
to avoid or minimize disruption of- -adjacent reﬂdenttal areas.

POLICY 7.3: .
Promote the provision of adequate health and education services to a]l geograp}uc
districts and cultural groups i inthe city. : .

The Projch will allow for additional choices in educational options to neighborhood afid city
residents and allow for an incresse in student enrollment should others want to attend. The
Project would enhance the educational services a'oazlzzble fo residents of the local area
naghborhoods as well as the cziy at large.

HOUSING ELEMENT
Objectives and Policies

OBJECTIVE 11:
SUPPORT AND RESPECT THE DIVERSE AND DISTINCT CHARACTER OF SAN.
FRANCISCO'S NEIGHBORFIOODS.

S4T FRBTISEY - 6
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POLICY 117:
Respect San Francisco’s historic fabric, by preserving landmark buildings and ensuring

consistency with historic districts.

POLICY1L8: . .
Consider a neighborhood’s character when integrating new 1uses, and minimize

' disruption caused by expansion of institutions into residential areas.

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

local neighborhood and community af large.

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

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

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

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

- The proposal is for the adaptive reuse of an institutional buﬂding and would provide another
educational choice for City residents. '
C. 'Thatthe City's suppiy of affordable housing be preserved and enhanced,

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

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

. neighborhood parking.

The Department performed a transportation analysis of the project and determined that i
would not significantly impact franstt service, traffic, oy parking in the neighborhood.

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

Sk TRASTISCT
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The Project will not displace any service or indﬁsfry establishment. The project will not -
affect industrial or service sector uses o7 related employment opportunities. Ownershrp of
industrial or service sector bustnesses will not be affected by this project.

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

The Project includes seismically refrofitting the 'exisfing structure to cbniply with current
seismic standards. Therefore, the project would increase the property’s ability to withstand
an earthquake. )

G. That landmarks and historic buildings be preserved.

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

. That our.parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be protected
from deve[opment )
The project will have no negative impact on exzsimg parks and open spaces. The Project does

. nof have an impact on open spaces.

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

11. The Comumnission hereby finds that approval of the Condifional Use authorization would
promote the health, safety and welfare of the City.

BLH FRAGISCY -
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DECISION

That based upon the Record, the submissions by the Applicant, the staff of the Department and
other interested parties, the oral testimony presented to this Commission at the public hearings,
and all other writtenn materials submitted by all parties, the Commission hereby APPROVES
. Condifional Use Application No. 2011.0584CV subject to the following conditions attached
hereto as “EXHIBIT A” in general conformance with plans on file, dated July 8, 2011 with a
revision date of April 12, 2012, and stammped ”EXHIBI'I_' B” which'is incorporated herein by

reference as though fully set forth.

APPEAL AND EFFECTIVE DATE OF MOTION: Any aggrieved person may appeal this
Conditional Use Authorization to the Board of Supervisoss within thirty (30) days after the
date of this Motion No. 18604. The effective date of this Motion shall be the date of this.

Motion if not appealed (After the 30-day period has expired) OR the dafe of the decision of
the Board of Supervisors if appealed fo the Board of Supervisors. For further information,
please contact the Board of Supervisors at (415) 554-5184, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B.

Goodlett Place, San Frandsco, CA 94102.

I hereby certify that the Planning Cornmmission ADOFPTED thé foregoing Motion on April 26, 2012

Linda D. Avery
Corrmnission Secretary

AYES: - Commissioners Sugéya, Antonini, Borden, Moore, Miguel, and Fong

NAYES: None

ABSENT: Commissioner Wit

ADOPTED:  April 26,2012

SAF FRARCISCY
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EXHIBIT A
AUTHORIZATION

This authorization is for a conditional use to allow Children’s Day School to convert a church
that is current being used as a dwelling unit into a private elementary school for students irf Fifth
through Eighth grades located at 601 Dolores Street, Block 3598, Lot 060 pursuant to Planming
Code Sections 209.3(g), 303, and 317 within a RFI-3 District and a 48-X Height and Bulk District;
in general conformance with plans, dated July 8, 2011 with a revision date of April 12, 2012, and
stamped “EXHIBIT B” included in the docket for Case No. 2011.0584CV and subject to
conditions of approval reviewed and approved by the Commission on Aprl 26, 2012 under

Motion No. 18604. This authorization and the conditions confained herein run with the property

and not with a particular Project Sponsor, business, or operator.

RECORDATION OF CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

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

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

that the project is subject to the conditions of approval contained herein and reviewed and
approved by the Planning Commission ori April 26, 2012 under Motion No. 18604

PRINTING OF CONDITfONS OF APPROVAL ON PLANS

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

SEVERABILITY
The Project shall comply with all applicable City codes and requirements. If any clause,

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

such invalidity shall not affect or impair other remaining clauses, sentences, or sections of these
conditions. This decision conveys nc right to construct, or to receive a building permit. "Pro]ect
Sponsor” shall include any subsequent respons1ble party.

CHANGES AND MODIF!CATIONS

Changes to the approved plans may be approved administratively by the Zoning Administrator.
Significant changes and modifications of condlt[ons shall require Planning Commission approval
‘of a new Conditional Use authorization.

S4K FEASGISCO
PLANNING EPRSTEENT
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Conditions of Approval, Compliance, Monitoring, and Reporting

PERFORMANCE _

1. Validity and Expiration. The authorization and right vested by virtue of this action is
valid for three years from the effective date of the Motion. A building permit from the
Department of Building Inspection to construct the project and/or commence the
approved use must be issued as this Conditional Use authorization is only an approval
of the proposed project and conveyé no independent right to construct the project or to
commence the approved use. The Plarmiﬁg Cormumission may, in a public hearing,
consider the revocation of the approvals granted if a site or building permit has not been
obtained within threée (3) years of the date of the Motion approving the Project. Once a
site or building permit has been issued, construction must commence within the
timeframe required by the Department of Building Inspection and be. continued
diligently to completion. The Commission may also consider revoking the approvals if a
permit for the Project has been issued but is allowed to expire and more than three (3)

years have passed since the Motion was approved.”

For information about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plzmniﬁg Department af 415-575-

6863, wwrs.sf-planning.org. o -~

DESIGN

2. Garbage, composting and recycling sforage. Space for the collection and storage of
garbage, composting, and recycling shall be providéd within enclosed areas on the
_ property and clearly labeled and illustrated on the architectural addenda. Space for the .
collection and storage of recyclable and compostable materials that meets the size,
location, acce;éibﬂify and other standards specified by the San Frandsco Recycling
Program shall be provided at the ground level of the buildings.
" For information about complimce, contact the Case Plarmer, Planning Department at 415-558-

6378, wuw.sf-plenning.org .

MONITORING

3. Enforcement Violation of any of the Planning Department conditions of approval
contained in this Motion or of any other provisions of Planning Code applicable to this
Project shall be subject to the enforcément procedures and administrative Pen_alﬁes set
forth under Planning Code Section 176 or Section 176.1. The Planning Department may
also refer the violation complaintsto other dity departments and agencies for apprdpriate .
enforcement action under their jurisdiction.

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

6863, www.sf-playming.org

OPERATION

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

oy TRRSCSCY
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in compliance with the Department of Public Works Streets and Sidewalk Maintenance
Standards. '

For information about compliance, contact Bureau of Street Use and Mapping, Deparfmenf of

Puyblic Warks 415-695-2017, .htip:f/stdpw. 01‘0/

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

For information about compliance, contact the Case Planner, Planning Depm'fment at £15-558-

6378, wwiw.sf ulamzmg ore .

Loitering. The Applicant shall take all reasonable measures o prevent loitering by

students (and possible assodated nuisances) during break times or before and a.ﬁ:er

classes in adjacent residential areas.
For information about compliance, contact the C_ﬂse Planner, Plzmm'ng Department af 415-558-

6378, wurw.sfplanning.org .

White Loading Zone. The proposed white loading zone on 19th Street shall be effective

between the hours of 7 am and 9 am. only to protect on-street parking for the
maxionum amount of Hme.

For information about complignce, contact Code Enforcement, Planning Deparﬁnznf at 415-575- .

6863, wuwnw.st-ylanning.org

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

For informiation about compliance, contact Code Enforcement, Plunnmg Department at 415~ 575-
6863, wuww. sf-planning.org. g

Mechanical Equipment. It was determined that the  location of the rooftop
mechanical equipment shown on the plans dated July 8, 2011 with a revision date of
April 12, 2012, and stamped “EXHIBIT B” do not comply with the rear yard
requirements of Section 134 of the Planmng Code As a result, the location of the
equipment shown on the plans is not approved as part of this project.  The sponsor shall
continue to work with staff on the location of the equipment, Prefera.bly tobemoved to a
Iocation that is not near the adjacent buildings. :

For information about complinnce, contact the Case Planner, Planning Deptzrhnznt at 415
558-6378, www.sfplanning.org

PLANKENG DEFARTRENT
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RECORDING REQUESTED BY:
_ CONFORMED COPY of document recorded o

03/27/2068, 2668155878

__as No. K

- T —— T E——
This document has not been comport-. ~1th the orginat
. - A ]

SAN FRANCISCC ASSESSO:t RECORDER

‘And When Recorded Mail To:

Name: SIAMAKC ALRAVAN
Address: 54T CoRBETT Ale.
City: SAd Fr&A,&qsco
State: California ___ Cfx

T st et Nt et Prgaar” Mornt et Seeget® “wyute Syt

Space Above this Line For Becorder's Use

R

NOTICE OF SPECIAL RESTRICTIONS UNﬁER THE PLANNING CODE
- _{‘\

L, (We) C SIAMAY. ANGY AVAA" , the owner(s) of that certain real
property situated in the City and County of San Francisco, State of California more particuiarly
described as follows: (LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS ON DEED). : '

SEE ATTACKEDS
ExtRiT A

BEING Assessor's Block 3598; Lot 860, commonly known as 6§01 Dolores étreet,
hereby give notice that there are special restrictions on the use of said property under Part |,
Chapter I of the San Francisco Municipal Code (Planning Code). :

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

The restrictions and conditio_né of which nofice is hereby given are:
1. Any further physical expansion, even within the buildable area, shall be reviewed by the
- Zoning Administraier fo' determine whether the expansion is compatible with existing
neighborhood character, scale, and parking. If the Zoning Administrator determines that

Page 1of2
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there would be a significant or extraordinary impact, the Zoning Administrator shall require
either notice o adjacent and/or affected property owners or a new Variance application be

sought and jusiified.

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

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

4. Theownersof the subject property shall record on the land records of the City and Countyof
San Francisco the conditions aftached o this Varance decisicn as a Notice of Special
Restrictions in a form approved by the Zoning Adrministrator. '

. The use of said prope}ty contrary to these special restrictions shall constitute a violation
of the Planning Code, and no release, modification or eimination of these restrictions shall be
valid unless notice thereof is recorded on the Land Records by the Zoning Administrator of the -

City and County of San Francisco. .

 Dated: 31/ 9-3;{/ 233 at San Francisco, California

"

Me—""
' ( (Sdhature of owner) .

(Signature of owner)

This sighature must be notarized prior to recordation; add Notary Public Certification and
Official Notarial Seal below.

) U:\SMida}ab\DOCUMENTS\NSHS\VA\SD1 Dolores Streei:ZODB.di?.TV-doc .
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" Escrow No.: (07-36502748-0V
Locate No.t CACTI7738-7738-2365-0036507748
Titfe Ho.x- 07-3&5027{&8—12?4

EXHIBIT A"

Faly ] LT LY
v LEGALZRACTIPTION

THE LAND REFERRED TO HEREIN BELOW IS SITUATED IN THE CITY OF SAN FRAI}}CISCO,COUNTYOFSAN
FRANCISCO, STATE OF CALTFORNIA, AND IS, DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: . . A

. Commencding at 2 point formed by the intersection of the southerly fine of 15th Street with the easterly line of Dolores
Streef; running thence easterly along the sottherly line of 19th Street 85 feet; thence at a right angle southerly 114 feat:

thence at a right angle westerly 85 feet to the easterly line of Dolores Streets and thence northerly along the easterly fine
of Dolores Streef 114 feet o its intersection with the southery line of 15th Strest and the point of commencament.

- Bedng portion of Mission Block No. 77.

APN: Lot 60, Block 3598 601-605 Dolores Strest, Sani Frandisco, CA
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State of California-
(bmwohgﬁﬁ Tratisces .
On _ l? L008 before me, LU R i T avisd b Mﬁm LYy pWBLr »

Nams and Titls of Officer {23, "Jans Dos, Naﬁ.ry P&bﬁc")
personally appeared SR M |4 &k{)‘ﬂ VE

Rama(s] of Signar(s)

[ personally known to me
& (or prove.d to me on the basis of satisfactory evidence)

to be the person{ey whose name(sy is/ase subscribed 1o the
within instrument and acknowledged 1o me that
he/shefhey executed the same in his/hewirelr authorized
capacity(ies), and that by his/aesihker signature(s3 on the
instrument the person{ss, or the entity upon behalf of
-which the person{sy acted, executed the insfrument,

WILLIARE H, TRAVIS 4R,
Commbssion # 1783537 §
7] Hotary Public ~ Cailfornia E

San Francisco County =
My Cornon., Bxpiees Dec 4, 2017

WITNESS my hand and official seal,

. L !
Place Notary Seal Above ' Signature
3 .

) Sigpaire of Notary Futﬁ'c)
OPTIONAL

Though the information below is not required by faw, it may prove vajuable {o persons relying on the document”
and could prevent fraudulent removal and seatiachment of this fomm to another document.

Description of Attached Decument
Title or Type of Document: SNCT1LE  OF SPecs At ﬁﬁﬁ?‘& GT?L‘\)‘: YaDir THL&!Q!UN é &bé
Document Date: %/27 / ‘? Number of Pages: 3‘,9(4&';

Signer(s) Other Than Named Above: Mot

‘ Capacxty(xes) Claimed by Signer(s) ' o
Signer's Name: ﬁl&mﬁm Signer's Name:

individual : ’ 0O Individuat
O Corporate Officer — Title(s): [ Corporate Officer — Title(s): .
O Partner — O Limited O3 General RIGHTTELIEPRIT

_ OFSIENER

0O Partner— [ Limited [J General BlGHﬂHDMBPBmT
OF SIGNER-

M Atteroav in Fant M Attnrnews in Fact
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RUTAN | C i o |
. N } . Elizabeth T. Erhardt
. O es)er Direct Dial: (650) 798-5671

(ATTORNEYS AT LAW [#fj E-ail: cerhardt@rutan com
o6y
150 498
Tune 18,2012 = 8
' ~= mz
NE
VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL K\kﬂ - Lm
David Cincotta, Esq. ) L pZo
Jeffer Mangels Butler & Mitchell, LLP w oo
Two Embarcadere Center, 5th Floor Py <

San Francisco, CA 94111

Re:  Children's Day School, 60 1 Dolores Street, San Francisco, CA

Dear Mr. Cincotta,

Per the agreement reached orally on June 14, 2012, between Childrer’s Day School and
our clients, appellants Anne Gates, Landon Gates, Lisa Nahmanson and Sandra Steele, this letter
confirms that the parties wish to continue the Categorical Exemption Determination appeal
hearing currently scheduled for June 19, 2012, and the Conditional Use Permit appeal hearing
currently scheduled for June 26, 2012, both regarding property located at 601 Dolores Street, San
Francisco, to July 26, 2012 or as soon thereafter as may be accommodated by the Board of
Supervisors. The parties were informed by Supervisor Wiener on June 15, 2012, that the earlier
proposed hearing date of July 10, 2012, is not availablé to the parties. ’

By signing this letter below, you confirm that your client Children’s Day School agrees

with the above described continuance.

RUTAN & TUCKER, LLP

__—Pavid Cincotta, Esq.

Rutan & Tucker, LLP 1 3000 El Camino Real. Suite 2%@5‘[0_ Alto, CA 94308
B50-320-1500 | Fax 650-320-8905 . _ | Zshas67-0001
Orange County | Palo Alto | www.rutan.com SB07478.1 a6/18/12
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