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B!andt-HawleyLaw Group· 
Chauvet House • PO Box 1659 

Glen Ellen, California 95442 
707 .938.3900 • fax 707 .938.3200 

preservationlawyers.com 

October 11, 2014 

Board President David Chiu 
and Members of the Board of Supervisors 
cf o Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Subject: Appeal of Exemption from Environmental Review 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
Planning Department Case No. 3013.1375CE 

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors, 

Telegraph Hill Dwellers appeal the Planning Department's determination that 
the condominium project proposed at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard is exempt from 
CEQA review. We request that this appeal be heard before and separate from other 
hearings concerning this project and will not be consolidated with any other matter. 

The Planning Department issued a revised categorical exemption on 
September 3, 2014. The exemption applies solely to minor, environmentally benign 
projects that normally have no significant environmental impacts. Importantly, 
categorical exemptions are rebuttable and shall not be used for a project if there is a 
reasonable possibility that it will have a significant impact due to unusual 
circumstances. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.2(c)) 

The Planning Commission approved a conditional use (CU) authorization for 
the project on September 11, 2014. This appeal is timely because it is being filed on 
the first business day following 30 days after the Commission's action approving the 
CU based on a categorical exemption. 
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Board of Supervisors 
October 11, 2014 
Page2 

As will be explained further at the appeal hearing and in further documentation, 
factors contributing to potentially significant environmental impacts include: 

THE PROJECT SITE 

Sensitive intersection: 

• Converging at the project driveway are the top of the Filbert Steps, a blind curve 
of the Telegraph Hill Boulevard, a bus stop for Muni line No. 39, a mid-block 
pedestrian cross walk from the Filbert steps to Pioneer Park, and a s~op sign. 

• The driveway is at the heart of a public area frequented by thousands of tourists 
distracted from traffic hazards by the spectacular scenery and views. 

• Over half of annual visitors to Coit Tower /Pioneer Park arrive by foot or bus. 

• Coit Tower and Pioneer Park are iconic symbols of San Francisco and are 
among San Francisco's premier destinations. 

• The Urban Design Element of the General Plan recognizes Telegraph Hill as an 
"Outstanding and Unique Area11 that contributes in an extraordinary degree to 
San Francisco's visual form and character. (Policy 2.7, Urban Design Element of 
the San Francisco General Plan.) 

• The public enjoys extraordinary views from the Filbert Steps and Pioneer Park 
protected by the Priority Planning Policies of the General 'Plan that provide: 
"That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be 
protected from development." (Planning Code Sec. 101.1(8)) 

Topography of the Project Site 

• The site has a cross slope exceeding 20% in both directions. The east property 
line has an elevation difference of approximately 40 feet or a 45% slope. 

• The Filbert Steps comprise over 80% of the northern boundary of the site. 
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• There is no existing curb cut at the proposed driveway because former 
buildings had no on-site parking. 

Geology of the Project Site 

In his letter dated July 16, 2014, Dr. Lawrence B. Karp1 stated that, because of 
the geologic composition of the steep site, "cutting into the hillside any-where along 
the lower reaches of a slope will remove existing lateral and subjacent support for the 
massive fractured. sandstone blocks" that could damage the downhill neighbors' 
property during excavation. 

THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION IS INCOMPLETE 

• Improvements to the Filbert Steps to meet DPW requirements, including a 
landing at the top of the Filbert Steps, are not described in detail. 

• The need for a General Plan referral and major encroachment permit for 
replacement or relocation of the Filbert Steps is not addressed. 

• Construction of a platform at the eastern end of the site is proposed to provide 
. an "on-site" construction staging area. This is the same location as the proposed 

car elevator and garage that require excavation of at least 33 feet. Construction 
staging and dirt removal would require undisclosed commandeering of either 
the sidewalk or a traffic lane of Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

OTHER FACTORS RELEVANT TO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

• The proposed project driveway will require removal of a portion of the historic 
stone wall separating Telegraph Hill Boulevard and the Filbert Steps. 

1 Dr. Karp holds a doctorate in civil engineering and an Earthquake Engineering 
Certificate from UC Berkeley and is·a licensed civil engineer, geotechnical engineer, 
and architect in with over 45 years experience in bay area design and construction 
with specialization in stability evaluation of excavations and slopes, site development, 
and construction logistics. 
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• Dr. Lawrence Karp concluded that in his profes.sional opinion, "the project as 
proposed is· likely to result in significant environmental effects not only during 
construction, but the impacts will be cumulative in service due to impairment of 
lateral and subjacent support, alterations in groundwater hydrology, and 
erosion of the shale interbedding." 

• The sidewalk would have to be permanently reconfigured for relocation of the 
stop sign and bus stop to accommodate the proposed project driveway. 

• New construction will block a public view corridor from the pedestrian 
stairways and landings of Pioneer Park; and will require relocation or 
replacement of portions of the Filbert Steps and retaining walls in consultation 
with DPW, which may resl.llt in additional project impacts and conditions that 
cannot be segmented from the current project approval. 

• Inconsistencies with City land use plans and policies, including objectives and 
policies of the Housing Element and Urban Design Element of the General Plan. 

• Due to lack of a landing at the top of the Filbert Steps and the project sponsor's. 
proposed "tunnel" over them, pedestrians stepping onto the sidewalk would 
have to cross heavy construction traffic. 

• There is a 3-ton truck limit on Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

• An estimated 4,328.2 tons of dirt will have to be removed to build the project, 
exclusive of rocks, lumber and debris, during excavation phase. 

• An estimated 7 5 7 cubic yards of concrete will be poured if the project will be of 
wood frame. construction up to the second floor podium level.; 

• General Notes on the project plans include unstudied construction mitigation 
measures addressing access of construction equipment, removal of excavated 
rocks and soil, and a pedestrian tunnel to be erected over the Filbert Steps. 

This project thus has potentially significant environmental impacts due to 
unusual circumstances. It also requires mitigation. The City's reliance on a categorical 
exemption would therefore violate CEQA. 
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Please grant this appeal, and require environmental review and compliance 
with San Francisco's plans and ordinances following submission of a revised project 
application. City decisionmakers need this information to inform their discretion. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Enc. Certificate of Determination-Exemption from Environmental Review 

cc: Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer ( w /enc.) 
~sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org> 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from Environmental Review 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoni11g: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot Size: 
Project Sponsor: 
Stil:ff Con.tact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevru:d 
RH-3 (Residential - House, Three Family) Use District 
Tele&raph Hill - North Beach Residential Special Use District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 

0105/065 
7,517 squate feet 
Daniel Fral:tin, Reuben, Junius, & Rose, LLP, (415) 567-9000 
Jessica Range- (415) 575-90181 Jessica. Range@sfgcrv.o:rg 

1650 Mission St 
Stltte·400 
San Francisco, 
GA 94103-2479 

Re.ception: 
415.558,6378 

Fax; 
415.558.6409 

Plannill!l 
.Jnformation: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed project would allow the construction of a three-unit residential building and an 
approximately 160 square foot (sf) demolition and exterior renovation of an existing 1,000-s_quare-foot, 
two-story cottage constructed in 1906. The existing cottage would be modified to remove an 
approximately 160-sf addition in the northeast corner of the cottage that was permitted by the granting of 
a variance by the Planning·Department's Zoning Administrator in 1995 (Planning Department case file 
no. 93.180v). Access to the cottage would be provided via a pedestrian walkway along Filbert Street.1 

(Continued on ·next page.) 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (Californfa, EI:tvironment'!l Quality Act (CRQA) Guidelim:s Section 
'.l5301(d) 1}nd Class 3 CEQA Gu~4elines Section 15303(b) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

Environmental Review Offker 

cc: Daniel Frattin, Project Sponsor 
Vima Byrd, M. D. F 

Supervisor David Chiu, District 3 

Distribution List 

1 This is ·a separate pedestrian walkway from the Filbert Street Steps that extend from San.some to 
Montgome.:;r streets. 

1 57 5. - .. - ..... - ... 



Exemption from Envir.onmental Review 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED): 

Case No. 2.0l~.1375E 
ns Telegi;aph :am Bou1.evard 

TI1e three new residential units would be located in a three~story over basement building with unit sizes­
ranging from approximately 3,700 to 4,200 square feet. A new curb cut would be provided along 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard tq allow access to a proposed 3,700 square foot basement area providing four 
off-street parking spaces. The maximum height of the building would be about 40 feet, as measured in 
accordance with the San Francisco Pla.nnb:ig Code. No change would be made to the height of the existing 
cottage. The new three-unit building would be constructed at the front of the lot, adjacent to Telegraph 

Hill Boulevard. and the walkway along Filbert Street, while the existing cottage would remain in its 
current location at the rea.r of the lot. The project also includes landscaping, repair and,. where necessary, 

replacement in kind of a portion of the concrete sidewalk, steps, and retaining walls of the Filbert Street 

walkway along the parcel's northern. frontage. The project .is l-0cated within the Telegraph Hill 
neighborhood on the south side of Telegraph Hill Boulevard b.etween Kearney and Montgomery Streets. 

PROJECT APPROVALS: 

• Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission for residential density above three units 
per lot and four off-streef parking spaces per Section 151 and the Telegraph Hill - North Beach 
Residential Special Use District of the San FranciS.co Planning Co?e. 

• Building Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. . 
• Permits from the Department of Public Works and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

(SFMTA) for consfructi0n within the public right-of-way. 

• Approval from the SFMTA to relocate an existing stop sign. 

Approval Action: The proposed project is subject to Planning Commission approval of a conditional use 
(CU) authorization for the off-street parking spaces and for residential density above three units per lot. 
The CU is the approval action for the project. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day 

appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of tl).eSan Francisco 
Adminis-tratiye Code. 

REMARKS: 

Historic Resource. The existing cottage was constructed in 1906- ~nd is classified as a Category "13", or 
potential historic resource, in the Planning Department's records. A Category B rating indicates tha~ 
additional information is necessary to make a determination as to whether the site is an historic resource 
or not. In urder for a buiiding to be deemed a historic resource for purposes of CEQA Section 21084.1, it 
must be. listed in. or determined to be eligible for listing in the Califorrua Re~ of Historical Resources 

(CR.HR), or included in a local register of historic ~esom:ces. -.. 

Based 'on a historic resource evaluation (HRE) prepared by P.age & Turnbull2 and subsequent evaluation 
by the Planning Department Preservation Planning staff,s the project site was determined to riot be 

2 Page & Turnbull, 115 Telegraph Hil[ Boulevard Historic Resource Analysis, San Franci$CO, California.. February 19, 2014.. 

A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Froancisco Planning Department,, 1650 Mission 
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISG.O 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Exemption from Environmental-Review Case No. 2010.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

eligible for listing Jn the CRHR nor was it included on a local register of hlstoric,resources. The extant 

cottage is a common example of a vernacular: building and has been extensively altered such that jt no 

longer represents its original 1906 construction. 

In order for a project to be deemed i:ligibl.e for listing in the CRBR! .the pr:oject must be shown to meet 
any one of the Natioii.al Register of Historic Places' four criteria: Criterion 1 (Event); Criterion 2 (Persons), 

Criterion 3 (Architecture), or Criterion 4 (Infotrnatio:ri Potential). The Planri.ing Department concurs· with 

the findings of the HRE that the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under 

any criteria, specifically: no known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1), none of the 

owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2:), the building is not 

archltecturagy distinct and represents its alteration ci:rc:a 1997 (Criterion 3). Based upon a review of 

information in th~ Department's records, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 4, which 

is typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely 

significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types 

when involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare construction 

type. The surrounding neighborhood contains a mix of archltectu.ral styles, building sizes, and a defined 

period of development; therefore, the project site does not appear to be located in a potential historic 

district. 

Preservation PlallIJ.ing staff determjned that the site does not meet fl11.Y of these four criteria, Therefore; 

the site was determined to not be eligible for listing individually or as part of a potential or existing 

historic district in the CRHR and the site is not an historic resource for purposes of CEQA. The proposed 

modifications to the existing building and new construction project does.not directly or tndir~ct1y involve 

any historic resoutces and will not cause a .slgnificant adverse impact. upon a historic resource ·as defined 
byCEQA. 

Geotechnica+ The project site i.s on an approximately 8.0-foot-wicte by 80-foot-deep, downhill-sloped lot 
with a slope from the east to west side of the l_ot. The elevation at the highest pofut along the street 

(northeast comer} is 251 feet (above sea level) and 214 feet at the rear lot line (southwest corner~ The 

existing cottage. is constructed in the southeastern corner of the lot at an elevation of 229 feet. The 

proposed three-unit residential building would be constructed. at the front of the lot along Telegraph Hill 

Boulevard with its lowest pad elevation at approximately 224 feet. Removal of the approximately 160 sf 

portion of the existing cottage at the rear of the lot would require minimal alterations to the building 

foundation to support its new exterior walls. The foundation for the new three-unit building would be 

constructed using drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation, requiring excavation up to 25 feet in 

depth. 

3 Hilyard, Gretchen, Pres-eroatioii Team Review Form for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. May 1, 2014. A copy of this 

document is available for public review at the San Francisca Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street1 Suite 400, as 

part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING; DEPARTMENT 3 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1.37SE 
U5 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

A geotechn!cal report was prepared for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Bou1evard4 and 
includes information gathe.red from a site reconnaissance by the geoteclmical engineer and· four soil 
borings conducted on the project site. The borings.encountered 6 inches to 4 feet six inches of loose to 

dense clayey sand with varying amounts of silt and gravel to stiff, sandy silty clay, overlaying sandstone 
bedrock. No groundwater was enco:intered, though based· on the hillside location it is possible that 
groundwater could be encountered near the surface following rain or upslope irrigation. 

The geotechnical re:poi;t evaluated ~e project site for potential liquefaction, $Urface rupture, lateral 
spreading, densification, and landslides and found the potentia'l for risk to be low. The project site is in an 
area that would be eXposed to strong .earthquake shaking, though adherence to the recomp:i.endations in 
the 2013 San Francisco Building Code would reduce potential .damage to the structure, The 2013 Sart 
Francisco Building Code (Buildi)1g Code) requires Site Classification .and Values of Site Coefficients for 
the design of e~quake resistant structures to minimize· damage from earthquakes. The g:eotechnical 
re.port includes ,seismic design parameters for µse by the structuµi} engineer for the project in complying 
wjth the Building Code during the Department, or Building Inspection (DBI) building permit pl:ancheck 
proces's. 

The geotechnical report found that the proposed structure's foµndation could be safely supported using a 
drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation, provided adherence to site preparation and foundation 
design recommendations in the project geotechnical report 

The project sponsor has agreed to adhere to the recommendations of the geotechnical report and include 
the report's design recommendations into the p I ans submitted for the building permit plancheck process, 
subject to final review by DBI. . Thus, the proposed project would have no significant geoteclmical 
impacts. 

Construction. The proposed project would require construction.activities 'Within the public right-of-way. 
These activities would be coordinated with the San Francisco Department of Public Works, SFMT~ and 
the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee to ensure that construction activities are conducted in a 
manner that maintains circulation on public rights-of-way, fo the maximum extent feasible. The project 
sponsor is developing a construction plan pursuant to the permitting requirements for construction 
within the public right-of-way. Any temporar.y, short-term, delay to vehicular or pedestrian travel would 
not be a significant impact. 

Exemption Class.. Under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(d)r or Gass l(d), exterior renovatiorui tt:( 
an existing single-:-family residen<:e that is not a historic .:resourc;e, as define\! for purposes of CEQA, is 
exempt from environmental review. The proposed project involves the exterior renovation of the existing 
1,000-square-root cottage at the rear of the property. Under State CEQA Guidelines Section 153DS(b), or 
Class 3(b), construction of . ..a multi-family residential structure with up to four dwelling units in a 
residential zone is ex~pt from environmental review. In urbanized areas, this exemption applies to 
apartments, duplexes, and similar structures designed for not more than six dwelling units. The proposed 

4 Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Report Geotechnical Investigation Planned Improuements il.t 115 Te1egr11]Jh Hz1l 
Boulevard:, San Francisco, California, May 12, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San 
Francisco Planning Department,.1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

• SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING D.e:P.ARTMENT 4 



Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1375E 
.115 Telegraph Hill 'Boulevard 

project includes the construction of three dwelling units in a residential zoning district. Therefor.e1 the 
proposed project would be exempt from environi:t'!eJ.').tal review under Class l(d) ~n.4 Cl~ss $(b). 

Summary. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15300".2 states that a categorical. exemption shall not be used 
for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 

environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual cirounstances surrounding the current 
proposal that would suggest a re~onable possibility of a signiftcartf effect. The proposed profect would 
not have significant geotechnical or historical resource impacts. The proposed' project would have no 
significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited classifications. For 
the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review. 

SAN FRANCISCD 
PLANNING DEPARTM~T 5 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 

P~eservatfon Team MeetJ~g Date: 
, • , , , • ,. ,•;, t~•v•>. / / ' ·,.· _. '.-~ '...'. ._,.,_,. » • < •..,, •~) 

B 

• rliRPose oi=-Review~ .. :·,''.··· > ~ .... • t' •. ·, • ~ .'' ' ·.- •• ~ -

~CEQA (ii· Altera\lon Q Denio/Nev~ Construction 

1XJ Is the subject Property an eligible historicresource? 

1ZJ If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

Submitted: Historic Resour~e Evaluation for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard prepared by 
Page & Turnbull, dated February 19, 2014. 

Proposed project: Retention of the existing cottage at the rear of property and 
construction of three new buildings at the front of the fot 

Individual 

Property is individuaUy eligible for lncluslon in a 
California Register under one or more of the 
following Criteria: 

Crlterion 1 - Event 0Yes (!No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: ('Yes (?'.No 

Criterion 3 - Architecture: ("'>Yes l-No 

Criterion 4- lnfo. Potential: ("'-Yes ~·No 

Period of Significance: 

Historic.District/Contex:t 

Property is in an ef!gible California Register 
Historic District/Context under one or mote bf 
the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event (:Yes ~No 

Criterion 2-Persons: (' Yes (!'No 

Criterion 3 -Architecture: (',Yes ·~·No 

Criterlon 4- Info. Potential: ()Yes ·~,No 

Period of Significance: · 

r. Contributor C Non-Coritributo.r 
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Suite 400 
Sao Francisco, 
CA 94i 03-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
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Planning 
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415.558.6377 



· Cof)lplies with the Secri=tary's .Standards!Art 10/Afl:11: ()Yes. ("'No 
' 

CEQA Material Impairment:: 
.. 

('Yes ~No 
J 

-· " -, .... 
Ne'eds More Information: · : ('Yes (!'1No .. 

Requires. qestgn Revisions: .. OYes @N.o .., 

Defer to Residential Design Team: Ce) Yes. (}No .. 

*ff No is selec;ted for Histork Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservatiqn Planner or 
Preservation Coordinator is.required. 

PRESERVATJON,TEAM COMMENTS~ · .. -· ,. .,. , . 
... · .·.:...' . : : .... -; . 

• • ·.: ••• • ·:;. •,l' 

(ii-NIA. 

··.··:'.· · .. : .. 

Accordin.9 to the Historic Resource Evaf uation {HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull (dated 
February 19, 2014} and information found In the Planning Department files, the subject 
property at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard is set on a.steeply sloping lot that once contained 
five buildings. The existing property contains concrete retaining walls, concrete and wood 
stairways, f endng and a one-story vernacular cottage that was constructed in 1906 and 
designed by an unknown architect. The cottage is kn~wn as 3230 Filbert Street or 367-369 
Filbert Street. Known alterations to the property include: demolition of four buildings on 
the parcel (ca .. 1997), and complete renov.atlon/rebuflding of the cottage {ca. 1997). 
The extant cottage is a common example of a vernacular building and has been 
extensively altered such that it no longer represents its original construction in 1906. AIJ 
materials of the extant building date to its reconstruction in ca. 1997. The Department . 
concurs with the fin~lngs of the HR,E that the subject property is not eligible forlfsting in 
the Cafifomia Register under-any criteria, specifically: No known historic events occurred at 
the property {Crrterion 1 }, none of the owners or occupants have been identi.fieq as 
important to history (Criterion 2), and the building is not archftecturally distinct and 
represents its alteration in ca. 1997 (Criterion 3). Therefore, the subject property ls not 
eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria.individually or as part of a 
historic district. 

The Department agrees with the findings of the HRE ;that the proposed new construction 
project does not directly or indirectly involve any historic resources and will not cause a 
significant adverse impact upon a historic resource as defi:ned byCEQA. 

Signature of a Senior PreseryatiOn. Planner f PreseniatiOri Cpordinator.-, qate:. . · · ·'·. · · · ·~ ·'· 

;5"'-.Z-2.DJ 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from _Environmental Review 

2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
RH-3 (Residential - House, Two Family) Use District 
Telegraph Hill - North Beach Residential Special Use District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Block/Lot: 0105/065 Planning 
• Information: 

··------··· ·-- -··--- ·· · _,L'-"'o,...t ..... 51,.,,ze-. ----· ·--'7;5t'T-squarefeet-----···------------------------·· · 415.558.6377-- ·---

Project Sponsor: Daniel Frattin, Reuben, Junius, & Rose, LLP, (415) 567-9000 
Staff Contact: Heidi Kline - ( 415) 575-9043, Heidi.Kline@sfgov.org 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed project would allow the construction of a three-unit residential building and the exterior 
renovation (no increase in building area) of an existing 1,000-square-foot, two-story cottage constructed in 
1906. The three new residential· units would be located in a three-story over basement building with unit 
sizes ranging from 4,100 to 4,600 square feet. Three off-street parking spaces would be provided for the 
new units in a 3,000-square-foot area in the basement. The maximum height of the building would be 40 
feet, as measured in accordance with the San Francisco Planning Code. No change would be made to the 
height of the existing cottage. The new three-unit building would be constructed at the front of the Jot, 
adjacent to Telegraph Hill Boulevard, while the existing cottage would remain in its current location at 
the rear of the lot. A portion of the concrete sidewalk and steps (Filbert Steps) along the parcel's frontage 
would be replaced in kind. The project is located within the Telegraph Hill neighborhood on the south 
side of Telegraph Hill Boulevard between Kearney and Montgomery Streets. 

I EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 
15301(d) and Class 3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(b) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

cc: Daniel Frattin, Project Sponsor Supervisor David Chiu, District 3 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 

PROJECT APPROVALS 

Case No. 2013.1375E 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

• Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission for residential density above three units 
per lot and the off-street parking spaces per Section 151 and the Telegraph Hill - North Beach 
Residential Special Use District of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

• Building Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. 
• Permit from the Department of Public Works for construction within the public right-of-way. 
• Approval from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency.(SFMTA) to relocate an existing 

stop sign. 

Approval Action: The proposed project is subject to Planning Commission approval of a conditional use 
CU authorization for the off-street parking spaces and for residential density above three units per lot. 
This CU is the approval action for the project. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-
day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

REMARKS: 

Historic Resource. The existing cottage was constructed in 1906 and is classi~ed as a Category "B", or 
potential historic resource, in the Planning Department's records. A Category B rating indicates that 
additional information is necessary to make a determination as to whether the site is an historic resource 
or not. In order for a building to be deemed a historic resource for purposes of CEQA Section 21084.1, it 
must be listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register.of Historical Resources 
(CRHR), or included in a local register of historic resources. 

Based on a historic resource evaluation (HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull1 and subsequent evaluation 
by the Planning Department Preservation Planning staff,2 the project site was determined to not be 
eligible for listing in the CRHR nor was it included on a local register of historic resources. The extant 
cottage is a common example of a vernacular building and has been extensively altered such that it no 
longer represents its original 1906 construction. 

In order for a project to be deemed eligible for listing in the CRHR, the project must be shown to meet 
any one of the National Register of Historic Places' four criteria: Criterion 1 (Event), Criterion 2 (Persons), 
Criterion 3 (Architecture), or Criterion 4 (Information Potential). The Planning Department concurs with 

1 Page & Turnbull, 115 Telegraph.Hill Boulevard Historic Resource Analysis, San Francisco, California. February 19, 2014. 

A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

! Hilyard, Gretchen, Preservation Team Review Form for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. May 1, 2014. A copy of this 

document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Missi~n Street, Suite 400, as 

part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
Pl-ANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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the findings of the HRE that the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under 
any criteria, specifically: No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1), none of the 
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2), the building is not 
architecturally distinct and represents its alteration circa 1997 (Criterion 3). Based upon a review of 
information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 4, which is 
typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely 
significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criterion typical,ly applies to rare construction types 
when involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare constructio11 
type. The surrounding neighborhood contains a mix of architectural styles, building sizes, and a defined 

... ____ ... --· .... .... periQQ_ of. dev\'!Jopmefill ther~foreL.!_tgQ_es 11QtE.12.J2ear to _be ~oten~ial h!§torit::.A!~tr~ .. k. ___ :. _ ... ----·--- .................. ·---·- -· __ .... . 

Preservation Planning staff determined that the site does not meet any of these four criteria. Therefore, 
the site was determined to not be eligible for listing individually or as part of a potential or existing 
historic district in the CRHR and the site is not an historic resource for purposes of CEQA. The proposed 
new construction project does not directly or indirectly involve any historic resources and will not cause 
a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource as defined by CEQA. 

Geotechnical. The project site is on an approximately 80-foot-wide by 80-foot-deep, downhill-sloped lot 
with a slope from the east to west side of the lot. The elevation at the highest point along the street 
(northeast corner) is 251 feet (above sea level) and 214 feet at the rear lot line (southwest comer). The 

. existing cottage is constructed in the southeastern comer of. the Jot at an elevation of 229 feet. The 
proposed three-unit residential building would be constructed at the front of the lot along Telegraph Hill 

Boulevard with a pad elevation at approximately 224 feet. The existing cottage at the rear of the lot would 
be renovated and no changes made to the existing poured concrete foundation. The foundation for the 
new building would be constructed using drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation, requiring 
excavation up to 25 feet in depth. 

A geotechnical report was prepared for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard3 and 
includes information gathered from a site reconnaissance by the geotechnical engineer and four soil 
borings conducted on the project site. The borings encountered 6 inches to 4 feet six inches of loose to 
dense clayey sand with varying amounts of silt and gravel to stiff, sandy silty clay, overlaying sandstone 
bedrock. No groundwater was encountered, though based on the hillside location it is possible that 
groundwater could be encountered near the surface following rain or upslope irrigation. 

The geotechnical report evaluated the project site for potential liquefaction, surface rupture, lateral 
spreading, densification, and landslides and found the potential for risk to be low. The project site is in an 

area that would be exposed to strong earthquake s~aking, though adherence to the recommendations in 
the 2013 San Francisco Building Code would reduce potential damage to the structure. The 2013 San 
Francisco Building Code (Building Code) requires Site Classification and Values of Site Coefficients for 
the design of earthquake resistant structures to minimize damage from earthquakes. The geotechnical 

3 Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Report Geotechnical Investigation Planned Improvements al 115 Telegraph Hill 

Boulevard, San Francisco, California, May 12, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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report includes seismic design parameters for use by the structural engineer for the project in complying· 
with the Building Code during the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) building permit plancheck 

process. 

The geotechnical report found that the proposed structure's foundation could be safely supported using a 
drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation, provided adherence to site preparation and foundation 
design recommendations in the project geotechnical report. 

The project sponsor has agreed to adhere to the recommendations of the geotechnical report and include 
tl;le report's design recommendations into the plans submitted for the building permit plancheck process, 
subject to final review by DBI. Thus, the proposed project would have no significant geotechnical 
impacts. 

Exemption Class. ·under CEQA State Guidelines Section 1530l(d), or Class l(d), exterior renovations to 
an existing single-family residence that is not a historic resource, as defined for purposes of CEQA, is 
exempt from environmental review. The proposed project involves the exterior renovation of the existing 
1,000-square-foot cottage at the rear of the property. Under CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(b), or 
Class 3(b), construction of a multi-family residential structure with up to four dwelling units in a 
residential zone is exempt from environmental review. In urbanized areas, this exemption applies to 
apartments, duplexes, and similar structures designed for not more than six dwelling units. The proposed 
project includes the construction of a multi-family residential structure with three dwelling units in a 
residential zoning district. Therefore, the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review 
under Oass l(d) and Class 3(b). 

Summary. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used 
for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current 
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would 
not have significant geotechnical or historical r~source impacts. The proposed project would have no 
significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited classifications. For 
the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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- Applic~tio~ ~~- ~eq~e~t ~: 
Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 

1.: . <?ASE ~UMBER: ;.~ 

L~~;:~~,~~~:~J-------·----·-----------------·-------1 

APPLICATION FOR 

Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 

1. Applicant and Project Information 

L APPUCAN;f,N,Af,,lE: ..•. 
-·-:-- .. . :----·.:. 

: Telegraph Hill Dwellers 

APPLICANT ADD.RESS: 

! c/o Vedica Puri, President, Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
: 600 Montgomery St., 31st Floor 
· San Francisco, CA 94111 

; NEIGHBqf!HOcJ.b.(J_RGANl~Tl<:)t-J t-JAMB : . .. . . ... 
. Telegraph Hill Dwellers 

f -NEiGHBORHOOD ORcWJlZATION ADDRESS; ·---·-.. ----· 

c/o Vedica Puri, President, Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
600 Montgomery St., 31st Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

· 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 
-- ··-

J 'lriEPtioNE:-· 

i (415 ) 433-8000 
! 
f .J:W,\IL: " " " -_: ·'" ; .. " ;'. 

I president@thd.org 
,_[ __ , 

. ". •,.:. 'l"JELEPHONE;. ·o· ·,.,,.; ,,:,, .,., .. ._ ::;.:·:.:; ·.;<;: .'·'.':":.':. "·'-··"-: ;._ ·:'·".' l .. ··' -···· .. 
I (415 ) 433-8000 
I EMAIL:.'.'',, ". . ........... ·"... - • , ... 
I-······ .. ·. 
! president@thd.org 

; PJ.)\NNING. CAS.E NO.: ' " BUILDING PERMIT APPLICATION NO.:.' . . ·-. . ...... ·.·. l J)1'::r.i::o.F D~c;1s.10.N (IE~\'): 
i September 11, 2014 

.............................. , .. _,_ ···•· 

2013-1375 CE 

2. Required Criteria for Granting Waiver 
(All must be satisfied; please attach supporting materials) 

~ The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal 
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other 
officer of the organization. 

[& The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department 
and that appears on the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations. 

l8 The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months prior 
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating 
to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publications and rosters. 

[& The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and 
that is the subject of the appeal. 
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·for Department Use Only. · . -". . . 

Application received by Planning Deparmwnt: · 

Submission Checklist: 

0 APPELLANT AUTHORIZATION 

0 CURRENT ORGANIZATION REGISTRATION 

0 MINIMUM ORGANIZATION AGE 

0 PROjECT IMPACT ON ORGANIZATION 

0 WAIVER APPROVED 0 WAIVER DENIED 

.... -·· ·~ :·.·· 

Date: ... 

......... ~ ......... ~- .. ;,; ~-- « .. · ·-·~ 

FOR MORE INFORMATION: . ; .· · ·. .• 

SAN 'ffiANCISCO 
PLANNING· 
DEPARTMENT 

., 

., 

l-

Call or visit the. San Francisco Planning Department 

. C~ntral Reception 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 .. 
SanFrancisco CA 94103-2479, · 

TEL: 415.558.6378 . 
. FAX; 415.558.6409 .. ·· ... ··.· .. ·. ·.· '· 

• \fVEB: http://wwW~sfplannlng'.org.· .. 
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Planning Information.Center (PIC)·. 
1660 Mission Street, FlrS! FIOor • 
San Francisco CA 94103-2479 

TEL: 415.558.6377 · 
· · Pi~nning st.ffr are availabie by phone ~~d ;;jihe f'IC counter. · · · 

· !)lo eppointmentis necessa1y. . · · · · ·· 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Good afternoon, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Wednesday, November 12, 2014 5:00 PM 
susanbh@preservationlawyers.com; president@thd.org; dfrattin@reubenlaw.com; 
jreuben@reubenlaw.com; nshan@mindspring.com; pz@thd.org; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, 
Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, 
Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC); Range, 
Jessica (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela 
(BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) 
BOS Legislation (BOS); Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard - CEQA and Conditional Use Appeals - Supplemental 
Documentation from Project Sponsor 

141064, 141059 

Please find linked below a letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from Daniel. Frattin, attorney for 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP, representing the project sponsor, concerning the California Environmental Quality Act and 
Conditional Use appeals of the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

Project Sponsor Letter - 11/12/2014 

You are invited to review the matters on our Legislative Research Center by following the links below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 141059 - CEQA Appeal 
Board of Supervisors File No. 141064 - Conditional Use Appeal 

The appeal hearings for these matters are scheduled for November 18, 20_14. 

Regards, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 \ 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members. of the public may inspect or copy. 
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REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. LLP 

By Messenger 

Clerk of the Board 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

November 12, 2014 iD i ~: f:C V I 2 PN I: 3 5 

- '---~----~----·-

Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard; Project Sponsor's Brief in Opposition to 
Appeals of Categorical Exemption and Conditional Use Authorization 
Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 
Our File No.: 7058.01 

Dear Clerk of the Board, 

At :Mr. Frattin's request, please find enclosed eighteen copies of the above-referenced brief, an 
electronic copy of this brief is also being sent via Drop box to BOSLegislation@sfaov.org. 

Enclosures 

Very truly yours, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

Gillian Allen 
Paralegal 

James A, Reuben l Andrew J. Junius I Kevin H. Rose I Daniel A. Frattln 

Sheryl Reuben1 l David Silverman l Thomas Tunny l Jay F. Drake I John Kevlin 

Lindsay M. Petrone I Melinda A. Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper l Jody Knight I Jared Eigerman2•3 I John Mcinerney 1112 

1. Also admitted in N~ .. a 12. Of Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
fax:415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 



REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. LLP 

By Messenger 

Mr. John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

November 12, 2014 

Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard; Project Sponsor's Brief in Opposition to 
Appeals of Categorical Exemption and Conditional Use Authorization 
Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 
Our File No.: 7058.01 

Dear Mr. Carroll, 

At your request, please find enclosed an electronic version of the above-referenced brief on CD in 
lieu of an email link. 

Enclosure 

Very truly yours, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

c::?o-· 
Gillian Allen 
Paralegal 

James A. Reuben I Andn>w J. Junius I Kevin H. Rose I DanielA Frattfn 

Shel)'! Reuben1 I David Silverman I Thomas Tunny l Jay F. Drake I John Kevlln 

Lindsay M. Petrone I Melinda A •. Sarjapur I Mark H. Loper I Jody Knight I Jared Bgerman2•3 I John Mcinerney 1112 

1. Alsoadmitted in N"'f''5'9'22°1 Counsel 3. Also admitted in Massachusetts 

One Bush Street. Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
fax: 415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 



REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

President David Chiu 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors · 
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

November 12, 2014 

.... ·----~----·-----··-·· 

Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard; Project Sponsor's Brief in Opposition to 
Appeals of Categorical Exemption and Conditional U~e Authorization 
Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 
Our File No.: 7058.01 

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors: 

We represent Jeremy Ricks, sponsor of the proposed residential building (the "Project") 
at 115 Telegraph Hill Bmtlevard. This letter is submitted in opposition to appeals of the 
Project's Categorical Exemption ("CatEx") and Conditional Use ("CU'') Authorization by the 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers ("Appellants"). 

These appeals are based on numerous factual inaccuracies and specious allegations; they 
are insufficient to overturn the sound decisions ~f the Planning Commission and Environmental 
Review 9fficer for the following reasons: 

• Public support for the Project is unparalleled on Telegraph Hill. In a neighborhood 
well known for reflexive opposition to development, 43 residents and the North 
Beach Neighborhood Association have s-µbmitted letters in support of the Project. 
Letters of support are included at Exhibit A. 

• The Project's design, scale, and massing will be compatible with the neighborhood; 

• The Project meets all Code criteria for CU Authorization and is consistent with the 
City's General Plan and Residential Design Guidelines; 

• The Project will provide numerous public benefits, including an estimated $200,000 
in additional tax revenue, repairing the Filbert Street Steps and improving the 
pedestrian experience, adding four dwelling units to the City's housing market; and 
improving a currently blighted, vacant lot; and 

• Appellants fail to meet the threshold requirements for overturning the Project's 
CatEx, as they: · 

o Do not to establish that any ''unusual circumstances" apply tp the property or 
Project proposal; and 
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o Present no substantial evidence to establish a reasonable possibility that 
significant environmental · effects will arise from such ''unusual 
circumstances". 

Detailed responses to specific allegations raised in Appellants' briefs are provided 
below. 

A. Project and Site Description 

The property is a 7,517 squ~e foot lot located on the t?Outh side of Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard, between Montgomery and Kearny Streets on Telegraph Hill near Coit Tower. The 
site is within an RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District, and is bordered along 
a portion of its north side by the pedestrian-only Filbert Street steps, leading up to Pioneer Park 
and Coit Tower. 

The property previously consisted of three separate lots that were merged into one larger 
lot in 1993 . .It previously contained five·buildings, an of which were determined to be unsound 
by the Department of Building Inspection in the early 1990s. Four were demolished in 1997. A 
one-unit cottage constructed in 1906 remains on the site, but is uninhabitable in its present 
condition and has sat vacant for more than 10 years. Images of the existing site and surrounding 
area are attached as Exhibit B. 

The Project will construct a 15,544 square foot three-unit residential building including a 
garage with three off-street parking spaces. In addition, the Project will renovate and restore the 
existing uninhabitable cottage, returning one dwelling unit to the City's housing stock. 

The new building will appear as three single-family dwellings, each less than .40 feet tall, 
that are designed to step down the hill in response to the naturally sloping topography. Each unit 
will feature a vegetated roof with sustainable native plants. The Project will feature an attractive 
modern design with a scale and massing compatible with other homes in the immediate area. 
Significant side setbacks have been provided on each of the. building portions in order to retain 
views to downtown and appear as single-family dwellings. The Project will incorporate 
significant landscaping to match the surrounding area, and will feature sustainable elements such 
as solar panels, vegetated roofs, and low-water demand plumbing fixtures. In ordei;: to minimize. 
inconvenience to residents and visitors, the Project will voluntarily implement numerous 
construction "best practices" above and beyond those required by the Planning and Building 
Codes. Plans depicting 'the Project's de!?ign are attached as Exhibit C. Construction 
improvement measures are summarized in Exhibit D. · 

B. Background 

On September 3, 2014, the Planning Department issued a CatEx for the Project, finding it 
categorically exempt from further environmental review under a CEQA Class 1 (exterior 
renovations to an existing single-family residence that is not an historic resource) and Class 3 

1 5 9 4 REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE.UP 

One Bush Street, Suite 60~ 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
fax: 415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 
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(construction of~ ID;ulti-family residential struc~e with up to four dwelling units in a residential 
zone). A copy of the Project's CatEx is attached as Exhibit E. ' 

On September 11, 2014, the Planning Commission approved the Project by granting CU 
authorization, to allow for a total of four dwelling units on a lot zoned RH-3 ... 

In October 2014, Appellants filed appeals of both the Project's CatEX and CU 
authorization. A joint hearing on these matters will be held by the Board on November 18, 2014. 

C. The CatEx is Properly Issued Under CEQA 

Appellants' CatEx appeal mischaracterizes the project, · contains wholly speculative 
claims of environmental impacts unsupported by· fact, and neglects to mention the appropriate 
standard of review for challenges to a categorically exempt project. applying the "umisual 
circumstances" exception. 

1. Standard of Review Under CEQA 

Certain categories of projects are exempt from environmental review under CEQA, 
because they generally do not have significant effects to the environment. Where a project is 
exempt, no further environmental evaluation is required unless a recognized exception applies 
(e.g. there is a reasonable possibility of significant environmental effects due to unusual 
circumstances). (CEQA Guidelines §15300.2.) Once a lead agency determines a project is 
exempt, project opponents seeking to apply the unusual circumstances exception bear the burden 
of demonstrating that the project will have significant impacts and that those impacts are caused 
by unusual circumstances. (Voices for Rural Living v. El. Dorado Irrig. Dist (2012) 209 CA4th 
1096, 1108.) 

There is a split.of authority regarding the evidentiary standard for establishing that there 
is a "reasonable possibility" of significant environmental impacts that make a project ineligible 
for an exemption. Some courts defer to the lead agency's determination, upholding an 
exemption so long as there is "substantial evidence" to it. Others have held that an exemption 
may not be sustained if opponents make a "fair argument", based on substantial evidence, that 
significant impacts will occur. (Fairbank v. City of Mill Valley (1999), 75 ·cal. App. 4th 1243, 
1259 (citations omitted).) · 

Substantial evidence is "facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert 
opinion supported by facts." (CEQA Guidelines § 15384). Argument, speculation, 
unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous or 
otherwise not credible is not substantial evidence. (CEQA Guidelines§ 15064(f)(5).) 

Appellants claims would fail under either standard, due to the absence of any 
substantial evidence to support of their claims. 

1595 REUBEN,JUNIUS&ROSE.UP 
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i. No substantial evidence of significant impacts due to unusual circumstances. 

. Appellants have not established that any "unusual circumstances" apply to the site 
or the Project proposal. "Unusual circumstances"'inust "differ from the general circumstances. 
of the projects covered by a particular categorical exemption" and "create an environmental risk 
that does not exist for the general class of exempt projec~s." (Banker's Hill v. City of San Diego 
(2006) 139 Cal. App. 4th 249, 278.) Appellants' brief skips this portion of the analysis entirely 
and instead lists a number of factors that they believe could contribute to environmental effects. 
These factors include the presence of a sensitive intersection, site topography, geology, and an 
allegedly incomplete project description, etc. In addition, Appellants fail to establish any 
"reasonable possibility" that the Project will result in significant environmental effects due to the 
unusual circumstances, as Appellants present no substantial evidence of any significant 
effects. 

As discussed below, Appellants' baseless complaints and bald statements of opinion are 
insufficient to meet this standard: 

Construction Impacts. Appellants speculate that the Project will create dangerous 
conditions for pedestrians coming up ili:e Filbert Steps or require pedestrians to cross 
"heavy construction traffic." These statements are inaccurate and unsupported by any 
factual evidence. They rely on a demonstrably flawed analysis regarding the extent of 
excavation and construction activities for the Project, and fail to demonstrate how any 
significant impacts would occur, no less impacts caused by unusual circumstances. 

The Appellant asserts that the weight limit on Telegraph Hill Blvd. is an unusual 
circumstance giving rise to significant impacts related to the volume of construction 
traffic. This is flawed on two counts. First, weight limits are not unusual on San 
Francisco streets. A total of 170 streets or segments of streets are subject to the same 
three-ton weight limit as Telegraph Hill Boulevard. (SF Transportation Code Sec. 
SOI(b).) More importantly, the weight limit does not apply to deliveries: 

[F]or the purpose of delivering materials or equipment to be used in the 
actual and bona fide repairs, alteration, remodeling or construction 
of ... any building or structure upon such restricted Street for which a 
building permit has previously been obtained. 

@. at subs. (c).) MUNI buses, garbage trucks and utility vehicles are also exempt from 
these weight limits. @.) 

( 

Thus, the Appellants calculation of 10,000+ truck trips is a massive overstatement of 
construction traffic. In reality: 

• Demolition and excavatio:Q. will involve removing 3,500 cubic yards of soil that 
will be trucked off-site in IO-yard dump trucks. Over a 12-week period, this 
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amounts to 700 trips (it,1.bound and outbound), not the 7400 estimated by the 
Appellants. On a daily basis, assuming weekday delivery only, this translates to 
less than six trucks a day. 

• Approximately 50-75 concrete-truck deliveries are estimated over a six- to ten­
week period, for a total of 100 to 150 trips, rather than the 2,656 trips estimated 
by the Appellants. On a daily basis, assuming weekday delivery only, this 
translates to two or three trucks per day. 

The City routinely finds less-than-significant construction impacts for far larger projects 
in more heavily trafficked locations. This is largely due to the temporary and intermittent 
nature of construction impacts, as well as regulations requiring the coordination of 
construction actives with various City agencies including the San Francisco Department 
of Public Works (DPW), the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency, and the 
Transportation Advisory Staff Committee, to ensure the minimum feasible level of 
disruption to circulation on public rights-of-way and public safety. Examples of large 
projects deemed to have less-than-significant impacts, include the following located on 
some of the City's busiest pedestrian, transit and auto thoroughfares: 

• 690 Market St./Ritz Carlton - Construction of an eight-story addition above a 
restored 16-story office building and two-story garage at Market/Kearny Streets. 
(Addendum to Final Mitigated Negative Declaration: 690 Market Street, available 
at http://sfmea.sfplanning.org/2013.l.601E Add.pdf, at p. 25.) 

• 1333 Gough Street/1481 Post Street - Construction of a 36-story residential 
building with 262 dwelling units and 438 parking spaces in a four-level, below­
grade parking garage. (Draft Enivronmental Impact Report: 1335 Gough 
Street/1481 Post Street at pp. S2, S27, available at 
http://sfinea.sfplanning.org/2005.0679E DEIR.pd£) 

• Moscone Center Expansion - Expansion of convention facility by 300,000+ 
square feet. (Draft Environmental Impact Report: Moscone Center Expansion 
Project atp. S.11, available at ' · 
http://sfineasfplanning.org/2013.0154E=DEIR.pdf.) 

Although the Project is far smaller than these projects and will not cause significant 
impacts, the Sponsor agreed to implement a number of improvement measures to 
minimize temporary inconvenience caused by construction. These include: 

• Limiting deliveries to morning hours, when traffic to Coit Tower is lightest. The 
MUNI line serving the Tower does not start running until 9:20 a.m. 
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• Staging concrete trucks at the intersection of Filbert and Kearny rather than on 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard to avoid temporary lane closures on Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard. 

• On-site staging of dump trucks and delivery vehicles to avoid temporary lane 
closures on Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

• Constructing a pedestrian tunnel, so that th~ Filbert Street Steps may remain open 
throughout construction. 

Pedestrian Im.pacts. Appellants' state that the Project is located at a "sensitive 
intersection" due to its proximity to a tourist destination, on a "blind curve," near to a 
MUNI bus and mid-block pedestrian cross walk. Appellants also posit that the Project is 
unusual because it would place a curb cut across a relatively busy sidewalk. 

However, garage entries near pedestrian crossings, bus stops, busy intersections or tourist 
destinations are not an unusual circumstance in San Francisco. Many residential infill 
development projects are located in close proximity to tourist attractions, within heavily 
trafficked areas, near to MUNI bus stops and mid-block pedestrian crossings. For that 
matter, the F-Market Streetcar, Cable Car and MUNI buses pick up and drop off 
thousands of tourists daily on traffic islands and at busy intersections. The Project's 
location near such activities is simply not unusual, but rather commonplace. 

In point of fact, the pedestrian crossing here is better situated than many in San 
Francisco: there is no vehicular cross traffic and all cars are controlled by stop signs on 
either side, meaning that they are moving at slow speeds and drivers have an opportunity 
to observe pedestrians. The roadways, intersections, and sidewalks in this area have been 
designed to provide safe conditions for visitors by foot or vehicle. 

The Appellants' speculative opinion that tourists may be distracted from safely crossing 
the street due to the scenic environment is unsupported by fact, and, even if true, is an 
existing condition rather than an impact that is attribµtable to the Project. In any case, the 
record contains substantial evidence that the Project has been effectively designed to 
respond to existing conditions and .specific design criteria related to development on 
Telegraph Hill: 

• The project will provide parking for only three cars, which will minimally 
increase traffic. ·cars ooming from and going to the Project are unlikely to even 
cross the mid-block crossing, as the only destination in that direction is the Coit 
Tower parking lot. 
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• Unlike most residential garages in San Francisco, the Project's garage will 
provide for internal maneuvering of vehicles so that cars can face forward when 
exiting. 

• The garage will be set back 7 .5 feet from the property line, allowing drivers to 
pull out and observe pedestrian conditions before crossing the sidewalk. 

• The garage will also incorporate a flashing beacon to alert pedestrians to the 
presence of a vehicle, which neighboring garages do not feature. 

• Those cars will not even cross the mid-block pedestrian crosswalk when pulling 
into the garage. 

There is no factual evidence to suggest that the Project will have any sigrµficant impacts 
on pedestrian safety. We also note that Appellants' assertion tqat the MUNI Route #3 9 
bus stop would be relocated as part of the Project is false. It would stay in its current 
location. The stop sign adjacent to the Project would be relocated slightly (by 
approximately 1 foot) to allow for a new curb cut along Telegraph Hill Boulevard, which 
is immaterial to the CEQA determination. 

Site Topography/Geotechnical Impacts. Appellants state that the site has a cross slope 
exceeding 20% in both directions and that the east property line has a 45% slope. Many 
residential infill development sites are on steeply sloping sites. These ·factors are not 
"unusual circumstances." San Francisco is a City known for its hilly topography. As 
shown in.the map included as Exhibit F, large areas of the City are located in areas with 
steep slopes or in zones of elevated seismic risk. This includes nearly all of SoMa, the 
Marina, the Financial District, the Bay:front, Telegraph Hill, Mount Sutro, Twin Peaks, 
B~al Heights and Potrero Hill, among others. 

The courts have held that the geotechnical features of infill projects such as soil quality 
and water runoff conditions are common issues of proper construction technique that are 
"satisfactorily addressed by standard building code requirements," and therefore are not 
''unusual circumstances." (Association for Protection of Envt'l Values v. City of Ukiah 
(1991) 2 CA4th 720, 735). In issuing the Negative Declaration for an earlier 
development proposal at the Property, the City relied on enforcement of the Building 
Code as an adequate safeguard against geotechnical impacts. See Exhibit G. 

Since then, Building Code regulations have l:>ecome even more stringent. The California 
Building Code mandates that "excavation for any purpose shall not remove lateral 
support from any foundation without first underpinning or protecting the foundation 
against settlement or lateral translation." (Sec. 1804.1.) San Francisco has augmented 
these requirements with its Slope ~rotection Act, which requires submittal of reports 
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prepared by a licensed geologist and licensed geotecbnical engineer for review by a 
licensed geotecbnical engineer or the Structural Advisory Committee at DBI to ''verify 
that appropriate geological and geotecbnical issues have been considered and that 
appropriate slope instability mitigation strategies, including drainage plans if required, 
have been proposed." (San·Francisco Building Code Sec. 106A.4.1.4.4.) Permits are 
denied that fail to comply with the Building Code or otherwise create a reasonable 
likelihood that construction would "create unsafe conditions or would increase the 
likelihood of hillside instability." ®at. Sec. 106A.4. l.4.5.) 

The Appellants fail to offer substantial evidence that the foregoing protections-that are 
implemented as a matter of law-are insufficient or that significant impacts are 
reasonably likely occur in spite of them. The Appellant's geotecbnical engineer asserts 
that cutting into the hillside could damage neighboring properties due to "impairment of 
lateral and·subjacent support and alterations in the groundwater regime.~' (Karp Letter at 
p. 3.) Mr. Karp goes on to assert that "no solution is practicable from following codes or 
regulations."@.) In essence, Appellants assert that there is no way to construct a three­
unit building on Telegraph Hill without causing significant and unavoidable damage to 
surrounding homes. 

However, Mr. Karp's professional qualifications alone do not substantiate his general 
opinions and his letter does not amount to substantial evidence showing the potential for 
geotecbnical impacts. For example, Mr. Karp concludes that dewatering in:ipacts will be 
substantial without providing. any information about the level at which groundwater will 
be encountered. He posits a loss of lateral and subjacent support to adjoining buildings 
without any consideration given to feasible shoring methods that are routine - and 
required - under the Building Code. He asserts -without any evidence whatsoever-that 
no excavation greater than ten feet has occurred within some undefined "proximity of the 
south side of Pioneer Park and Coit Tower." ®· at 1.) Though he includes a four-page 
list of "references," he has not tied them to any of his specific conclusions, nor has he 
submitted them into the public record. Some of these reports are from projects as far 
away as Jackson Square and are unlikely to be relevant. Many other residential projects 
have been built on the same hillside without resulting in a catastrophic ground failure. 

In contrast to the unsubstantiated opinions presented in the Mr. Karp's letter, a 
preliminary geotechnical report for the site found that the risk from liquefaction, surface 
rupture, lateral spreading, densification and landslides frol;ll the Project to be low. The 
geotecbnical letter also provides recommendations should groundwater be encountered 
during excavation: Though the scope of excavation has changed since the initial 
proposal, DBI's permit review procedures ensure that potential settlement and subsidence 
impacts of excavation (including dewatering) will be adequately addressed in accordance 
with the. Building Code, including the Slope Protection Act, and further monitoring 
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activities or site-specific reports be undertaken as required to avoid any harm to 
neighboring properties. 

Historic Resources. Appellants-· state that construction of the Project will require 
removal of a portion of the historic stone wall separating Telegraph Hill Boulevard from 
the Filbert Steps. This is false and is directly con,tradicted by evidence in the record. The 
Project will not remove or relocate the stone wall surrounding Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 
Project plans (attached as Exhibit C) clearly show that this feature will remain in place. 
Further, a Historic Resource Evaluation prepared for the Project and approved by the 
Planning Department's Historic Preservation Staff states that the Project would not 
directly or indirectly involve historic resources or cause significant impacts to any 
historic resources. The portion of the Filbert Steps adjacent to the Project is concrete 
with pipe-rail handrails, and Department Preservation Staff have determined that its 
components are not historic. In any event; it will be repaired and replaced in kind. 

Aesthetics. Appellants state that the public enjoys views from the Filbert Steps and 
Pioneer Park, and that new construction will block a public view corridor, resulting in 
significant aesthetic impacts. The Appellants neglect to mention that CEQA was 
amended, effective January 1, 2014, to provide that "aesthetics and parking impacts of a 
residential, mixed-use residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a 
transit priority area shall not be considered significant impacts on the environment." (Cal. 
Pub. Res. Code Sec. 21099;) As a matter of law, the Project's aesthetic impacts are no 
longer significant under CEQA. 

CEQA aside, the Project will have no impact on e~tablished vistas from Coit Tower or 
the view terrace at Pioneer Park. A View Study showing images from both locations, 
attached as Exhibit B, shows that the Project will block no significant view and will 
remain largely invisible from either location. 

Consistency with the General Plan. Appellants state that the Urban Design Element of 
the General Plan identifies Telegraph Hill as an "Outstanding Unique Area," and that the 
Filbert Steps and Pioneer Park are protected by Priority Policies of the General Plan and 
specific design criteria of the Urban Design Element. Appellants also speculate· that the 
Project will be inconsistent with the Housing Element 'of the General Plan. 

The requirement for design consistency with the General Plan, including the Urban 
Design and Housing Elements, is not an ''unusual circumstance." Rather, it is common 
to all projects in the City. Further, Appellants' provide no factual evidence that the 
Project as designed is inconsistent with these policies, or-more importa:htly-that such 
alleged inconsistency would give rise to any significant environmental effects. To the 
contrary, the Project's design has received thorough review by the Planning Department, 
Residential Design Teain, Zoning Administrator, and Planning Commission, and has 
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been repeatedly found consistent with the City's residential and urban design guidelines, 
including criteria specific to design on Telegraph Hill. 

Project Description. Appellants claim that the Project description is incomplete because 
it does not provide a deta'iled description of improvements to the Filbert Steps required to 
meet DPW requirements, does not identify the need for a General Plan Referral, and does 
not adequately.describe all potential road closures on Telegraph Hill Boulevard in order 
to construct the Project. 

These statements do not constitute ''unusual circumstances." It is common for residential 
infill Projects to require further approvals from DPW or other City agencies to coordinate 
construction activities in public rights of way. Temporary lane closures to accommodate 
construction activities are also commonplace, and as noted above, will be minimized by 
improvement . measures. Further, Appellants provide no evidence that the Project 
description fails to meet the standards set forth under Section 31.08(1)(a) of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code for local procedures and requirements necessary to 
implement CEQA. Finally, Appellants present no facts or evidence that would support a 
claim of any potentially significant . environmental impacts arising from the current 
Project description. 

In short, Appellants have failed to establish the presence of any unusual circumstances at 
the site; and present no substantial evidence that a potentially significant environmental effect 
could arise from any such unusual circumstances. Because Appellants have not met the 
threshold requirements for additional environmental review, the appeal should be denied. 

ii. Previous Environmental Review at the Property 

The Project is the second proposal reviewed by the Planning Department under CEQA 
for this location in the past 20 years. In 1993, the Dep~ent issued a Negative Declaration for 
a significantly more dense and similarly sized project on the same site (proposing to construct a 
14,900 gsf residential building containing 7 dwelling units and up to 7 off-street parking spaces). 
Following a thorough review of !}le previous proposal's potential for traffic, parking, noise, 
geological, shadow, aesthetics, construction activities and other potential environmental impacts, 
the Department found that the only potential impact requiring mitigation was construction air 
quality. This factor no longer requires CEQA mitigation for current projects because it is now 
regulated by ordinance. (San Francisco City Health Code, Article 22B). 

The current Project is substantially smaller than the previous proposal (providing 
significant setbacks, containing three fewer units and parking spaces). Weight should be given 
to the Department's previous determination regarding the lack of potential impacts for the 
substantially larger project at this site when analyzing the current exemption determination. 
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-D. The Conditional Use Authorization Was Properly Issued 

Appellants' CU appeal contains numerous inaccurate and misleading statements, 
interspersed with wholly unsupported allegations that the Project's size, setting (and the 
economic status of future residents) are somehow inconsistent with (1) Planning Code findings 
for CU authorization; (2) General Plan findings; and (3) the City's Residential Design 
Guidelines. 

These allegations are baseless. Rather., ~e Project's design has received thorough review 
by the Planning Department, Residential Design Team, Zoning Administrator, and Planning 
Commission, and has been repeatedly found consistent with the City's residential and urban 
design guidelines. In fact, the record is filled with information and analysis supporting the 
Commission's decision to approve the CU authorization. Appellants' claims also willfully 
ignore the numerous Project benefits as discussed below. 

1. The Project Complies with All Planning Code Criteria for Conditional use 
Authorization. 

i. The Project is Necessary or Desirable for, and Compatible with the 
Neighborhood. 

The Project is necessary and desirable in that it will provide in-fill housing in a 
residential neighborhood, on a lot that has sat vacant for more than 10 years. The lot is currently 
blighted and underutilized, and the absence of development is a detriment to the neighborhood 
and creates a gap in the urban fabric along the Filbert Street walkway and stairs. The Project 
will improve the site by constructing an attractive modern development and incorporating 
landscaping to match the surrounding area. This will create a sense of visual consistency in the 
area. 

Appellants bemoan the Commission's decision to authorize the development of four 
dwelling units on the Property, which is zoned RH-3. However, the Property is a 7,517 square­
foot lot that, prior to 1997, contained five separate buildings. The Planning Code allows for 
development of up to one dwelling unit for each 1,000 square feet oflot area in the RH-3 Zoning 
District with CU authorization. As a result, the Property could contain up to seven units with CU 
approval. The Project is proposing a lowe:r density of development that what wolild 
otherwise be possible. 

Likewise, Appellants' attack on the size of the Project and its proposed dwelling units is 
unw~anted. The housing stock on Telegraph Hill is varied; the average unit size cited by the 
Appellant masks the fact there are numerous units that are significantly larger or smaller. The 
type of development proposed by the Project will certainly not be out of character with 
neighborhood. 
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The reality is that this Project will benefit the City in numerous ways, including: 

• Constructing market rate condominiums that John Stewart of the John Stewart 
Company estimates in his support letter (attached in Exhibit A) will generate more 
than $200,000 a year in revenue to the City in tax increment, in addition to 
intermittent transfer· tax fees, which will go into the City's General Fund and serve a 
myriad of different budget items including, but not limited to, infrastructure upgrades; 
the City's Health Department; the Recreation and Parks Department, homeless shelter 
maintenance, and more. ' 

• Converting a blighted and chain-link bordered lot that has been vacant for over 10 
years and is currently utilized for numerous illegal activities and poses safety 
liabilities; 

• Contributing three new family-sized units to the City's housing goals, which is 
currently in short supply; 

• Renovating and restoring a currently vacant and uninhabited cottage; 

• Repairing the Filbert Street Steps and improving the pedestrian experience with 
adjacent plantings and additional safety elements such as handrails and attractive 
lighting; and 

• Incorporating significant setbacks to provide a view corridor between the buildings to 
allow views to downtown, all while providing a much-needed informal gathering area 
at the top of the steps for pedestria.lls; · 

• Contributing architecturally significant development that is well-designed an 
contextually sensitive to the larger neighborhood; 

• Adding sustainable elements such as solar panels, vegetated roofs, and low-water 
demand plumbing fixtures; 

• Voluntarily adopting a range of construction "best practices" above and beyond 
·requirements established in the Planning and Building Codes, in order to ensure 
minimal disruption to the neighborhood, despite the fact that the Project is exempt 
under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and requires no construction 
mitigation. 

The Project's numerous public benefits easily meet this criterion. 

ii. The Project Will Not be Detrimental to the Health, Safety, Convenience or 
General Welfare of Persons Residing or Working in the Vicinity. 

Appellants' characterization of the Project's garage access as detrimental to ''thousands 
of visitors" each year is absurd. 
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The location of the Project's parking garage will not impede pedestrian movement or 
safety. The Project will include a 3-car garage accessible by a single curb-cut similar to other 
homes in the immediate area. Despite Appellants' baseless assertions to the contrary, the Project 
has been specifically designed to minimize any potential pedestrian conflicts. The entrance will 
be recessed 7' 6" from the Property line, and the garage itself will be large enough to allow for 
internal maneuvering of vehicles. As a result, vehicles will not need to back out garage, and will 
have ample distance to observed pedestrian movement before entering the roadway. In addition, 
this location is currently safeguarded by a stop sign and painted pedestrian crosswalk, forcing 
vehicular traffic to come to a complete stop and making this area of Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
arguably the safest area of the street. The Project's garage door will also incorporate safety 
features such as a flashing beacon to alert operatipn, which neighboring garages do not contain. 
These conditions, coupled with the low volume of vehicles expected to enter and exit the 
proposed three-car garage, belie the fact that the Project's garage entrance w.ill not be detrimental 
to the public. 

2. The Project Is Consistent with Priority Policies of the City's General Plan. 

Appellants' brief merely lists a number of General Plan :findings with no supporting 
discussion, apparently inferring Project inconsistencies with the same. While Appellants' 
concerns are unclear, we address the Project's compliance with each below. 

i. Housing Element 

The Project would directly advance policies of the City's Housing Element by creating 
new infill housing on a residentially-zoned lot that has sat vacant for the past 10 years. As noted 
by the Planning Department, the current lot is blighted and creates a gap in the otherwise 
continuous street wall. In addition, the Project will rehabilitate the currently condemned single­
unit cottage at the rear of the lot, returning a dwelling to the City's housing market. Moreover, 
the Housing Element encourages development of new housing at all income levels and in a 
variety of sizes and configurations, particularly in infill locations that are well-served by public 
transit. The Project will further this goal by creating three new family-sized dwelling units. 

ii. Urban Design Element 

The Urban Design Element provides that driveways across sidewalks should be kept to a 
practical minimum, and that walkways and parking facilities be designed to minimize danger to 
pedestrians. The Project will achieve this standard by providing: 

• A single 10-foot wide curb cut and 1one 12-foot wide garage door, which is 
comparable with the size of garage doors on surrounding properties; 

• A garage area with sufficient space for maneuvering vehicles internally with an 
entrance recessed 7'6" from the property line, in order to exit the garage without 
needing to be backed out in reverse and with ample space to observe pedestrian 
activity before crossing the sidewalk; and 

1 6 O 5 REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE. U.P 

One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel:415-567-9000 
fax:415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 



President Chiu and Supervisors 
November 12, 2014 
Page 14 

• Installing warning signs to alert pedestrians on the Filbert Steps to the presence of a 
driveway, as well as mirrors to enhance the view of drivers exiting the garage. 

In addition, the Urban Design Element also recognizes Telegraph Hill as an outstanding 
and unique area with special characteristics including (i) a hillside park with a highly visible 
green of trees from which Coit Tower rises above all else; (ii) low, small-scale buildings having 
predominantly flat roofs and light pastel colors, hugging the topography in a highly-articulated 
form which contrasts the power of downtown construction; (iii) cliffs and complex stairs and 
walkways· on the east side above the waterfront, with buildings perched precariously along the 
slope and trees interspersed; and (iv) intimate pedestrian scale and texture of streets and housing, , 
with sudden dramatic views of the Bay and downtown through narrow openings. 

The Planning Department has properly determined that the Project is compatible with 
these special characteristics as follows: 

• The Project exists well below Coit Tower and will have no visual impact on the 
prominence of the landmark; 

• The building portions are designed to include flat, landscaped roofs and maintain a 
scale and massing consistent with other nearby structures; 

• The Project visually respects the topography of the street and hill by "stepping-down" 
the laterally sloping topography of the Filbert Street steps; and 

· • The Project will preserve the intimate pedestrian scale and ·texture of streets and 
housing by incorporating landscaping, setbacks of at least 8' from the front property 
line along Filbert Street, and side setbacks along the west side of each of the three 
new units to provide for views of downtown. 

Appellants have provided no contradictory analysis of the Project's design pursuant to 
these standards. 

3. The Project Complies with the City's Residential Design Guidelines. 

Appellants claim, without explanation, that the Project is somehow inconsistent with the 
City's Residential Design Guidelines and will adversely affect a ''major postcard'" view of 
Telegraph Hill. 

These claims are directly contradicted by design analysis contained in the Project's 
approval motion. In fact, the Project has been thoroughly reviewed by the Department's 
Residential Design Team and has been repeatedly found consistent with key design principals of 
the Residentiai Design Guidelines as follows: 

i. Ensure that the building's scale is compatible with surrounding buildings; 

Despite Appellants' melodramatic description of the Project as a "massive" and "fort-like 
structure," its height and scale are consistent with buildings throughout the neighborhood. 
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In fact, the Project will appear from the street as three separate dwelling units, which 
each occ:upy 23' 1 O" of frontage, consistent with the width of building facades fouiid throughout 
the neighborhood. This design can be seen in the renderings attached as Exhibit X. The height 
of the· eastern-most portion oftl,ie building is consistent with the adjacent three-story-over-garage 
building at 109/111 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. Further, the buildings are designed to "step 
down" the street in relation to the naturally sloping topography of telegraph bill. The eastern­
most building portion will be 2' 3" shorter than the adjacent building; the middle building 
portion will be 5'8" shorter than the eastern-most portion, and the building portion to the west 
will be 9'4" shorter thatthe height of the middle portion. 

ii. Ensure that the building respects the mid-block open space; 

·The Project ·will reduce the size of th~ existing rear-yard cottage on the property by 
eliminating a portion of the building that was expanded as part of a 1995 Variance approval. 
This will improve the Property's contribution to mid-block open space. 

1 

iii. Maintain light to adjacent properties by providing adequate setbacks; 

The Project achieves this standard. by stepping bapk the rear facades of its building 
portions and incmporating generous side setbacks exceeding Code standards. The eastern-most 
building portion extends less than 8' deeper than its neighboring building to the east at the lowest 
two levels, and then transitions to a depth equal to the adjacent building for all subsequent floors. 
Each building portion to the west then steps back with regard to building depth. In addition, the 
Project incorporates a 5' side setbac~ along its west property line, for a total separation of 8'4" 
between buildings. These substantial setbacks effectively maintain light to adjacent properties. 

iv. Provide architectural features that enhance the neighborhood's 
character; and 

The Project achieves this standard by providing an attractive modem design that is 
compatible with the surrounding mix of architectural styles, as clearly depicted in the renderings 
attached as Exhibit C. Specifically, the Project will enhance neighborhood character by 
providing attractive recessed entry courts, green roof decks featuring sustainable native plants, 
and extensive landscaping. 

v. Choose building materials that provide visual interest and texture to a 
building. 

The Project will be built with high-quality, attractive exterior materials that complement 
surrounding structures while contributing visual interest and texture the neighborhood, as shown 
in the Project renderings attached as Exhibit C. These materials include a mix of concrete, 
stucco, weathered steel planters, Corten steel panels, wood screens and panels, frosted glass, and 
fixed wood louvers on the front fac;ade. 

Appellants' bald statements of opinion on this point are directly contradicted by the 
Planning Department's thorough analysis of the Project's design and determination of 
consistency with the City's Residential Design Guidelines. 
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4. The Proiect Will Restore the Existing Rear Yard Cottage to Pre-Variance 
Building Envelope. 

As part of the Project, the Sponsor will restore an existing, uninhabited cottage at the rear 
of the site. The cottage was expanded by approximately 160 square feet as part of a Variance 
granted in the 1990s. Building permits for the expansion were approved, and the expansion was 
built. However, no final inspection was obtained. 

During the Planning Department's review of the current Project, the Appellant asserted 
that the Variance was never perfected and was now expired. Accordingly, the Sponsor was 
required to either revert the existing cottage to its pre-variance envelope, or seek a new variance 
to complete the expansion. The Sponsor elected to return the cottage to its pre-variance 
envelope. 

Appellants now allege that the cottage must be restored to two units that existed in it in 
the 1990s or that the Sponsor must seek permission under Section 317 to merge the units. This is 
ludicrous. There is no second residential unit in the cottage - either in reality or under any legal 
definition - that is being removed. The "cottage" is an empty, wood-framed shell without 
kitchens, bathrooms, or, drywall, for that matter. The second unit present there· until the early 
1990s was never clearly a legal dwelling unit: it was accessed by a ship's ladder and did not meet 
Building Code standards. In any event, it was removed in the late 1990s when no special 
entitlement was required for its removal. The DBI and Planning Department have confirmed that 
there is one legal unit existing within the cottage. No special approval is required to remove a 
unit that does not exist and which is not legally authorized to exist. 

E. Conclusion 

The appeals are meritl~ss and should be denied. The Project is an attractive, 
thoughtfully-designed residential infill development that meets and exceeds the criteria for CU 
authorization and is consistent with the General Plan and Residential Design Guidelines. 
Appellants have simply failed to establish the threshold requirements for justifying additional 
environmental review. Accordingly, we respectfully request that the appeals be denied. 

Respectfully, 
I 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

Daniel A. Frattin 

1 6 0 8 REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE.UP 

One Bush Street. Suite 601.1 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
fax: 415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 



President Chiu and Supervisors 
November 12, 2014 
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Encloslires 

CC: President David Chiu 
Supervisor Eric Mar 
Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor London Breed 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Supervisor Norman Yee 
Supervisor Scott Weiner 
Supervisor David Campos 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor J obn Avalos 
Rick Caldeira, Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office 
J obn Rahaim, Planning Director 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer 
Liz Watty, Planning Department 
Jessica Range, Planning Department 
Jeremy Ricks . 
Lewis Butler, Butler Armsden Architects 
J runes A. Reuben, Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 

1 6 0 9 REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE.UP 

One Bush Street. Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-56 7-9000 
fax: 415-399-9480 

www.reubenlaw.com 
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Julys, 2014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission St., 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

Dear Ms. Watty, 

John K. Stewart 
285 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 
San Francisco, CA 94133 

jstewart@jsto.net 

My wife and I live about 200 yards north of the subject site on the same stre_et. We are in 
receipt of a Telegraph Hill Development Alert which warns of a "massive, luxury C?ndominium 
project." The bulletin states that "this is not about a particular neighbor's self-Interest or views 
- this is about public interest." Fair enough. In that regard, from a public policy and planning 
perspective, what is the best use for this site? Let's briefly run through some options: 

e Commercial - Inconsistent with zoning 

e A Park-The site is uniquely unsuited for this use because of its 2:1 slope, customary 
high winds, and budget constraints at the Open Space Committee. Additionally, there's 
already a park above it. 

11 An affordable HUD-subsidized rental project- This site would support maybe 10-12 small 
units that would only have a remote chance of being financeable if a project-based 
Section 8 contract were available from HUD, which it isn't. Even then, it would not 
underwri.te well because of the land basis and the fact that there's no economy of scale 
operationally. 

e A Low Income Housing Tax Credit development -A small project on this site would not 
pass muster with the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Committee, and even if it did, an 
off-the-charts subsidy from the Mayor's Office of Housing would be required, which is 
an equally unlikely prospect. 

o HUD Section 811-Developmentally Disabled-This non-profit, only HUD-insured and 
subsidized program is taiiored to small unit size (10-20); however, it would not meet 
reasonable HUD criteria for accessible social services, let alone neighborhood objection 
to high frequency visitation traffic. 

• A market rate rental- Because of the high land costs and the fact that the project would 
have tenant incomes too high to qualify for Low Income Housing Tax Credits, or the 
City's Housing Trust Fund (Prop C) and because there's no ecpnomy of scale, this option 
is fiscally infeasible. 
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John K. Stewart 
285 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 
San Francisco, CA 94133 

lstewart@lsco.net 

• Market Rate Condominiums - This development category Is financeable and will 
generate over $200,000 a year in revenue to the City in tax incr~ment, plus lntermitt.en~ 
transfer tax fees. These additional tax increment revenu~s will go into the Genera! Fund 
for myriad different budget items including, but not limited. to, infrastructure upgrades; 
the City's Health Department; Rec & Parks; Homeless Shelter maintenance, on and on. 
This has the substance and feel of public interest. Not parenthetically, the City has an 
operational deficit of $134M per year which could use some help. 

There are some sites that cry out for mixed income; some for affordable and/or market rate 
rentals. All would have far better economy of scale than this tiny parcel. In this case, the City 

should capitalize on the highest and best use which the current proposal offers. At 3 units, It's 
hardly "massive". It is indeed, "luxury" but then its values comport with the surrounding· 
homes ringing Colt Tower. ArchJtecturally, there are elements which thoughtfully mirror the 
Gardner Dailey design directly next door to the east. It's doubtful that the curb cuts constitu~e 
an unsolvable safety problem. It blocks no views. Lastly, lest we forget, it is code compliant 
and needs no variance. 

I concur with the recommendation from some of my fellow Hill dwellers that the developer 
upgrade and beautify the Filbert steps leading to the site. 

It is not in the public's best interest to let this lazy asset remain fallow1 as it has for years. 
Besides, it's a refuse-collecting eyesore. 

Sincerely, ... 

CC: David Chiu, President of the Board Supervisor, City of S.F. 
John Rahaim, Planning Director, City of S.F. 
Olson Lee, Director, Mayor's Office of Housing 
Anne Halsted Wells Whitney 
Robert Mittelstadt Lynda Spence 
Rod Freebalrn-Smith 
Judy cYShea 
Irene Tibbits 
Gussie Stewart 

Janet Crane 

Michael O'Shea 
Julie Christensen 

1612 



Pr!=i:l;;t;in Erv!lllope tD: DD735FC7-B5t. ,:A7-9574-340B8264B213 

July7, 2014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 
San Franci&co Planning Deparbnent 
1650 Mission Street, 4fit Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 · 

Subject: 115 Telegraph Hilt Boulevard •. 

Oear Ms. Watty: 

The purpose of this letter is to convey a message of strong support for the proposed new 
development at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard from the undersigned individuals, all of whom are, or 
have been, residents of Telegraph Hill; they are also intimately familiar with the site, its history, 
and immediate .environs. ' 

We support the proposed development at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard because •••• 

e It will extinguish"what has been, for years, an empty and unattractive lot which has served 
increasingly as a refuse collection point and occasional unauthorized occupancy. It is 
also a fire-hazaird. Many passersby, especially foreign tourists, discard burning cigarettes 
as they walk by without putting them out. 

"' The proposal complies with existing planning and zoning regulations ;md requires no 
vmriances. 

o The clean modern design and rich surface materials are consistent with the adjacent 
Gardner Dailey structure to the immediate east and with the eclectic architecture found on 
many blocks of Telegraph Hill. 

"' When built out, no neighbor's south-facing cityscape views will be affected. The new 
buildings will not obstruct views from Pioneer Park or Coit Tower. Furthermore, the 
applicant and his architect have thoughtfully provided a generous view corridor to the city 
skyline, from the front to the rear .of the property, which never existed when the pre­
existing buildings were there. 

o There will be little or no shadow effect on neighboring properties. 
• Our City desperately needs housing of all types as evidenced by the Mayor's goal of 

30,000 new units. 
• This site--when improved-will generate tax increment to the City in excess of $200,000 per 

year thus helping significantly to mitigate the City's $134M annual operating defici~ 

Converting this site from an empty, bleak lot to a place with elegantly designed homes generating 
much needed revenue for the City seems like an obvious _choice. After literally decades of stasis, 
ltJs time to get on with it. · 

Lynda Spence 
Bob Mittelstadt 

r,Docullgned by: 

l:;;:.:,~~ 
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July 8, 2014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty ' 
San Francisco Planning Department 

· 1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill BJvd. 

Dear Ms .. Watty: 

I am writing to respond to the "Telegraph Hill Development Alert" from Telegraph Hill Dwellers' Planning 
& Zoning Committee that was emailed to me yesterday and which urged that their members contact 
you to complain about the 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard residential development project. I received this 
email because I am a member of Telegraph Hill Dwellers ("THO") for about the past twenty years, I am a 
former Board member of THO for six years, and I have lived two doors from the proposed development 
for the past twenty years. My family and I completely support the 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. project, as do 
many of our immediate neighbors, and l categorically reject the demonizing and erroneous statements 
in the email sent byTHD. 

The THO email declares the project will: 

1) "Block the sweeping views of San Francisco enjoyed by Pioneer Park users." I have seen the 
views for 20 years; and the proposed project does not block historic views from Coit Tower or 
the base of the tower. 

2) "Create permanent dangerous conditions for pedestrians coming up the Filbert Steps and 
Telegraph Hill Blvd. {by creating a new curb cut on the curviest section of Telegraph Hill Blvd. at 
the very top of the Albert Steps coming up from Kearny Street)". This location has two stop signs 
on either side (what better way. to exit a driveway?) 

There are curb cuts .throughout Telegraph Hill Boulevard, ~r::id the specific site historically had a 
curb cut, and furthermore it is .not the curviest point of the Boulevard. It's ironic that THO 
successfully advocated installing a crosswalk and staircase up to Coit Tower at exactly that same 
spot on the Boulevard in 1997 (incluaing the installations of the two stop signs) but now for 
some reason considers it a dangerous spot for any traffic. 

3) "Exacerbate traffic congestion for visitors and residents to Coit Tower on Telegraph Hill Blvd. 
both during and after construction. 0 This is a four unit project which will not add measurably to 
traffic congestion on the Hill, and the units will have garages. 

4) "Adversely impact users of the 39 Coit Tower MUNI bus both during and after construction 
(particularly because the current stop will have to be moved but will still be next to their new 
driveway)." I understand that the bus stop will continue as always, and it is an unsubstantiated 
claim by THO. 
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5) . ''Eliminate access from the Filbert Steps to Coit Tower for up to two years while the project 
sponsor digs 30 feet for a new parking garage on this highly constra~ned site». I am sure there 
will be some short-term interruptions, but that is true for all construction projects (as my 
neighbors who have their home& painted or sidewalks repaved) and disturbances can and 
should be addressed as part of the proposal. 

6) "Reward the current owners for demolishing 11 units of affordable rent-controlled housing and 
replacing them with three luxury, 4~000 to 5,000 square foot, condos/' This seems a sly 
comment, as the residences there in 1994-1997ish·were un-inhabited and largely uninhabitable. 
(The larger houses were occasional flop houses.) Also, prospective deve'loper, Jeremy RlckS, did 
not remove the former houses, although. this comment makes it sound as if he did. The current 
owners, the Coopers, bought and emptied the par~el years· ago, and they were blocked from 
further developments. 

7) "Reward the current owners for their de-facto demolition of the historic cottage on the southern 
edge of the property."This is a sly and curious comment. There was a beautiful, historic cottage 
on the original parcel ("Bill Bailey's cottage") that Vi:'as moved to another location (the Mission?) 
by the Coopers by popular request. The existing cottage on the property is uninhabitable, not 
·historic, and an eyesore. I believe it was largely propped up by the Coopers to establish that 
they were continuing to develop the property, but that was years ago and it remains an eyesore 
of no significance; 

THO is capable of meticulous research~ but sly and. erroneous claims like the above two claims 
make me question their motives as well as their means. 

I previously wrote your offices on June 2nd (see my letter below) with my support of the 115 Telegraph 
Hill Boulevard residential project. I reiterate my support. 

Thank you, 

Greg Chiampou 
345 Filbert Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
Tel. 415.845.4479 
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A~ 1~20.14 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
City and C-ounty of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street 
San.Francisco~ CA 94103 

RE: Support for Conditional Use App:µcation 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard/363 Filbert Street 
Case No.: 2013.1375C 

Dear Commissioners, 

I have lived at 381 Filbert Street since 1997. My home is immediately next door to 
the proposed new building at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. I believe the project deserves y.our 
support. The property has been largely vacant for nearly twenty yearst vvrappe4 with a chain­
link and with only the shell of a cottage remaining. The owner has been receptive to my 
suggestions about the design, which will be both attmctive and at an appropriate scale for this 
location. I look f.orwar.d. to the property being cleaned up and improved. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

/rtr~(tr-rr· I lfo1{:?49//( 
Mary ayKew 
381-383 Filbert Street 
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July7, 2014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, 4th .Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: · 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

Dear Ms. Watty: 

The purpose of this letter is to counteract some comments made by representatives of the Telegraph 
Hill Dwellers organization regarding this project. Here are their points, with my counter arguments: 

The project would block sweeping views of San Francisco enjoyed by Pioneer Park visitors -In 

fact, by my own observation (I have pictures) the trees and vegetation on the top and sides of 
the hill already block all views on that side of Pioneer Park and this project in no way makes 
that worse. 
The project would adversely impact users of the 39 Coit Tower MUNI bus both duri.ng and after 
construction. - I have been told that there will be absolutely no effect on the bus stop during 
or after construction, nor to the Filbert steps either below or above the project site. 
The project would eliminate access from the Filbert steps for up to 2 years and create dangerous 
conditions nearby. - I have been told that there will not be limitations on the access of the 
Filbert steps at any time. 
The project would "reward" the current owners for demolishing affordable housing and an 
historical cottage -The demolition of housing on the property occurred many years ago and is 
not relevant to this project. The cottage which remains is in fact unlivable at present but is not 
now planned to fJe demolished during this project. · 

Thank you for consideration of these points and correct.ions to misstatements made by neighborho9d 
opponents to the project. Converting this site from an e·mpty, bleak lot to a place with elegantly 
designed homes generating much needed reveaue for the city still seems like an obvious choice. 

Sincerely yours - Wells Whitney 

Wells Whitney 

1308 Montgomery St. 

San Francisco, CA 94133 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

July, 6th 2014 

MARINA GALLJ 
Watty. Elizabeth (cpC) 

Support of 115 Telegraph Boulevard 
Sunday, July 06, 2014 5:51:16 PM 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street - 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: Support of proposed development of 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

Dear Ms. Watty, 

Monty Reedy and I are writing to you to support the proposed development of 115 
Telegraph Boulevard. We believe it is high time that this vacant and desolate lot be 
turned into a home that contributes to the Telegraph Hill community and also 
beautifies the approach to Coit Tower. As neighbors, we frequently walk up 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard and past the 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard lot We often 
wish there was a lovely home that was thoughtfully built, instead of a blighted empty 
lot. It is our understanding that the owners are proposing a well thought out 
architectural plan that complies with city ordinances. We should work with them to 
create something in keeping with the neighborhood. 

Wouldn't it be better to have a family or couple living in a newly built, well manicured 
home, where currently there is nothing but dirt and an unsightly chain link fence? The 
lot is filled with litter because of the wind tunnel effect, caused by no building on the 
lot. 

Think of the jobs the construction and ongoing maintenance will create, the increased 
tax base, the additional stimulus to the community. The city needs to embrace and 
welcome residents who want to set up roots here and improve the city. 

Further, it would be nice to have the driveway that once existed reinstated. In an 
emergency, there is no place to tum around until you get all the way to the top of the 
hill. 

We are neighbors, we are taxpayers and we are supporters of the development of 
this unused parcel, 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kind regards, 
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Marina Galli, CFA 
& Monty Reedy 

1621 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hi, 

Friea Bern 

WafiV. Elizabeth (Q>C) 
I support "luxury condos on Telegraph Hill" 
Thursday, July 10, 2014 9:10:39 AM 

---· ----·-""?-· --...... . . 

I live in the North Beach/Telegraph Hill neighborhood- don't see why TOH is so upset about the condo 

development project. Personally I suspect TOH would fight any new project, and leaving that lot vacant 

. and surrounded by a chain link fence is ridiculous. 

So ... wanted to voice my support for the project. Loqks reasonable enough. 

I have no stake in this, don't know any of the involved folks. 

-Friea 

Friea Berg J Strategic Alliances I friea@splunk.com J Direct 415.852.5820 I Mobile: 415.254.1544 I twitter.com/fries 

San Francisc~ I Cupertino I London I Hong Ko:-ig I \.-Vashington D.C. I Seattle I Plano I Singapore I Munich [Tokyo 

'!"his message is Intended only for the personal, confidential, and authorized use of rh~ recipient(s) named above. If you are not that person, you are 

not authorized to review, u<e, copy, for,,ard, distribute or otherwise disclose the information contained in the message. 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Ms. Watty, 

Lauren Haugh 
Watty. Efiziibetb cceo 
Supporting the project on 115 Telegraph HUI 
Wednesday, July 09, 2014 11:46:15 AM 

.~ 

I would like to express my strong support for the proppsed project at 115 Telegraph HUI. rh·e Filbert 
steps are one of my favorite places to run. I have lived in the city for over 7 years and I don't think I 
have seen a bigger eye' sore than this vacant lot. I have always wondereq why it has remained 

_-vacant for so long. Last week I met Jeremy Ricks and his architects who were visiting the spot and 
looking at plans. I approache.d them and asked if they were developing the project etc ... They . 
showed me the plans and l absolutely love wh.at they are proposing. I think that it will be a g~eat 
addition to the neighborhood. I asked them if there was anything that I could do to help and they 
suggested that I write a letter 9f support, hence this email. I understand that there are no variances 
to this project and it falls under the height limit. 
I would like to show my strong support for this project. 

Sincerely, 
Lauren·Haugh 
650-996-1090 
S.F Resident 
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June 8, 2014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 

San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission street, 4lh Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

Dear Ms. Watty: 

As immediate neighbors ·to the proposed project, we would like to express our support for the new 
development by Jeremy Ricks' group at 115 Telegraph Hiil. Blvd. We have lived three homes away from 
the site for the past fifteen years, we have reviewed Mr. Rick's proposed plans as of May 2014, and we 
have long appreciated the site, Its history, andthe Immediate environs. 

We support the proposed development at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. for several reasons: 
9 The proposed building plan: 

o Has clean lines, open courtyards, and modem elements that contribute to the 
neighborhood's architecture. 

o Does not block views from Pioneer Park's rear lawn area or Coit Tower. 
o Ooes not block any neighbors' south facing views~ and has little or no shadow impact on 

neighboring residences. 
e Now an empty lot, the proposed building site offers an opportunity to: 

o Add residential units and tax-payers to both the neighborhood and the city. 
o See new residents be motivated to maintain the heavily tourist-trafficked Filbert stairs 

area In front, Including keeping the area clean, graffiti-free, and planted. 

We remember the former buildings on this site. After a long period of abandonment, we are glad to see 
this proposed plan.for 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

San Francisco, CA 94133 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Ms. Watfy, 

Regan Anderlini 
Wattv Bizabeth <ceo 
~15 Telegraph Hiii Boulevard Townhouses 
Tuesday, July OB, 2014 9:20:39 PM 

- ·-- - ·- ···- ·,..-:"7--... 

I am a resident of the Telegraph Hill neighborhood in San Francisco and I am writing 
in supp.Ort ofthe proposed development at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. Rei:ently there 
has been some heated discourse on our neighborhood email list, cmd I fell it is 
jmportant that I let you know th~t .my husband and I both support the idea of 
replacing the unsightly vacant lot that now exists with a tastefully conceived 
development. I have read the document sent to the Jist by Jeremy Ricks of 
Telegraph Hill Housing, LLC and support the ideas presented in his communication. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Regan Anderlini 
300 Filbert St 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Ms. Watfy 

Vincent scholl 
Watty. Eljzabetb CcpQ 
115 Telegraph Hill support 

- - - --- ·- ·- ~ :· . . 

Wednesday, July 09, 2014 11:11:01 AM 

I am writing to support the proposed project of 115 Tel.egraph Hill. I often run the . 
Filbert steps with my girlfriend (Lauren Haugh, who I think is also writing a letter of 
support). We met with the project sponsor and his team of arc~itects at the site and 
review~d their plans. I feel that what they are proposing is both reasonable and 
quite spectacular and would be a VERY welcomed addition to the neighborhood. I 
strongly support the project. 

Best 

Vince Scholl 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

........ · 

Lois Cbess 
Wat!;y. Elizabeth (010 
SUPPORT for 115 Telegraph Hiii DeVelopment 
Tuesday, July 08,_ 2014: 4:15:10 PM 

Just so you know, not everyone is against developing this' site. It has been 

empty way too long. Good· luck.· I hope if passes. 

Lois· Chess · · . 

415-385-7505 
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From: Marcy Albert 
To: Watty Elizabeth (CPQ 

Subject: 
Date: 

SUPPORT FOR 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard (case No. 2013.1375CE 
Wednesday, July 09, 2014 12:01:42 PM 

I have read both the supporting and _opposing sides of this development and it looks to me to be a 
perfectly delightful development. I encourage you to support it. 

Mlil YCt'.J A~ber:t 
1Qi LOVliLbli!ro! st #.!)04W 
Sall\.. FvtH-1.cJsco, CA.J-1-1.1.i 
4i.5-G::J.7-G_300 

No virus found in this message. 
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com 
Version: 2014.0.4716 /Virus Database: 3986/7814 - Release Date: 07/07/14 
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From: 
To: 

.· : < · .. -:-·. :" 

david.tay!ortO@comcast.net 
Watty. Elizabeth ccpc> 
115 Telegraph Hill' Subject; 

Date:· Wednesday, July 09; 201411:14:15 AM 

Hi Elizabeth, 

I support the project at 115 Telegraph Hill as t:i.hown and am looking forward to 
getting rid of that eyesore lot. 

Thank you, 

David Taylor 
1460 Montgomery Street , 
650 3391476 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hi Elizabeth, 

Pana Rivera 
Watty. Elizabeth CCPQ 
Supporting project at 11S Telegraph Hill 
Wednesday, July 09, 2014 12:37:55 PM 

I am writing in support of the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill. As a neighbor 
at 279 Filbert Street, I believe the· project will fit into the character of the 
neighborhood and will fill a current void. · 

I have reviewed the details of Jeremy's proposal with him and because the project is 
below the zoned height limit and requires no variances, I urge the Planning 
Commission to supp~rt this project. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Best, 
Dana Rivera 
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From: 00.. 
To: Watty. Elizabeth CCPO 
Subject: Support for proposal of US Tclegraph Hill 
Date: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 10:55:02 AM 

Ms. Watty, 

I own a TIC close to Telegraph Hill and often visit the Coit Tower area. Just last 
month I took some relatives that were visiting from out Of town. We wa'lked up the 
Filbert St stairs and one of them commented how ugly the vacant lot that sits on 115 
Telegraph Hill was. When I spoke to Jeremy Ricks about his project I disc6vered that 
this lot has been vacant for over 15 ye?rs. I don't understand why/how one qf the 
most beautiful and important streets in all of SF could ~ave such a thing. I have 
reviewed the plans that Jeremy and his architects have proposed and I think that they 
would be an absolutely wonderful addition to the neighborhood. The proposed 
homes have a nice modem feel but also keep with the consistency of the 
neighborhood. 

This letter is in STRONG support of the proposed 115 Telegraph Hill project. I urge 
the pianning commission to pass the project as is. · 

Thank you, 
Calvin Chan 
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June 10, 2014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 

San Francisco Planning Department 

1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 

San Franeisco, CA 94103 

S1,1bje.ct: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

Dear Ms. Watty: 

As immediate neighbors to the proposed project, I would like to express support for the new 

development by Jeremy Ricks' group at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. I have lived three homes away from the 

site for the past fifteen years, and have reviewed Mr. Rick's proposed plans as of May 2014. 

-
I support the proposed development at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. for several reasons, but the main reason 

is that the current empty lot is a MAJOR EYESORE that has essentially become a big garbage dump. It is 

sad to see such a beau'tiful location littered with trash and graffiti. 

The proposed building plan is thoughtful, and I appreciate the clean lines and modern elements that 

would complement the neighborhood's architecture. From my review of the plan, I do not see any 

impact on views from Pioneer Park's rear fawn area or Coit Tower, block any neighbors' south facing 

views, and has little or no shadow impact on neighboring residences. 

The project would also bring tax dollars and jobs to our city/neighborhood. 

I welcome the proposed project and appreciate that Mr Ricks has worked with the neighbors to create 

. residences that would pe an asset to Telegraph Hill. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Mattson Chiampou 

345 Filbert Street 

San 'Francisco, CA 94133 
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_ ...... ·- . . ---·-··. ---·--------. . : . . . . . . 

From: Janet Crane 
To: Wiitty. Elizabeth rcpc> 
Cc: Silrox. !.DUis: Rod Freebajm-Smith 
Subject: . 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
Date: Tuesday, July OB, 2014 5:01:09 PM 

Dear Ms. Watty: 

I am a 40 year resident Qf Telegraph Hill and wish to support the right of the · 
property owner to build homes on this lot. . . . . .. . 

I ·understand that tt:ie project does not requi,re any varian~s ·a~d has received 
design approval from the Planning Department. This is a logical site for luxury 
horries. · 

It is reasonable to discuss with the property owner how the most difficult impacts of 
construction will ,be mitigated for the neighbors and that the Filbert Steps should be 
brought into good condition at that property line. Those discussions should occur 
with any significant construction site in a congested area. However, the project 
should not be attacked because it is not a park. 

I am adding my name to the other letters of support that have been sent by our 
neighbors. · · · · 

Best regards, 
Janet · 
---~----------------------------------------------

Janet Crane 
Freebairn-Smith & Crane 
Planning, Urban Design, Architecture 
442 Post Street 
San Francisco CA 94102 
415 398 4094 
jcrane@f-sc.com 

.,. . 
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From: 
To: 

Alex!:; DOnoohoe 
Watty. Sizabe!h ccpg 

Subject: 
Date: 

. 115 Telegraph HiU - Vote of Approval 
Wednesday; .July 09, 2014 2:16:36 PM 

To whom it may concern: 

I live in North Beach {529 Filbert St.) right n~ar 115 Teleg~ph Hill. I walk to work up 
and over Telegr~ph Hill and pass by this empty lot everyday, so I am familiar with this 
proposal. I have reviewed the details of Jeremys proposal wini him and I think the 
project will be a welcomed addition to the neighborhood. I strongly support the 
project and urge the planning commission too as well, especially as it is below the 
height limit and requires no variances. · 

Fellow Neighbor, 

Alexis· Donoghoe 
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John Fitzgerald 
.. 381 Filbert Street 

San Francisco, CA 94133 
{415) 397-f?630 I groundfitz@yahoo.com 

Attention: . City of San Francisco Planning 
Department 

I am John Fitzgerald. I reside at 381 Filbert, the garden 
apartment below 383 Filbert. I· have lived here for 
seventeen years. 

Telegraph Hill is a wonderful place to live! The views are 
fantastic and I especially appreciate that every day of the 
year people from all over the world are climbing the 
Filbert steps on their way up to, and down from, Coit 
Tower. 

I have m.et with Jeremy Ricks and seen his plans for 
developing the properties next door. I look forward to 
having neighbors, instead of the empty, often trashed 
and blighted lots that have been next door for m.any 
years. Indeed, I think Mr. Ricks1 r~sidences will be a 
welcome addition to the neighborhood. 

I trust that you will give his proposal a fair hearing. 

Sincerely, 

John J. Fitzgerald 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Ms. Watty,. 

Dustin Haytema 
Wattv. Erizabeth (CPQ 
Support for proposed Telegraph Hiii Property 
Wednesday, July 09, 2014 11:10:31 AM 

I have been renting an apartment near North· Beach for over two years and walk near Coit Tower everyday 
on my way to work. Before even speaking to Mr. Ricks about the proposed project, I have comme.nted on 
the vacant lot with many neighbors ar:id tourists over the past year. It has been a huge eye sore for all local 
residents and tourists alike and sometimes ev.en frequents vagrants at night. (' 

I recently sat down with Mr. Ricks to discuss t~e building project and the-proposed plans for 115 Telegraph 
Hill and am strongly in support of its development. Based on my experience, the projed clearly. falls under 
the height limit and there are clearly no proposed variances, thus making this project a perfect fit for that 
lot. This beautifully designed building will only add to the neighborhood as a whole. 

I look forward to supporting th is project through to completion. 

Please contact me with any questions. 

Best, 
Dustin Haytema 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

Elizabeth, 

brad hedrick 
wattv. Elizabeth cceg 
Fwd: support for 115 Teleg~ph Hill 
Wednesday, July 09, 2014 12:38:01 PM 
Plans Rnal reduced.pdf 

I hope this note finds you well. I have lived in North Beach for many years now and 
know Jeremy Ricks from HS. J_eremy has brought me up to speed on the details of 
his proposal of the 115 Telegraph Hill i:>roje~, which seems like q great idea 
considering the rot he is pursuing has been vacant for so long. I foresee the project 
being a welcomed addition to the neighborhooa. Per the planS!, it looks the structure 
is below the height limit, and would not requires ·any major variances if any. 
Just thought i would shoot over a note to mention my firm support of the project 
and urge the planning commission too as well. 

Always happy to chat. 

brad hedrick 
4154979844 
520 chestnut St no 104 
SFCA. 
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From: Peter !skand§!r 
To: Wattv· El!zabeth fCPC) 
Cc DI !skandar@yahoo.com 
Subject: 115 Tel!!Qraph Hill Project: Support 
Date: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 4:54:46 PM 

Hi Elizabeth, 

' 
I live nearby and am.a property ow~er at 1835 Grant Ave:;. I recently 
revi.ewed the plans for Jeremy's project at 115 Teleg.raph Hill and I think 
this project will be a nice addition to.the neighb~rho.od. As far as I can tell 
the project will add desired property value to the surrounding area, will 
clean up an t.Jnderused vacant lot, ariq does not exceed any size limits o·r 
require any variances •. 

· I support the project and urge the planning commission to do so as well. 

Peter lskandar 
1835 Grant Ave. 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear rvts. Watty, 

~ 
wattv. Ellzabetb ccpo 
support for 115 Telegraph Hill 
WednesdayJ July 09, 2014 11:~9:12 AM ..... 

My wife and I have lived in North· Beach for over 3 y~rs. We often visit Coit Tower, especially when 
we have out of town visitors. 
For some time I have thought that this unpleasant vacant plot of land should be developed as it would 
add MUCH beauty to the area. · 
I have met with Jeremy Ricks and reviewed his.plans and think that what he is proposing, in its 
CURRENT state, would be an absolutely fantastic addition to the neighborhood. I strongly believe that 
this proj~ should .be approved and ask the CQmmission to vote yes on this project 

Tha'nks, 
Shane Kennedy 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject:: 
Date: 

Dana Kueffner . 
Wattv. El!zabe!:tt.ccpO 
PMHeinemann@aol.com 

. . ··-··· ..... . ... ·. . .. ,.. :'" 

Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard - Planning Case No. 2013.1375C 
Tuesday, July OS, 2014 8:51:50 PM 

Dear Ms. Watfy, P.resident Wu and Comryiissio·ners: 

Let me apologize in advance fo·r the informal nature of 
this correspondence. 

My husband, Peter Heinemann, and I are wanting to go on record as 
strong supporters of the above referenced project. . 
Peter and I have lived on Telegraph Hill for the past 30 years. Our home· 
is located at 335 Greenwich Street, approximately 6 parcels north/east of 
115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. ·. 

.· . 
We believe that the project has been very thoughtfully designed. The 
owner and their architects ·have listened to and addressed a wide variety 
of community concerns anq issues. They should be. commended for all 
their efforts. ' 

Please add our names to the list of supporters of this plan. 
Thank you for your kind attention. 

Sincerely, 

Dana L. Kueffner and Peter M. Heinemann 
335 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA. 94133 
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From: denn!s !ea"rv 
To: Waf!y Ellzabeth (C!'Cl 

Date: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 5:36:55 PM 

Hey Elizabeth, my name is Dennis Leary; I live at ao Alta St on Telegraph -Hill. I am writing to express 
my support for the proposed development at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. I think the project would be an 
improvement over the vacant lot that now exists; I also do not think the proposed construction would 
disrupt the neighborhood in any m~mner. I have liVed on the Hill for 9 years, and arn well familiar with 
the politics up here. I hope the fear-mongers pa not sabotage yet another attempt to be~er the 

· neighborhood. If you n~ to talk. to me further about this matter, please do not hesitate to contact 
me. Thanks very much. · · 
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Frolll: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dea·r Ms. Watty.,, 

lady Man!husan 
Wattv. Elizabeth CCPQ 
115 Telegraph Hill 
Wednesday, July 09; 2014 10:58:23 AM 

.. •. 

I live at 34 Jasper Place and am .writing this email in stro~g support of th.e proposed project on 115 
Telegraph Hill. The land has been an eye sore to the ne!ahl;>orhood a.nd the city as a w/lole as 

. · hundreds of tourists ·view this vac:Clnt lot every everyday as they drive up to Coit Tower. I have met 
with Jeremy Ricks and reviewed his plans for the new structure and believe that it will be a 
welcomed addition to the neighborhood and I think that planning should strongly support the 
project in its current form. I am aware that the project i~ below the height limit and does not 
require any variances so I see no_ reason why the commission should not support it 

ManyTh~nks 

Jady Manibusan 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hi Sally. 

Mccandless. Michael 
wattv. Elizabeth rcpo 
Support for 115 Telegraph Hill 
Wednesday, July 09, 2014 1:07:21 PM 

I have reviewed the details of Jeremy's proposal for 115 Telegraph Hill and I think the 
project will be a welcomed addition to our neighborhood. Given that it's well below the 
height limit and req:uires no vari.ances I strongly support the project anq urge the planning · 
commission too as well. . ' 

All the best, 

Michael 

Michael McCandless 
289 Chestnut Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
415-699-8324 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

> Dear Liz, · 
> 

.!illillitk5. 
Watty. Elizabeth (CPO 
Support for deY.elopment of 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd 
Tuesday) July OB, 2014 4:17:20 PM 

> I am writing you to displ_;;iy my strong support for the propos.ed development at 115 Telegraph Hill 
Blvd. I am a long-time resident of the Bay Area, and long-time admirer of Coit Tower and Telegraph 
Hill. I am an owner of 339 and 341 Filbeit Street. 
> . 
> I have met several times with the owner and the architect of the proposed development of this 
property. I feel that their.proposal for 3 homes. on this property is very appropriate for this location. I 
have long marveled that an unsightly property surrounded. by a chain-link fence was allowed to exist in 
this iconic location. The proposed 3 stylish homes on this site would add a great deal of value and 
beauty t<? the neighborhood. 
> 
> Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments. 
> 
>Regards, 
> 
>Bill Ricks 
> 925-890-3933 
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From: Silcox. Louis 
To: Wattv. Eljzabeth (Q>C) 
Subject: 
Date: 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard, aka 363 Filbert Street 
Tuesday, July OB, 2014 1:32:14 PM 

Importance: High 

Dear Ms. Watty, · 

I am the real estate agent who is involved in the sale of this property. I film also a long­
time resident and property owner on Telegraph Hill, having lived here since the 1980's. 
My home is just six doors away from tl'i'e· t)arcel that has long been vacant, an eye-sore, a 

place for homeless to camp and a fire-hazard also, in my opinion. I will be writing a · 
formal letter to you later today and emailing it to you. I just sent you an email from 

several other neighbors who currently live nearby, with the exception on one couple, 

who have now moved to another part of the city. Among those who sig~ed that letter 
are a number of civic and charitable organization ·leade~s, two architects and a couple 

who live in a Gardner Dailey, designed residence a few doors away on. Telegraph Hill 

Bt>Ulevan:I. There are also two architects who have signed. Having studied architecture · 

at U.C. Berkeley myself, I have a tremendous appreciation for good architectural design. 

While I may be involved in marketing and selling the finished product, my main interest 

in seeing this property developed is as a neighbor. 

Sincerely and with kind regards, 

Louis 

Louis J. Silcox, Jr. 

Senior Marketing Consultant 
Sotheby's International Realty 

117 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 
415 296-2229 Direct 

415 297-2277 Cellular 
415 901-1701 Facsimile 

www.SFEstates.com 

BRE Ucense # 00949191 

The information in this electronic mail message is the sender's confidential business and may be lesallY privileged. .It io intended solely for the addressee(s). Access to 
this internet electronic mail messasc by anyone else is unauthorized. If you ore not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distnlllltian or any action taken or 
omitted to be takcn in rcfumcc on it is proluoited and may be unlawful. · 

The sender believes that this E-mail and any attaclunents were fuc ar any virus, wmm, Trojan horse, and/or malicious code when seut This message and its 
attaclunents could have been infected dnring transmission. By reading the message and opening any attachments, the recipient accepts full responsibility for t aking pr 
otecthre and remedial action about viruses and other defects. The sender's company is not liable for any loSJ or damage arising in any way ftom this message or its 
attachments. · 
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July 8, 2014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 
San Francisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

·.· .. · ..... ------

Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard (3 Proposed Townhouses+ remodel of an existing Cottage) 
Planning Case No. 2013.1375C 
Hearing Date: July 17, 2014 

Dear Ms. Watty, President Wu and Commissioners: 

I have been a resident on Telegraph Hill since 1976 and love it dearly. In my early 'years there I was a 
renter while I studied architecture at U.C. Berkeley and have always considered myself fortunate· indeed 
to call ''The Hill" my home. Since then I was abl.e to purchase my own home on the hill and I treasure it 
dear:ly. There is nowhere else in San Francisco that I would prefer to live. 

I have also been a successful real.estate agent in San Francisco since 1987 and I specialize in Telegraph 
Hill properties. Over the years I have learned that there are few homes in our neighborhood that are 
larger than two bedrooms, while there is a significant demand for such homes. 

I support this project of 3-4 bedroom homes plus the remodeling of the existing cottage because good 
housing is needed everywhere in our city and family sized homes are very much needed on Telegraph 
Hill. I believe that a neighborhood that is rich in its eclecticism must by definition include family homes 
and homes that can also serve handicapped or very elderly persons as well as able bodied ones who can 
walk quickly up a hill with two full bags of groceries and their brimming briefcases. I can still remember 
being able to do that myself. The three townhouses that are proposed can serve any of these 
individuals as a proper and wonderful place to call home. 

The project has already passed design review and does not seek any variances. Contrary to what some 
claim, it does not impact the public views from either Pioneer Park or Coit Tower. I live next to Coit 
Tower and walk this area regularly, so I can attest to that fact. Additionally, there was a driveway and 
curb cut previously, as evidenced by photographs that have already been provided to you. The sidewalk 
and curb were expanded out several years ago by the city when an additional stairway to Coit Tower on 
the South slope was created. A few people claim that this driveway cut never existed, which is a false 
statement. I· do believe that there are a few individuals who oppose this project that do, in fact, have a. 
personal vendetta against the sellers/current owners of this property and would rather it remain 
abandoned than have them benefit ever, in any way, from the sale of the property. Unfortunately, 
these few people have the ears of many uninformed residents on the hiH and I imagine that their 
specious claims have generated dozens or even more letters to you in opposition of this handsome 
project. 

Mr. Ricks and his architect, Lewis Butler have made several concessions and accommodations to the 
neighbors requests and demands, some very costly, including dramatically reducing the overall mass of 
the structure, particularly at the rear, a very costly reconfiguration of the garage structure, reducing the 
height of a major .portion of the structure, volunteering to create a view corridor for pedestrians, that 
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was never there when the previous structures were there. I remember those derelict structures well. 
They were actually deemed unsound by the city before ·a permit was issued by the city to demolish 
them. 

I have over the course of the past several years witnessed break-ins onto the pr9perty and into the 
cottage, people dumping garbage there, people constantly loitering there smoking marijuana and 
drinking alcohol at all hours and lots of graffiti as well. Even though the owners cut back the weeds, it 
remains a severe fire-danger in my opinion. I often see passersby, some· of them touri,sts, who may not 
kriow any better, flick lit cigarettes aside with them sometime~ landing in the weeds. A severe fire­
hazard~ if there ever was one! 

This project will provide a great deal of revenue for our city, new homes for four families, possibly even 
multi-generational families, many construction jobs, many service jobs such as lands1,;apers & gardeners, 
decorators, house-cleaners, window washers and other maintenance personnel. Beyond that, it will 
extinguish a fire-hazard and what has long been an attractive nuisance and will most· certainly improve 
overall safety and quality of life for its immediate and nearby neighbors. The neighbor, who in my view 
has the most potential to be impacted by this constru_ction, Mary Kay Kew, yJholeheartedly supports this 
project. 

In closing, I and many of my Well informed neighbors support this project and look forward to the day 
when there are beautiful homes ready to welcome all sorts of new neighbors and friends. 

Sincerely and with kind regards, 

~ZJ~-.$"~/ 
337 Greenwich Street U 
San Francisc~, CA 94133 
415 788-2008 

0 
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From: Ollis Stockton 
To: watty. Elizabeth (Cea 
Subject: 
Date: 

Condominium Project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
Sunday, July 05, 2014 9:13:38 AM 

Case 3013.1375 

As a long standing member of Telegraph Hill Dw~llers and as a resident of Telegraph 
Hill, on Chestnut Street, please be advis~d that I do not oppose the development of 
the property at 115 Telegraph HJll Boulevard for condominiums_ as long as tbe 
building does not exceed the usual 40' height limit and provides for the usual rear 
yard open space. 

Chris Stockton, 
Architect, retired 
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May 5, 2014 

SF Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street, First Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103-.2479 

Re: Proposed Project@115 Telegraph Hill 

Dear Planning Commission Members: 

I have been a homeowner in San Francisco for more than a decade. Last year, I 
purchased a home in the Telegraph Hill neighborhood. 

Recently, I had the opportunity to review the preliminary plans for a proposed 
project at 115 Telegraph Hill. I believe this proposal would be a welcome 
addition to ou·r neighborh9od providing an attractive multi-family structure on 
what is now a poorly maintained, vacant lot. 

While I understand that you must take into consideration a variety of issues in 
your decision-making process, this appears to be a well-thought out proposal 
from a reputable, local firm. Most importantly, the overall plan would fit nicely 
into our existing neighborhood. 

As a homeowner who lives close by and has an interest in th~ future of our 
neighborhood and San Francisco as a whole, I enthusiastically support the 
proposed plans. Thank you for your consideration. · 

s:;;~ 
Olivia Ware 
112 Alta Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
(650) 868-7955 
ocware@gmail.com 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

M~. Watty 

Andrea Winograd· 
Wat!y. Elizabeth (.CPO 
115 Telegraph Hill 
Wednesday, July 09, 2014 4:07:56 PM 

My name is Andrea Winograd and I live at 1437 Hyc:{e Street, and. I have reviewed 
the details of Jeremy's proposal on 115 Tel.egraph Hill with him and I think the 

. project will be a welcomed addition to the neighborhood. The project is below the 
height limit and requires no variances so I strong.ly support the project anc;J urge the 
planning commission too as well.. The vacant lot has been there for way too long 
and this is the perfect project for the property. · 

Please share my email of support with the planning commission ·and respective 
supervisors. · 

Thank you! 

Andrea Winograd 
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From: 
To: 

Justin Vanleer · 
Wattv. Ellzabetb (<:PO 

Subject: 
Date: 

Fwd: Support for Proposed Project at 115 Telegraph HDI 
Wednesday, July 09, 2014 4:39:24 PM 

SF Planhing Dept. 

To Whom It May _Concern, 

I am a nearby neighbor and owner of my residence at 527 Union Street I have reviewed the plans for 
Jeremy's pi:oject at 115 Telegraph Hill and I think the project will be a welcomed addition to our . 
neighborhood. The project appears to .be below the height limit, does not appear to require any 
variances, does not appear to have any negative effect on the neighborhood, and adds· value to all 
nearby properties. Therefore I support the project and urge the planning commission to qo so as well. 

Sincerely, 

Justin Yonker 

Master Builders 
C: 415-806-4676 
O: 415-567-8886 

justin@masterbuilderssf.com 
www masterbuilderssf.com 

Please consider the enviromnent before printing this e-mail 

1-ss1 
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ExhibitD 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

Summary of Project Construction Improvement Measures 

1. Conditions Included in Planning Commission Approval Motion: 

• Construction Parking. The Project Sponsor shall require of the general contractor that 
construction workers shall park legally and shall not park in the Coit Tower parking 
lot. · 

• Managing Traffic during Construction. The Project Sponsor and construction 
contractor(s) shall coordinate with the Traffic Engineering and Transit Divisions of 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), the Police· 
Department, the Fire Department, the Planning Department; .and other constructio.n 
contractor(s) for any concurrent nearby .Projects to manage traffic· congestion and 
pedestrian circulation effects during construction of the Project. Prior to commencing 
construction, the Project Sponsor shall consult with the affected neighbors on 
Assessor's Block 105 before finalizing the construction staging and traffic plan, 
including: 

o A schedule of delivery times and dates during which the construction 
materials are expected to arrive; and 

o ·Methods to be used to monitor truck movement into and out of the building 
site so as to minimize traffic conflicts on Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

• Construction Vehicle Queuing. There shall be no queuing of construction trucks 
along Telegraph Hill Boulevard. All trucks waiting to unload material shall be staged 
at a location offsite. Deliveries shall be made between the hours of 7:30 a:m. and 5 
p.m. on weekdays, exclusive oflegal holidays. The Project Sponsor shall employ full­
time flag persons to direct traffic during excavation and concrete placement phases of 
construction. During other construction phases, all truck movement into and out of 
the Project Site shall be monitored by flag persons to minimize any traffic conflict. 

2. Conditions Incorporated on Approved Plan Set: 

• All work shall be in compliance with all applicable Building Codes and Regulations. 
Contractor shall be responsible for permits applicable to specific trades , or 
subcontractors. 

• Along the Filbert Street Stair frontage of the Property, a well-lit and naturally 
ventilated pedestrian tunnel providing safety to persons using the stairs shall be 

I 

erected for the duration of the construction period. 

• A flag-person will be permanently stationed at the top of the Filbert Stairs at the entry 
point to the site. This person is responsible for monitoring and ushering construction 
equipment as well as pedestrian and vehicular traffic to minimize potential conflicts. 

• All trucks waiting to unload material shall be staged at a location offsite to avoid 
queuing of construction trucks on Telegraph Hill Boulevard. Deliveries shall be 
made between the hours of 7:30 AM and 5:30 PM on weekdays, exclusive of legal 
holidays. 

1 
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ExhibitD 
115 T~legraph Hill Boulevard 

Summary of Project Construction Improvement Measures 

• Construction vehicles shall use the staging area provided on sites as a means to turn 
around, avoiding use of the Coit Tower parking lot by construction equipment and 
trucks. 

• All applicable weight limits on access roads to and from the site shair be observed 
and adhered to. 

• No construction activity over 5 dba shall be permitted between 8:00 PM and 7:00 AM 
the following day per San Francisco Noise Control Ordinance. 

• No tradesperson shall utilize the Coit Tower parking lot for personal use, and will 
instead park at designated parking garages and be shuttled to and from the job site. 

• Prior to commencing construction the contractor & sponsor shall coordinate with 
traffic engineering and Transit Division of the SFMT A, Police Department, Fire 
Department, Planning Department, and other construction contractors for any 
concurrent nearby projects to manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation 
effects during construction of the project. 

• Prior to commencing construction, the project sponsor shall consult with affected 
. neighbors on Assessors' Block 105 before finalizing the construction staging and 
traffic plan, including (a) a schedu8le of delivery times and dates during which 
construction materials are expected to arrive; and (b) methods to be used to.monitor 
truck movement into and out of the building site so as to minimize traffic conflicts on 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

• MUNI access to Coit Tower shall be maintained throughout construction. 

• Stewardship of landscape areas in the public domain and in the Filbert Street Stairs 
along the property frontage shall be maintained by the subject property, with the 
permission of SF Parks & Recreation, DPW & DBI. 

2 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from .Environmental Review 

2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
RH-3 (Residential- House, Two Family) Use District 
Telegraph Hill- North Beach Residential Special Use District 

40-X Height and Bulk Distrkt · 
0105/065 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, · 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning Block/Lot: 
··-----------·-... Lot Size. 7,517 squaxe feet ____ lnformaUo_n: -··---

415.558.6377 
Project Sponsor: 
Staff Contact: 

Daniel Frattin, Reuben, Junius, & Rose, LLP, (415) 567-9000 
Heidi Kline - (415) 575-9043, Heidi.Kline@sfgov.org 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed project would allow the construction of a three-unit residential building and,the exterior 
renovation (no increase in building area) of an existing 1,000-square-foot, two-story cottage constructed in 
1906. The three new residential units would be located in a three-story over basement b':1ilding with unit 
sizes ranging from 4,100 to 4,600 square feet. Three off-street parking spaces would be provided for the 
new units in a 3,000-square-foot area in the basement. The maximum height of the building would be 40 
feet, as measured in accordance with the San Francisco Planning Code. No change would be made to the 
height of the existing cottage. The new three-unit building would be constructed at the front of the lot, 
adjacent to Telegraph Hill Boulevard, while the existing cottage would remain in its current location at 

the rear of the lot. A portion of the concrete sidewalk and steps (Filbert Steps) along the parcel's frontage 
would be replaced in kind. The project is located within the Telegraph Hill neighborhood on the south 
side of Telegraph Hill Boulevard between Kearney and Montgomery Streets. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (California Environment?} Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 

·15301(d) and Class 3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(b) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements. 

~ 
Environmental Review Officer 

cc: Daniel Frattin, Project Sponsor Supervisor David Chiu, District 3 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 

PROJECT APPROVALS 

Case No. 2013.137SE 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

• Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission for residential density above three units 
per lot and the off-street parking spaces per Section 151 and the Telegraph Hill - North Beach 

Residential Special Use District of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

• Building Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. 

• Permit from the Department of Public Works for construction within the public right-of-way. 

• Approval from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency .(SFMTA) to relocate an existing 
stop sign. 

Approval Action: The proposed project is subject to Planning Commission approval of a conditional use 

CU authorization for the off-street parking spaces and for residential density above three units per lot. 

This CU is the approval action for the project. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-

day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination- pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San 

Francisco Administrative Code. 

REMARKS: 

Historic Resource. The existing cottage was constructed in 190.6 and is classi6:ed as a Category "B", or 

potential historic resource, in the Planning Department's records. A Category B rating indicates that 

additional information is necessary to make a determination as to whether the site is an historic resource 

or not. In order for a building to be deemed a historic resource for purposes of CEQA Section 21084.1, it 

must be listed in or determined to be ·eligible for listing in the California Register.of Historical Resources 

(CRHR), or included in a local register of historic resources. 

Based on a historic resource evaluation (HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull1 and subsequent evaluation 

by the Planning Department Preservation Planning staff,2 the project site was determined to not be 

eligible for listing in the CRHR nor was it included on a local register of historic resources. The extant 

cottage is a common example of a vernacular building and has been extensively altered such that it no 

longer represents its original 1906 construction. 

In order for a project to be deemed eligible for listing in the CRHR, the project must be shown to meet 

any one of the National Register of Historic Places' four criteria~ Criterion 1 (Event), Criterion2 (Persons), 

Criterion 3 (Architecture), or Criterion 4 (Information Potential). The Planning Department concurs with 

1 Page .&·Turnbull, 115 Telegraph.Hill Boulevard Historic Resource Analysis, San Francisco, California. February 19, 2014. 

A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
2 Hilyard, Gretchen, Preseroa!ion Team Review Form for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. May 1, 2014. A copy of this 

document is available for public- review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as 

part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNllllG DEPAllTMENT 1684 2 



Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1375E 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

the findings of the HRE that the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under 
any criteria, specifically: No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1), none of the 

owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2), the building is not 

architecturally distinct and represents its alteration circa 1997 (Criterion 3). Based upon a review of 
information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 4, which is 

typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely 

significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types 
when involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare i;:onstruction 

type. The surrounding neighborhood contains a mix of architectural styles, building sizes, and a defined 

···'---·------· period_Qf. dev~lopment; therefore, it_.Qoes pot appear to_ be a potential historic di~!rict~----·-·-------· ---· __ ·--··----

·. 
Preservation Planning staff determined that the site does not meet any of these four criteria. Therefore, 
the site was determined to not be eiigible for listing individually or as part of a potential or existing 

historic district in the CRHR and the site is not an historic resource for purposes of CEQA. The proposed 

new construction project does not directly or indirectly involve any historic resources and will not cause 
a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource as defined by CEQA. 

Geotechnical. The project site is on an approximately 80-foot-wide by 80-foot-deep, downhill-sloped lot 

with a slope from the east to west side of the lot. The elevation at the highest point along the street 

(northeast comer) is 251 feet (above sea level) and 214 feet at the rear lot Jin~ (southwest corner). The 
existing cottage is constructed in the southeastern comer of. the Jot at an elevation of 229 feet. The 

proposed three-unit residential building would be con5tructed at the front of the lot along Telegraph Hill 

Boulevard with a pad elevation at approximately 224 feet. The existing cottage at the rear of the lot would 
be renovated and no changes made to the existing poured concrete foundation. The foundation for the 

new building would be constructed using drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation,, requiring 

excavation up to 25 feet in depth. 

A geotechnical report was prepared for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard3 and 

includes information gathered from a site reconnaissance by the geotechnical engineer and four soil 

borings conducted on the project site. The borings encountered 6 inches to 4 feet six inches of loose to 
dense clayey sand with varying amounts of silt and gravel to stiff, sandy silty clay, overlaying sandstone 

bedrock. No groundwater was encountered, though based on the hillside location it is possible that 

groundwater could be encountered near the surface following rain or upslope irrigation. 

The geotechnical report evaluated the project site· for potential liquefaction, surface rupture, lateral 

spreading, densification, and landslides and found the potential for risk to. be low. The project site is in an 

area that would be exposed to strong earthquake shaking, though adherence to the recommendations in 

the 2013 San Francisco Building Code would reduce potential damage to the structure. The 2013 San 
Francisco Building Code (Building Code) requires Site Classification and Values of Site Coefficients for 

the design of earthquake resistant structures to minimize damage from earthquakes. The geotechnical 

3 Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Report Geotechnical Investigatioll Planned Improvements at 115 Telegraph Hill 

Boulevard, San Francisco, California, May 12, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

report includes seismic design parameters for use by the structural engineer for the project in complying 
with the Building Code during the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) building permit plancheck 
process. 

The geotechnical r~port found that the proposed structure's foundation could be safely supported using a 
drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation, provided adherence to site preparation and foundation 
design recommendations in the project geotechnical report. 

The project sponsor has agreed to adhere to the recommendations of the geotechnical report and include 
the report's design recommendations into the plans ~mitted for the building permit plancheck process, 
subject to final review by DBI. Thus, the proposed project would have no significant geotechnical 
impacts. 

Exemption Oass. Under CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(d}, or Gass l(d}, exterior renovations to 
an existing single-family residence that is not a historic resource, as defined for p\lr}'oses of CEQA, is 

exempt from environmental review. The proposed project involves the exterior renovation of the existing 
1,000-square-foot cottage at the rear of the property. Under CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(b), or 
Class 3(b), construction of a multi-family residential structure with up to four dwelling units in a 
residential zone is exempt from environmental review. In urbanized areas, this exemption applies to 
apartments, duplexes, and similar structures designed for not more than six dwelling units. The proposed 
project includes the construction of a multi-family residential structure with three dwelling units in a 
residential zoning district. Therefore, the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review 
under dass 1(d) and dass 3(b). 

Summary. CEQA State Guidelines Section 153002 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used 
for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current 
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would 
not have significant geotechnical or historical r~source impacts. The proposed project would have no 
signific~t environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited classifications. For 
the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review. 

SAN FllANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1686 
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PRELIMINARY 
NEGATIVE Df5CLABA110N. 

. "t~: 

Date of Publication of , , 
ErelimjniJ!Y Negatjve oe.Qlaration; JulY· SQ, 1993 
Lead Agency: City and County of San i=~cisco, Department of-City Planning 

450 McAllister Street, 5th Floor, CA 94102 · 

Aaen!fy Contact Person; Alice Glasner 

Project Title: 93.180E and 93.1.91E 
Construction and renovation of 9 units 

Telephone: .(4.15) 558-6424 

Project Sponsor: T. Kirkham, J. Cooper 
Project Contact Person: Theodore Brown 

Project Address: 1440-1446 Kearny Street and 361-377 Filbert Street and 116 Telegraph Hill 
Blvd . 

Assessor's Block(s) and Lot(s): Assessor's Block 105, lots 29, 34, 35, 36 
C~ aod CountV: San Francisco -
Project Description: 361-377 Filbert Street and 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd.-the proposed 
,,construction of one six-unit residential building and conversion of a two-unit into a one.unit 
building, after demoRtion of tout buildings containing a total of nine units and merging the 
three lots involved. 1440-1446 Kearny Street- renovation of a four-unit building to a 2-unit 
building. 

Building Permit Application Number, if Applicable: Not yet filed 

THIS PROJECT COULD NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON THE ENVIRONMENT. 
This finding is based upon the criteria of the Guidelines of the State Secretary for Resources, 
Sections 15064 (Determining Significant Effect), 15065 (Mandatory Findings of Significance) 
and 15070 (Decision to Prepare a Negative Declaration), and the following reasons as 
documented in the Initial Evaluation (Initial Study) for the project, which is attached: 

-Over-

Mitigation measures, if any, included in this project to avoid potentially significant effects: 

cc: .Robert Passmore 
Monica Jacobs 
Pedro Arce 
Jim Nixon 
Mike Berkowitz 
Lois Scott 
Distribution Ust 
BulleUn Board 
Master Decision File 

See page 11 · 
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 
The project consists of two adjacent developm~nt proposals under related ownership (See 
figures, pages 3-6.) They are undergoing environmental review together but each project will 
be considered for approval separately. The first would merge and develop three lots located 
on the west side of Telegraph Hill, on Filbert Street. between Montgomery and Kearny Streets 
(Assessor's Block 105, lo1s 34, 35, and 36} for residential use after demolition of four ~xisting 
buildings with nine units. The proposal is to construct one six-unit building. and renovate one 
of the existing buildings (which includes converting it from a two-unit to a one unit, two-story 
building) on the lot for a total of seven new units with a common garage for nine cars. Vehicle 
access would be from Telegraph f'.lill Boulevard. The project site has a relatively.steep slope 
and the new construction would include excavation. estimated at approximately 1,900-2, 100 
cubic yards. There would be a reduction in the number of residential units on the site, from 
eleven existing to the seven proposed. Approval of the project would require Conditional Use 
Authorization for the three lots to be merged into one legal ·1ot and to allow more than three 
units on the one new lot {Section 209.1(h)). A variance would also be required for expansion 
of the non-complying structure to remain (Sections 180 (a)(2) and 188) 

The new building would contain a total of sbc stories measured from top to bottom, stepping 
up the hillside, but never exceeding 40 feet from the ground surface nor exceeding four 
stories at any one place. The proposed units range from 780 square feet for the one-unit 
cottage to 4,000 square feet in area for the largest unit in the building. The gross floor area 
for the project would be 14,900 square feet and additionally there would be about 3, 170 
square feet in garage space. There would be about 31610 square foet in open space and 
2,295 square feet in exterior terraces. The garage entrance would be on Telegraph Hill Blvd., 
at the third level of the building. In relation to existing neighboring buildings, the proposed 
multi-unit building would be approximately the same height as the building directly to the east 
and it would be approximately 16 feet taller than the building immediately to the west 
Buildings to the south of the project site would be downslope of the new construction. 

The second proposal would renovate an existing building at 1440-1446 Kearny Street 
(Assessors Block 105, Lot 29). This four unit, three story building with one parking space, 
and al;mut 2,980 square feet in area, would be gutted and converted to a_two unit building with 
a total of approximately 5,045 square feet in area. The exterior walls would be changed in the 
following waY: the height of the building would increase. from about 37 to almost 39 feet; a 
penthouse structure, approximately 134 square feet and about 9 feet tall at its highest point, 
would be added to the roof; and the rear wall would be extended into the yan;t by about four 
feet The new design would accommodate two parking spaces at the street level. 

One of the architects for the two proposals has stated that thes~ projects would not be 
constructed simultaneously, but rather the Keamy Street project would be undertaken long 
before the Filbert Street project. · 

The proposed project site is located between Filbert and Union Streets, Montgomery and 
Kearny Streets, and is characterized by a slope that rises sharply from the west and south. 
Filbert Street, on this part of the west slope of Telegraph Hiii, eonsists of concrete stail'S and a 
public landscaped strip between the stairs and Telegraph H'll Blvd.1 but provides no vehicle 
throughway. Telegraph Hill Blvd. passes to the north of the project site and spirals to Coit 
Tower, approximately a five minute walk from the site. The three existing lo1s of the proposed 
Filbert Street development have five existing structures ranging in height from one to three 
stories (361-3n Filbert and 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard), containing a total of 11 residential 
units. At present, only one of the units is occupied (by a property caretaker.) One of the 
buildings proposed for demolition, located at 115 Telegraph Blvd. (northem building on lot 36) 
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was proposed for landmark status, but was withdrawn from consideration by 1he project 
sponsor in 1989. The proposed 1440 Kearny development site contains a vacant three-story 
building. The surrounding area consists of residences with predominantly two to three stories. 
Many nearby buildings contain two or 1hree units. 

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The land that includes Colt Tower is part of Pioneer Park, under the jurisdiction of the 
Department of Recreation and Parks. Garfield elementary school is located about 150 feet 
northwest of the site. The buildings of the Filbert Street proposal have been vacant for 
approximately three years and 1440 Keamy has been vacant for about 1.5 years; therefore, 
the proposed project represents a change in land use. Since the predominant land use of the 
immediate vicinity is residential and it is zoned RH-3. (residential, three-family), the project 
proposed would be consistent with existing and permitted neighborhood land uses and would 
not substantially affect the land use character of the neighborhood. 

There is a Wide variety of architectural styles in the immediate vicinity. The style of the 
proposed Filbert Street building would be different from that of existing structures in the 
immediate vicinity of the project site. The .bulk of the six-unit building would be larger than the 
buildings it would replace and larger than most neighboring buildings. The Kearny Street 
building would change from its present appearance, but not to a substantial degree. Although 
the proposed residential project may change visual character of the immediate area, and be 
larger in scale than most of the surrounding residential development, this difference would not 
be large enough to be considered a significant· environmental effect 

The Filbert Street proposal would replace four existing structures (three of which are small) 
with one taller sing.le structure. Therefore, the project would alter panoramic views from 
Pioneer Park, and other public areas of Telegraph Hill; however, scenic views in the direction 
of the project site are already obstructed due to existing development and trees bordering the 
park. The project would also block some views toward the south from the Filbert Steps 
presently captured between buildings. It would have some effect on views from adjacent 
buildings or yards, especially from the east and from the south. The topographical 
characteristics of this area are such that any new development on the parcels that is larger 
than the existing buildings would have some effect on the existing views of some neighbors. 

For environmental review purposes, the proposed nine· dwelling units would be considered a 
new, albeit small contribution to the neighborhood residential population. This increase of an 
estimated 36 people (average of 4 per unit) would be small relative to the existing community 
population and it would be unnoticeable except by residents of ,iearby properties. 

A development of this kind would be expected to generate approximately 90 daily trips (1 o per 
unit) or about 16 trips during the peak p.m. hour (17.3o/o) These trips WOL!ld not all be made 
by private vehicle. Using 1980 U.S. Census estimates for this Census.tract, about 5 of the 
peak hour trips (30.8%) would be made by private vehicle, about 5 of the peak hour trips 
(30%) would be on publ,ic transportation, 5 daily trips (34%) would be on foot. Five percent of 
the new residents would either· use other modes of travel or work at home. 

Traffic in 1he immediate vicinity Is affected by tourist visits, especially during the summer and 
weekends when queuing for a parking space next to Coit Tower often stops traffic on 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard. This traffic situation would interfere with the only vehicle access to 
the garage on site, via Telegraph Hill Boulevard. The cars associated with the proposed 
projects during the peak p.m. hour would not substantially affect the existing situation. The 
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change in area traffic as a result of the project- an increase.of approximately 4 vehicles (1.15 
people per vehicle) during lhe p.m. peak hour- would be negligible and undetectable to 
drivers. 

There would be short tenn impacts from construction traffic, particularly during the periOd 
when excavation is occurring. The sponsor estimates that there would be about 190-21 O total 
truck trips (or 6-11 trips per day over 20-30 days), over approximately four to six (five-day) 
weeks on the Filbert Street lots. The Kearny Street renovation would require about ten 
months of total construction time, two months of which would involve demolition and 40 truck 
trips to haul about 800 cubic yards of debris from the site. These activities would be 
noticeable to Filbert Street and Kearny Street neighbors as well as olhers in the surrounding 
neighborhood. 

On-street parking is limited in the neighborhood. No legal parking is available on Telegraph 
Hill Blvd. (other than at lhe base of Coit Tower) and visitors and residents .to the project site 
requiring curbside parking may have to park several blocks from the project site any time of 
the day. The Filbert Street project would provide two more than the one space per unit 
requiret1 under the parking spaces required by the City Planning Code. The Kearny Street 
project would provide two parking spaces, one for each unit It is possible that new residents 
of the project would own more cars than would be accommodated in the garage and therefore 
a net increase in parking demand could occur. While the eleven off-street parking spaces 
proposed might not accommodate all residents or visitors to the project site, the resulting 
additional curb-side parking demand of potentially 7 spaces (assuming two cars per unit) 
would not substantially alter the existing parking conditions in the area 

Nearby transit lines in the area include the 39 Coit and the 41 Union. The increase in transit 
·demand associated with the project (5 trips projected for the p.m. peak hour) would not 
noticeably affect transit service in the area. 

Neighboring properties would be temporarily affected by considerable .!1Q!m during 
construction, primanly during the excavation and foundation setting phases. Noise sources 
would include grading, ·drilling and earth moving equipment (possibly including hoe-rams, 
jackhammers and similar impact tools), as w~ll as delivery and hauling trucks. Total 
construction time is estimated to be approximately 14-16 months. Construction noise Is 
regulated by the San Francisco Noise Ordinance (Article 29 of the City Police Code). The 
ordinance requires that noise levels of construction equipmen~ other than impact tools, not 
exceed 80 dBA at a distance of 100 feet from the source. Impact tools {jackhammers, pile 
drivers, impact wrenches) must have both intake and exhaust muffled to the satisfaction of the 
Director of Public Works. Section 2908 of the Ordinance prohibits construction work between 
e:oo p.m. and 7:00 a.m., if noise would exceed the ambient noise level by five dBA at the 
project property line, unless a special permit is authorized by the Director of Public Works. 

An approximate doubling of traffic volumes in the area would be necessary to produce an 
increase in ambient noise levels noticeable to most people. The project would not cause a 
doubling in traffic volumes and therefore would not cause. a noticeable pennanent increase in 
the ambient noise level in the project vicinity. 

TiHe 24 of the California Govemment Code establishes unifonn noise insulation $tandards for 
residential projects. The Bureau of Building Inspection would review the final building plans to 
insure that the building wall and floor/ceiling assembfies meet State standards regarding 
sound transmission. 
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1696 



The Bay Area Air Quanty Management District (BAAQMD) has established -thresholds for 
projects requiring its review for potential air quality impacts. These thresholds are based on 
the minimum size projects which the District considers capable of producing air quality 
problems. The project would not exceed this minimum standard. Therefore, no significant air 
quality impacts would be generated by the completion and occupancy of the proposal. 

Construction activity would temporarily raise dust levels in the area According to studies 
conducted by the BAAOMD, violations of TSP °(total suspended particulate) standards, more 
particularly standards for fine particulate matter (PM1 o); have occurred in San Francisco. The 
excavation associated with the -new construdion of the project could contribute temporarily to 
the emission of PM10 to a small degree. Such emission may lead to an increase in frequency 
of particulate. standard violations. The project sponsor has agreed to implement a mitigation 
measure for the reduction of PM10 during excavation and construction (see Mitigation 
Measure 11 ). · 

Asbestos-containing materials may be found within the existing structures on site which are 
proposed to be renovated or demolished as part of the project Section 19827.5 of the 
California Health and Safety Code, adopted January 1, 1991, requires that local agencies not 
issue demolition or alteration permits until an applicant has demonstrated compliance wHh 
notification requirements under applicable Federal regulations regardihg hazardous air 
pollutants, including asbestos. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) is 
vested by the California legislature with authority to regulate airbome pollutants, including 
asbestos, through both inspection and law enforcement, and is to be notified ten days in 
advance of any proposed demolition or abatement work. 

Notification includes the names and addresses of operations and persons responsible; 
description and location of the structure to be demolishedfaltered including size, age and prior 
use, and the approximate amount of friable asbestos; scheduled starting and completion dates 
of demolition or abatement; nature of planned work and methods to be employed; procedures 
to be employed to meet BAAQMD requirements; and the name and location of the waste 
disposal site to be used. The District randomly inspects asbestos removal operations. In 
addition, the District will inspect any removal operation concerning which a complaint has 
been received. 

The local office of the State Occupational Safety and Health. Administration (OSHA) must be 
notified of asbestos abatement to be carried out. Asbestos abatement contractors must follow 
state regulations contained in 8CCR1529 and BCCR341.6 through 341.14 where there is 
asbestos-related work involving 100 square feet or more of asbeStos containing material. 
Asbestos removal contractors must be certified as such by the Contractors Licensing Board of 
the State of California. The owner of the property where abatement is to occur must have a 
Hazardous Waste Generator Number assigned by and registered with the Office of the 
Califomia Department of Health Services in Sacramento. The contractor and hauler of the 
material is required to file a Hazardous Waste Manifest which details the hauling of the 
material from the site and the disposal of il Pursuant to California law, the Bureau of Building 
Inspection (BBi) would not Issue the required permit until the applicant has complied with the 
notice requirements described above. 

These regulations and procedures, already established as a part of the permit review process, 
would insure that any potential impacts due to asbestos would be reduced to a level of 
insignificance. 
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There is no indication that any rare or endangered plant species exists at the site. No 
important biological resources are likely since the site has been previously developed and is 
surrounded by other residential development, and has been disturbed by humans and 
domestic animals. 

The proposed project would add new shade to portions of the subject site as well as to 
surrounding properties. However, no portion of the project would exceed 40 feet in height, 
and the proposal would therefore not be subject to Section 295 of the Cily Planning Code 
(Proposition K) which protects certain public open spaces from shadowing by new structures 
during the period between one hour after.sunrise and one hour before sunset, year round. 
Because of the proposed building height and the configuration of existin·g buildings in the 
vicinity, the net new shading-Which would result from the project's construction would be 
limited in scope (limited to adjacent yards and yards of the project itself), and would not 
increase the total amount of shading above levels which are common and generally accepted 
in densely developed urban areas. 

The proposed project would increase demand for and use of public services and utilities on 
the site and increase water and energy consumption, but not in excess of amounts expected 
and provided for in this area. · 

The project site is in a special Geo!oaic StudV Area as shown in the Community Safety 
Element of the San Francisco Master Plan. The niap contained in this element indicates 
areas in which one or more geologic hazards exist. 

The final building plans would be reviewed by the Bureau· of BuHding Inspection (BBi). In 
reviewing building plans, the BBi refelS to a variety of information sources to detennine 
existing hazards and assess requirements for mitigation. Sources reviewed include maps of 
Special Geologic Study Areas and known landsfide areas in San Francisco as well as the 
building inspectors' working knowledge of areas of special geologic concern. If the need were 
indicated by available infonnation, BBi would require that site-specific sons reports be 
prepared by a California-licensed geotechnical engineer prior to construction. Potential 
geologic hazards would be mitigated during the permit review process through these 
measures. 

The Building Code also contains provisions which require that grading on slopes of greater 
than 2:1, or where cut sections will exceed 10 vertical feet, must be done in accordance with 
the recommendations of a soil engineering report. 

Afthough the buildings proposed for demolition are ofd buildings, none of them are officially 
designated as historic nor were they identified during the Planning Department's 197f) survey 
as being "arehltecturally significanf'. Most of the Telegraph Hill Historic District is east of the 
project site and does not include any of the subject _properties. 

In November 1986, the voters of San Francisco approved Proposition M, the Accountable 
Planning Initiative, which establishes eight Priority Policies. These policies are: preservation 
and enhancement of neighborhood-serving retail uses; protection of neighborhoOcl character, 
preservation and enhancement of affordable housing; discouragement of commuter 
automobiles; protection of industrtal and service land uses from commercial office 
development and enhancement of resident employment and business ownership; 
maximization of earthquake preparedness; landmark and historic building preservation; and 
protection of open space. Prior to issuing a permit for any project which requires an Initial 
Study under CEQA or adopting·any zoning ordinance or development agreement, the City is 
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required to find that the proposed project is consistent with the Priority Policies. The case 
repart for the Conditional Use Authorization and subsequent motion for the City Planning 
Commission will contain the analysis determining whether the proposed project is in 
compliance with the eight Priority PollcieS. 

·Several individuals expressed concem regarding the project's possible effects on the 
neighborhood character and on views from adjacent buildings. These issues tiave been 
addressed above, by topic. . 

While local concerns or other planning considerations may be grounds for modification or 
denial of the proposal, there is no substantial evidence that the project could have a 
significant effect on the environment. 

MITIGATION MEASURE 

(MITIGATION MEASURE #1) Construction Air OualiM The project sponsor would require the 
contractor(s) to spray the site with water during excavation, and construction activities; spray 
unpaved construction areas with water at least twice per day; cover stockpiles of soil, sand, 
and other material; cover trucks hauling debris, soils, sand or other such material; and sweep 
surrounding streets during demolition, excavation, and construction at least once per day to 
reduce particulate emissions. · 

Ordinance 175-91, passed by the Board of Supervisors on May 6, 1991, requires that 
non-potable water be used for dust control activities. Therefore, the project sponsor would 
require that the contractor(s) obtain reclaim~d water from the Clean Water Program for this 
purpose. The project sponsors would require the project contractor(s) to maintain and operate 
construction equipment so as to minimize exhaust emissions of particulates and other 
pollutants, by such means as a prohibition on idling motors when equipment is not in use or 
when trucks are waiting in queues, and implementation of specific maintenance programs to 
reduce emissions for equipment that would be in frequent use for much of the construction 
period. · 
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ENYIRONMENTAL EVALUATION CHECKLIST 
<Initial Study> 

. e;3;r£~~ 11.{'/f),Kf!.IVtn"f ob/-d77 ,r::;/!;e.¢ 
Ftle No; ?3.1V~ T1tle: .-J·/~'f..L'/!!!..&.~w.J_t~./-------------...,..-----

Street Address: ---------Assessor's Block/Lot: /t!5Ri.3¥.JS13~ 
Intt1al Study Prepared by: Allc.v Gt~ ner: 

A. WMPA!lBtLitr HITH £XX.STING ZOJUUG ·.AND .PLANS 
.ti2t 
Applicable Discussed 

1> Discuss any vartances, spectal author1zattons. or changes pro­
posed to the Ctty Planning Code or Zontng Map, tf appltc~ble. 

•2> D1scuss any conflicts w1th any adopted env1ronmental 
plans and goals of the C1ty or Region, 1f appltcable. 

8. fNVIRONMEMTAL EEEECTS ·- ·eouJ:d the prQjett: 
·.;· 

1> Land Use 

•ca> Disrupt or d1v1de the physical arrangement of an 
established community? 

*Cb> Have any substant1a1 1mpact upon the ex1sttng 
character of the vtc1n1ty? 

Z> V1sua1 Oualttv 

*Ca> Have a substant,al, demonstrable negative 
aesthetic effect? 

Cb> Substantfally degrade or obstruct any scen1c view or 
vista now observed from public areas? 

<c> Generate obtrusive 11ght or glare substant1a11y 
tmpacttng other propert1es7 

3> Population 

*<a> Induce substanttal growth or concentration of 
populatton? 

*<b> o•splace a large number of people Cfnvolv1ng e1ther 
housing or employment>? 

Cc> Create a substantial demand for addtttonal houstng 
tn San franctsco: or substanttally reduce the 
houstng supply? 

4) Iransportat1on/Ct rculit1on 

*Ca) Cause an tncrease 1n traffic vh\ch ts substanttal 
in relatton to the extst1ng traffic load 1nd 
capacf ty of the street system? 

Cb> Interfere wtth extsttng transportatton systems, 
causing substantial alterations to c1~cu1atton 
patterns or major traffic hazards? 

YES BO DISCUSSED 

• Dertved from State EIR Guidelines. Appendix G, normally stgntftcant effect . 
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m .HQ DISCUSSED 

Cc> cause a substantial 1ncrease 1n transtt demand whtch 
cannot be accommodated by ex1sttng or proposed transtt / V"' capactty? -Cd> Cause a substanttal tncrease. tn parktng demand whtch L i/ cannot be accommodated by extsttng parking factltttes? 

5) .ffQ.1.ll. 

*Ca> Increase substantially the ambient notse levels for ../ ./ adjo1n1ng areas? -Cb> Violate Tttle·Z4 No1se lnsulatton Standards, tf / ./ applicable? . 
Cc> Be substant1a11y impacted by ex,sttng nofse levels? \./""' -:;:: 

6) Air Oua1ity/Cl1mate 
*Ca> Violate any ~mb1ent a1r qualtty standard or contrfbute 

substantially to a~ extsttng or projected atr qual,ty / ../ vtolat1on? 
*Cb) Expose sens1ttve receptors to substanttal pollutant ,/ concentrations? 

Cc> Permeate 1ts vtc1n1ty v1th objectfonable odors? ...,,,, 
Cd> Alter wind, motsture or temperature Ctncludtng sun 

shad1ng effects> so as to.substantially affect pub11c 
areas, or change the climate e'ther tn the commun1ty / iL.. or reg1on7 

7> UtJ.1!tte~£eubJft Serv,c~s 
'<a> Breach pub11shed national, state or local standards 

/ relat1ng·to solid waste or litter control? 
'<b> Extend a sewer trunk line w1th capacity to serve new ./ development? -<c> Substantially tncrease aemand for schools. recreat1on / I or other public fac111t1es7 

Cd> Requtre major expansion of power, water, or communlca- / J ttons fac111ties? 

B> B1ology 
'<a> Substantially affect a rare or endangered spectes of 

v .......... animal or pl~nt or the habitat of the spectes? 
*Cb> Substanttally dlm1n1sh habttat for fish, wtldllfe or 

plants, or tnterfere substant1ally wtth the movement / of any resident or m1gratory ftsh or wtldltfe species? -<c> Requ1re removal of substanttal numbers of mature. / scenfc trees? ' 

9) Geoloay/Topographv 
'<a> Expose people or structures to major geologic hazards 

Csltdes, subs,dence. eros,on and 1,quefactton>. i/ ,/ 

<b> Change substantially the topography or any untque v' \.,/" geolog,c or physical features of the s,te? 
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10) till.el: 
•ca> Substantially degrade water qualtty, or contamfnate a 

public water supply? 
•<b> Substantfally degrade or ~eplete ground water re­

sources, or interfere substantially wfth ground 
water recharge? 

•cc> Cause substantial flooding, erosion or stltatton? 

11) Epergy/Natural Resour~~~ 
•ca> Encourage activities which result tn the use of 

large amounts of fuel, water, or energy, or use 
these tn a wasteful manner? 

<b> Have a substantial effect on the potential use, 
extraction, or depletion of a natural resource? 

12) Hazards 

) 

~· 

*<a> Create a potential pub11c health hazard or tnvolve the 
use, production or dtsposal of materials wh1ch pose a 
hazard to people or an1ma1 or plant populations tn the 
area affected'! 

*<b> Interfere with emergency response plans or emergency 
evacuation plans? 

<c> Create a potentially substantfal ftre hazard? 

13) Cultural 
•ca> Disrupt or adversely affect a prehtstortc or htstortc 

archaeologf cal s1te or a property of htstortc or 
cultural sfgn1f1cance to a community or ethntc or 
soc1al group; or a paleontological stte except as a 
part of a sc1entif1c study? 

Cb) Conflict with established recreat1ona 1, educatfona t, 
re11gtous or sc1enttf1c uses of the area? 

<c> Conflict wtth the preservation of buildings subject 
to the provisions of Artfcle 10 or 
Article 11 of the City Planntng Code? 

C. OTHER 

ill 

-·. 

/ 

J!Q 

v 
a/ 
V" 

v 

v 
v' 
/ 

DISCUSSED 

!E.S. HQ DtScuSSEQ 

Require approval and/or permits from Cfty Departments other than 
Department of Ctty Planning or Bureau of Building Inspectton 1 . / 

or from Regional, State or Federal Agencies? \/ 

D. MITIGATION MEASURES 

1> Could the project have signiftcant effects tf mft1gat1on 
measures are not included tn the project? 

2) Are all mitigation measures necessary to eliminate 
significant effects Included tn the project? 
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~. MA.NQAIORY EINpINGS OF SIGNIFI<;ANC,E 

*1> Does the project have the potential to degrade the qua11ty 
of the environment. substant1ally reduce the habitat of 
a fish or wildlife Jpectes, cause a f1sh or wildlife 
population to drop below self-susta1n1ng levels. threaten 
to el1m1nate a plant or animal community. reduce the 
number or restrict the range of a rare or endangered 
plant or animal, or eliminate important examples of the 
major pertods of Ca11forn1a htstory or pre-history? 

*2> Does the project have the potential to ach1eve short-term, 
to the disadvantage of long-term, environmental goals? 

*3) Does the project have possible environmental effects whtch 
are. 1nd1vtdua11y limited, but cumulatively cons1der•ble? 
<Analyze 1n the 11ght of past projects, other current 
projects, and probable future projects.> 

*4> Hould the project cause substantial adverse effects on 
·human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

F. QN THE SASIS OF THIS INITIAL SIUDy 

YES. .t.iQ DISCUSSED 

L_ 

I find the proposed project COULD NOT have a s1gn1f1cant effect on the environment, 
and a NEGATIVE DECLARATION w111 be prepared by the Department of City Planning. 

~ I find that although the proposed project could have a s1gn1f\cant effect on the 
environment, there WILL NOT be a s1gn1f\cant effect In th1s case because the 
mHigat\on measures, numbers I • 1n the d1sc:uss1on have been Included as part 
of the proposed project. A NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. · 

I find that the proposed project MAY have a s1gn1f1cant effect on the environment, 
and an ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 1s required. 

~ DATE: : .. . .. £~!ff? 
~ ~ ~ 

BWS:OER/23/4-13-92 

(}~/£J- ~/// 
BARBARA K. SAHM 
Envtronmental Review Off\cer 

for 

LUCIAN R. BLAZEJ 
D1rector of Planning 

-1-
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

·om: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Monday, November 10, 2014 10:22 AM 
susanbh@preservationlawyers.com; president@thd.org; dfrattin@reubenlaw.com; 
jreuben@reubenlaw.com; nshan@mindspring.com; pz@thd.org; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, 
Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, 
Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC); Range, 
Jessica (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela 
(BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) 
BOS Legislation (BOS); Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard - California Environmental Quality Act Appeal - Response from 
Planning Department 

141059 

Please find linked below a memo received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Planning Department, 
concerning the appeal of the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

Planning Memo - 11/10/2014 

You are invited to review the matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Superviso'rs File No. 141059 

i he ·appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on November 18, 2014. 

Regards, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San FranCi$CO, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 

?'t redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, · 
ddresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 

Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 



Planning Department Response to the 
Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

Memo 

DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 

November 10, 2014 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer - (415) 575-9034 
Jessica Range, Senior Environmental Planner-(415) 575-9018 
BOS File No.141059 [Case No. 2013.1375E] 
Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 115 Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard 
Noverriberl8,2014 

Pursuant to the San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 31, the Planning Department 
has prepared a response to the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 115 Telegraph 
Hill Boulevard. The Planning Department is transmitting one (1) hard copy of the appeal 
response. In compliance with San Francisco's Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 
"Electronic Distribution of Multi-Page Documents," the Planning Department has 
submitted a multi-page response to the Appeal of the Categorical Exemption for 115 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard [BF 141059] in digital format. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Jessica Range at 575-9018 
or I essica.Range@sfgov.org. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

om: 
$ent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Categories: 

Range, Jessica (CPC) 
Monday, November 10, 2014 9:31 AM 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Lamug, Joy; Jones, Sarah (CPC); Byrne, Marlena (CAT}; Rodgers, 
AnMarie (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) 
Planning Department Response-Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 115 Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard · 
115 Telegraph Hill Appeal Respons.~....,..~~------------. 

' 
141059 

RECEIVED AFTER THE ELEVEN-DAY 
DCADUNE, BY NOON, PURSUANT TO ADMIN. 

cooe. SECTION 31.16(bX5) 
(NOte: Pursuant to Callfomla Gowmmert Code, SICllaft 

85008(b)(2). lnformallon leC8lved at. or prlorfD, Ill pdo 
hearing wll be Included u part dthe olllcllll •) 

Notice of Electronic ransm1 a 

Planning Department ·Response to the 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for· 11 s Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 

November 10, 2014 
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer - ( 415) 575-9034 
Jessica Range, Senior Environmental Planner - Planning Department ( 415) 575-9018 

· BOS File No. 141059 [Case No. 2013.1375E] 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

Novell1.berl8,2014 

In compliance with San Francisco's Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 "Electronic Distribution of Multi-Page 
DoCUll1ents," the Pl.a:rn}ing Department has submitted a multi-page response to the Appeal of the Categorical 
Exemption for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard [BF 141059] in digital format. A hard copy of fuis·response is 
available from the Clerk of the Board. Additional hard copies ll1.ay.be requested by contacting Jessica Range of 
the Planning Department at 415-575-9018. 

Jessica Range 
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning 

Planning Department, City and County of San Frani:isco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
"Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:Jessica. Range@sfoov .orq 
Web:www.sfplanninq.org 

IJ··~~~· 

'anning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfoov.org 
.·roperty Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfolanning.org 



SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT •&ra&t·i 

DATE: 
TO: 
FROM: 

RE: 

HEARING DATE: 
ATTACHMENTS: 

Categorical Exemption Appeal 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

November 10, 2014 
Angela Calvillo, Oerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer - (415) 558-903:1 
Jessica Range - (415) 575-9018 
Planning Case No. 2013.1375E 
Appeal of Categorical Exemption for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
November 18, 2014 

~· Categorical Exemption Determination with Preservation Team Review Form 
B. Appeal Letter 
C. ~ite Plans and Photographs 
D. Letter from Lawrence B. Karp, Geotechnical Engineer, July 16, 2014 
E. Letter from H. Allen Gruen, Geotechnical Engineer, November 1, 2014 

PROJECT SPONSOR: Daniel Frattin, Rueben, Junius, & Rose, LLP, (415)-567-9000 
APPELLANT: Susan Brandt-Hawley on behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers 

INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum and the attached documents are a response to the letter of appeal to the Board of 
Supervisors (the "Board") regarding the Planning Department's (the "Department") issuance of a 
Categorical Exemption under the California Environmental. Quality Act ("CEQA Determination") for the 
proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard (the "Project"). 

The Department, pursuant to Title 14 of the CEQA Guidelines, issued a Categorical Exemption for the 
Project on September 3, 2014 finding that the proposed Project is exempt from the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) as a Oass 1 and 3 categorical exemption. 1 

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 decision to issue a categorical 
exemption and return the project to Department staff for additional environmental review.· 

SITE DESCRIPTION & EXISTING USE 

The subject property is located at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard on the south side of the Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard, which provides access to Pioneer Park and Coit Tower in San Francisco's Telegraph Hill 
neighborhood. The project site is within the RH-3 (Residential-House, Three Family) Zoning District. The 

1 Two prior. categorical exemptions were issued for the proposed project. However, the September 3, 2014 exemption 
is the exemption relied upon to approve the project 
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BOS Categorical Exemption Appeal 
Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 

CASE No. 2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

northern property line of the subject property fronts along the pedestrian-,only Filbert Street and to the 
north is Telegraph Hill Boulevard. The project site is on an approximately 80-foot-wide by 80-foot-deep, 
downhill sloped lot with a slope from east to west across the lot. In 1993 three lots were merged into the 
one large lot in existence today. The site previously contained five buildings, but four of the five 
buildings were demolished circa 1997. Today, the subject lot is mostly undeveloped, with the exception of 
an existing unfinished, two-story wood frame, 1,000 square foot (sf) cottage constructed in 1906 and 
located at the southeastern comer of the lot. The remainder of the lot, approximately 6,680 sf, remains 
undeveloped. 

Lots surrounding the subject property south of Telegraph Hill Boulevard are developed with residential 
uses, with the exception of a vacant lot abutting the project site along the southern extent of the eastern 
property line. Immediately east of the project site, at 109-111 Telegraph Hill Boulevard is a three-story­
over-garage, approximately 6,100 sf wood-frame residential building with three dwelling units. To the 
west of the project site, at 381-383 Filbert Street is a two-story, approximately 1,250 sf wood-frame· 
building with two dwelling units, followed by a three-story-over-garage single family home at 391 Filbert 
Street, with frontage along Kearney Street. These two buildings west of the project site are also adjacent to 
the pedestrian-only portion of Filbert Street,2 with 381-383 Filbert Street fronting on Filbert Street. Lots to 
the south are developed with two- and three-story-over-garage residential buildings. Immediately north 
of the project site and the adjacent property at 109-111 Telegraph Hill Boulevard is a striped pedestrian 
crosswalk that extends across Telegraph Hill Boulevard. The crosswalk is protected by two stop signs and 
provides pedestrian access to Pioneer Park and Coit Tower. A stop for the 39-Coit Muni line is located 
just before the stop sign to the west of the crosswalk. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

The proposed project would construct a three-unit residential building and result in an approximately 
160 sf demolition and exterior renovation of the existing 1,000-square-foot, two-story cottage constructed 
in 1906. The existing cottage would be modified to remove an approximately 160-sf addition in the 
northeast corner of the cottage that was permitted by the granting of a variance, since expired, by the 
Planning Department's Zoning Administrator in 1995 (Planning Department case file no. 93.lSOv). Access 
to the cottage would be provided via a pedestrian walkway from Filbert Street. The three new residential 
units would be located in a three-story-over-basement building with unit sizes ranging from 
approximately 3,700 to 4,200 sf. A new curb cut would be proVided along Telegraph Hill Boulevard to 
allow access to ·~ proposed 3,700 sf basement area providing three off-street parking spaces. 3 The 
maximum height of the building would be about 40 feet, as measured in accordance with the San 
Francisco Planning Code. No change would be made to the height of the existing cottage. The new three­
unit building would be constructed at the front of the lot, adjacent to Telegraph Hill Bo~evard and the 
pedestrian-only portion of Filbert Street, while the existing cottage would remain in its current location at 
the rear of the lot. The project also includes la:hdscaping, repair and, where necessary, replacement in 

2 This pedestrian-only segment of Filbert Street is separate and geographically distinct from the historic Filbert Street 
Steps that extend from Sansome to Montgomery streets. 
3 Subsequent to preparation of the CEQA Determination, the project was modified to provide a three-vehicle parking 
garage instead of four. This change in the proposed project does not affect the CEQA Determination. 
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CASE No. 2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

kind of a portion of the concrete sidewalk, steps, and retaining walls of Filbert Street along the parcel's 
northern frontage. 

BACKGROUND 

August U, 2013- Environmental Evaluation Application Filed 
On August 12, 2013, Daniel Frattin on behalf of the project sponsors, Tracy Kirkham and Joe Cooper, care 
of Jeremy Ricks, (hereinafter "Project Sponsor") filed an application with the Planning Department 
(hereinafter "Department") for CEQA determination for the project described above. 

May 9, 2014- CEQA Clearance 
The Department determined that the project was categorically exempt under CEQA Class 1 Existing 
Facilities (CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(d)) and Class 3 New Construction and Conversion of Small 
Structures (CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(b)), _and that no further environmental review was required. 

JunelO, 2014- CEQA Clearance 
The Department clarified the project approvals section of the CEQA exemption and reissued the 
categorical exemption. 

September 3, 2014- CEQA Clearance 
The Department corrected the proposed number of parking spaces, updated the project description to 
reflect removal of the 160 sf addition to the existing cottage that was permitted in 1995, added ad~tional 
information based on public inquiry, and reissued the categorical exemption. 

September 11, 2014- Approval by the Planning Commission 
The Planning Commission approved the proposed project by granting a Conditional Use Authorization 
in accordance with Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code. 

October 14, 2014- CEQA Appeal Filed 
Susan Brandt-Hawley, on behalf of the Telegraph Hill Dwellers (hereinafter "Appellant"), filed an appeal 
of the Categorical Exemption Determination. The appeal letter was dated October 11, 2014 and filed with 
the Clerk of the Board on October 14, 2014. · 

October 16, 2014- CEQA Appeal Timely Filed 
The Department determined that the appeal of the CEQA determination was timely filed and advised the 
Clerk of the Board to schedule the CEQA appeal hearing in compliance with Section 31.16(b)(4) of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

CEQA GUIDELINES 

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 response to that mandate, the State Secretary of Resources found that certain classes of projects, which 
are listed in CEQA Guidelines Sections 15301 through 1533_3, do not have a significant impact on the 
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115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

environment, and therefore are categorically exempt from the requirement for the preparation of further 
environmental review. 

CEQA State Guidelines Sections 15301 (d), or Oass 1 (d), allow for renovations to an existing structure. 
CEQA State Guidelines Section l5303(b), or Oass 3(b), allows for the con5truction of a multi-family 
residential structure with up to four dwelling units, or up to six dwelling units in urbanized areas. 

In determining the significance of environmental effects caused by a project, CEQA State Guidelines 
Section 15064(£) states that the decision as to whether a project may have one or more significant effects 
shall be based on substantial evidence in the record of the lead agency. CEQA State Guidelines 15604(£)(5) 
offers the following guidance: "Argument, speculation, un5ubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence 
that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall not constitute substantial 
evidence. Substantial evidence shall include facts, reasonable assumption predicated upon facts, and 

.. expert opinion supported by facts." 

APPELLANT ISSUES AND PLANNING DEPARTMENT RESPONSES 

The concerns raised in the October 11, 2014 Appeal Letter are cited below· and are followed by the 
Department's responses. 

Issue 1: The Appellant asserts that there are potentially significant environmental impacts of the 
proposed project due to unusual circumstances. The Appellant provides a list of factors contributing 
to those significant effects including: the project's location near a sensitive intersection, site 
topography, potential effects to historic resources, views and inconsistency with the General Plan, and 
construction details. 

Response 1: The Appellant has not provided any evidence that there are unusual circumstances that 
present a reasonable· possibility of a significant effect on the environment. 

The determination of whether a project is eligible for a categorical exemption is based on a two-step 
analysis: (1) determining whether the project meets the requirements of the categorical exemption, and (2.) 
determining whether there are unusual circumstances at the site or with the proposal that would result in 
a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The Appellant does not claim that the proposed project 
does not meet the requirements of either the Oass 1 or Class 3 exemptions. Moreover, the Appellant has 
not established what the unusual circumstances are at the site or ·with the project proposal. Instead, the 
Appellant identifies factors contributing to potentially significant environmental effects. These factors are 
each addressed below: · 

Sensitive Intersection 
. . 

The Appellant states that the project site is located at a sensitive intersection because: 

• The project driveway is located at the top of the Filbe;rt Steps, a blind curve at Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard, a bus stop for Muni Route #39, a midblock pedestrian crosswalk and a stop sign; 

• The proposed driveway is located in an area frequently visited by tourists that are distracted by 
scenery and views; and 
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• Coit Tower/Pior:eer Park is an iconic symbol and premier destination :in San Francisco and over 
half of its visitors arrive by foot or bus. 

While the Appellant provides statements regard:ing the project and conditions of the site and vicinity, the 
Appellant has not established that any of these conditions are unusual and that due to these conditiop.s, a 
significant environmental effect may result from implementation of the project. 

The Department does not dispute the Appellant's claim that the intersection adjacent to the project site 
experiences a number of vehicle, transit, and pedestrian trips primarily due to daytime tourists travelling 
to San Francisco's Coit Tower/Pioneer Park. However, in a city where tourism is one of three major 
industries (together with financial services and technology), many roadways and sidewalks are heavily 
travelled, whether by commuters or tourists. Thus, the intersection adjacent to the project site is not 
unusual, but rather commonplace, given the context of San Francisco. The roadways, intersections, and 
sidewalks used by tourists to access Coit Tower have been designed and constructed to provide safe 
transportation to this tourist destination, similar to the numerous other streets and intersections serving 
the many tourist destinations located throughout the City. 

The comment regard:ing tourists being distracted from traffic hazards due to the surround:ing scenery and 
views is not supported by any evidence and is considered speculative. Furthermore, with regards to the 
proposed driveway, all sidewalks in San Francisco are in fact pedestrian facilities; therefore, all driveways 
:in the City cross the pedestrian path of travel. Thus, it is not unusual for a driveway to cross a pedestrian­
only pathway, such as Filbert Street in this location. However, regard:ing the potential for traffic hazards 
or pedestrian and vehicle conflicts, the project's proposal for a three vehicle parking garage would result 
:in a low volume of vehicles entering and existing from Telegraph Hill Boulevard. In addition, at the 
intersection of Filbert Street and Telegraph . Hill Boulevard, there is both a stop sign and painted 
pedestrian cross walk, ensuring that vehicles entering the driveway will be traveling at slow speeds and 
aware of crossing pedestrians. Furthermore, the garage would be set back from the property line and has 
been designed to allow cars to face the street when exiting, allowing drivers and pedestrians greater 
visibility of one another when cars exist the garage. Thus, there is no potential for significant traffic 
hazard effects as a result of the proposed project. 

Site Topography 

The Appellant states that the site has a cross slope greater than 20% and the. east property line has a 45% 
slope. The Appellant also notes that Filbert Street in this location ~omprises over 80% of the northern 
boundary of the site and correctly notes that there is currently no curb cut at the proposed driveway 
location. 

Slopes greater than 20% are not unusual :in San Francisco, a City with up to 48 recognized "hills." 
Development on such lots is routinely reviewed and construction undertaken :in accordance with. 
applicable City regulations. The Appellant has not demonstrated what unusual topographic feature of 
this approximately 30%-sloped lot would prevent it from being able to be developed in compliance with 
the geotechnical analysis' recommendations and why :in a City with numerous 20% or greater-sloped lots, 
this lot is so unusual that the site's geotechnical safety requirements could not be adequately addressed 
through the Department of Build:ing Inspection's (DBI's) pe~t review process (also discussed in 
Response to Issue 2, below). Additionally, as discussed above, both developments west of the project site 
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are also adjacent to this pedestrian-only portion of Filbert Street, and it is commonplace for developments 
to front along pedestrian facilities and for curb cuts to cross these facilities. 

Historic Resources 
The Appellant asserts that a factor relevant to potential environmental impacts resulting from the project 
is that the proposed driveway would require the removal of a portion of the historic stone wall 
separating Telegraph Hill Boulevard and the Filbert Steps. 

The Planning Department's Historic Preservation Staff reviewed the proposed project and Historic 
Resource Evaluation4 prepared for the project and determined that the project would not directly or 
indirectly involve any historic resources and would not cause a significant adverse impact upon a historic 
resource as defined by CEQA. 5 The project will not remove or relocate the stone wall surrounding 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard. The plans for the project show this feature remaining in place. Furthermore, 
the Appellant has not provided any evidence that this wall along Telegraph Hill Boulevard meets the 
criteria of a historic resource under CEQA. 

Views and Consistency with the General Plan 

The Appellant notes that the Urban Design Element of the General Plan identifies Telegraph Hill as an 
"Outstanding and Unique Area,''. and that the public enjoys views from the Filbert Steps6 and Pioneer 
Park that are protected by the Priority Policies of the General Plan that require sunlight and vistas of 
parks and open spaces be protected. The Appellant also states that the project is inconsistent with the 
policies of the Urban Design and Housing Elements of the General Plan. 

The Department .notes and concurs with the Appellant's citation to the Urban Design Element of the 
General Plan with respect to Telegraph Hill, with the £ull context of the Appellant's reference included 
below: 

"TELEGRAPH IDLL 

A hilltop park with the highly visible green of trees from which Coit Tower rises above all else. 

Low, small-scale buildings having predominantly flat roofs and light pastel colors, hugging the 
topography in a highly articulated form which contrasts with the power of downtown construction 

Cliffs and complex stairs and walkways on the east side above the waterfront, with buildings 
perched precariously along the slope and trees interspersed. 

4 Page & Turnbull, 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard Historic Resource Evaluation, San Francisco, California. February 19, 2014. 
A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 
Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
5 Hilyard, Gretchen, Preservation Team Review Form for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. May 1, 2014. A copy of this 
document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as 
part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
6 The Appellant refers to the pedestrian-only portion of Filbert Street that fronts the project site as the Filbert Steps. 
Therefore, this response uses these terms interchangeably although, as discussed above, this portion of Filbert Street 
is separate from, and should not be confused with, the historic Filbert Street Steps that extend from Sansome to 
Montgomery streets. 
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Intimate pedestrian scale and texture of streets and housing, with sudden and dramatic views of the 
Bay and downtown through narrow openings." 

Titls designation of Telegraph Hill does not support any claim that there are unusual circumstances 
surrounding the project site that may result in significant environmental impacts. The San Francisco 
Planning Commission is the appointed body charged with evaluating a project's consistency with this 
and other relevant General Plan policies. during its review. At two public hearings on July 17, 2014 and 
September 11, 2014, the Planning Commission co1:1sidered public testimony, deliberated the project's 
conformance with the General Plan and other relevant planning policies and guidelines and finally, 
found the project to be consistent with these policies prior to approving the proposed project's 
Conditional Use Authorization. 

With regards to the Priority Policies of the General Plan that require sunlight in open spaces be protected, 
the Appellant has not provided any evidence that Pioneer Park would be substantially affected by 
shadowing caused by the proposed project. On the contrary~ the project site is located at the base of 
Pioneer Park, below Coit Tower, and would not be expected to substantially affect the use or enjoyment 
of this park, such that a significant environmental effect would occur. 

The Appellant has not provided any indication as to which policies or aspects of the project would make 
it inconsistent with the Urban Design and Housing Elements of the General Plan. Furthermore, 
inconsistency with a policy does not in and of itself result in a significant environmental effect. Rather, for 
projects that are not exempt from CEQA review, inconsistencies with policies are required to be analyzed 
in order to determine whether the project's inconsistency with a given policy would result in a physical 
environmental effect. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15360 defines the environment as the "physical 
conditions which exist within an area which will be affected by a proposed project including land, air, \ 
water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise and objects of historic or aesthetic significance." Thus, 
regardless of the project's consistency (or stated inconsistency) with the General Plan, the Appellant has 
not provided any ~vidence that any such inconsistency would result in a physical environmental effect. 

Additionally, with respect to any potentially significant effects on views or visual resources, the proposed 
project was determined to be consistent with Section 21099 of the Public Resources Code (PRC). Section 
21099(d)(l) of the PRC provides that, "aesthetics and parking impacts of a residential, mixed-use 
residential, or employment center project on an infill site within a transit priority area shall not be 
considered significant impacts on the environment." '.(his means that, effective January 1, 2014, for 
qualified projects aesthetic impacts, including effects on views and scenic resources, are longer significant 
under CEQA. The project meets the definition in PRC Section 21099(d)(1) of a residential project located 
on an infill site and within a transit priority area. 7 Thus, an inconsistency with a General Plan policy 
regarding visual resources would not be an environmental effect of the proposed project under CEQA. 

7 San Francisco Planning Deparhnent. Transit-Oriented Infill Project Eligibility Checklist for 115 Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part 
of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
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Hearing Date: November 18, 2014 

Construction Details 

CASE No. 2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

The Appellant states that the project plans include unstudied construction mitigation measures 
addressing access of construction equipment, removal of excavated rod< and soil and a pedestrian tunnel 
to be erected over the sidewalk. The Appellant also provides the following site and construction details: 

• There is a 3-ton truc;k limit on Telegraph Hill Boulevard; 

• The sidewalk would need to be permanently reconfigured to relocate the stop sign and bus stop; 

• The project would require relocation and replacement of portions of the Filbert Steps and 
retaining walls; 

• Pedestrians would have to cross heavy construction traffic; and 

• The project would require 4,328.2 tons of dirt to be moved and an estimated 757 cubic yards of 
concrete to be poured 

The above bulleted items are merely statements, whether factual or not, these statements do not present 
any evidence that there are unusual circumstances surrounding the site or proposed construction 
activities. The project description in the CEQA Determination clearly states that portions of the Filbert 
Street Steps and its retaining walls wm be repaired or replaced in kind. The project plans, which the 
CEQA Determination project description is based upon, show that the stop sign would be relocated 
slightly (about one foot) to allow for a new curb cut off Telegraph Hill Boulevard, and this is further 
acknowledged in the "Project Approvals" section of the CEQA Determination. However, the Appellant is 
incorrect in that the bus stop for Muni Route #39 would not be relocated. With regards to the 3-ton truck 
limit, Telegraph Hill Boulevard is one of 170 weight-restricted areas in San Francisco identified in Section 
501 of the Transportation Code. Construction vehicles, garbage and utility vehicles are exempt from these 
limits. The statement that the project plans include unstudied construction mitigation measures is not 
true. Many of the items listed on the project plans are standard measures that would be required as part 
of the project approval process. For example, in addition to providing a pedestrian tunnel to maintain 
public access during construction, the project sponsor proposes to permanen.tly station a flag person at 
the intersection of Filbert Street and Telegraph Hill Boulevard for the duration of construction activities. 
The Appellant has not provided qny evidence that any of the propqsed construction activities constitute 
unusual circumstances or would otherwise result in significant environmental effects. · · 

As explained in the CEQA Determination, the proposed project's. construction activities would be 
coordinated with the San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW), the San Francisco Municipal 
Transportation Agency, and the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee to ensure that construction 
activities are conducted in a manner that maintains circulation on public rights-of-way, to the maximum 
extent feasible, while also erisuring the public's safety. 

Issue 2: Appellant asserts that the proposed project would result in significant geotechnical impacts 
that could damage downhill neighbor's property. The Appellant cites a letter from Lawrence B. Karp, 
consulting geotechnical engineer, stating that in his opinion, the project as proposed is likely to result 
in significant environmental effects during construction and due to impairment of lateral and 
subjacent support, alterations in groundwater hydrology, and erosion of the shale interbedding. 
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115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

Response 2: The Appellant has not provided substantial evidence to support a reasonable possibility 
that the project could result in significant geotechnical impacts. Further, the Appellant's referenced 
lefter from Lawrence B. Karp does not contain substantial evidence that there is a reasonable 
possibility that the project would damage downhill neighbors' properties, impair lateral and 
subjacent support, alter groundwater hydrology or erode the shale interbedding, such that a 
significant environmental effect would occur. 

As discussed in the CEQA Determination, a geotechnical report was prepared for the proposed project. 
The purpose of this report is to identify any geotechnical issues, whether related to the potential for 
landslides, liquefaction, subsidence or groundshaking as a result of seismic activity and to recommend 
construction practices and techniques to protect structures and neighboring properties. These 
recommendations are then taken into ~ccount during DBI's permit review process. The geotechnical 
report found that risks from liqtiefaction, surfac_e rupture, lateral spreading, densification and landslides 
to be low at the project site. 8 Nowhere in the letter from Lawrence B. Karp does he state that there is a 
possibility of damage "to downhill neighbors' properties." The letter from Lawrence B. Karp opines that 
cutting into the hillside would result in lateral and subjacent support impairment that would in turn 
result in groundwater infiltration that would undermine the interbedded shales that support the 
sandstone blocks on the project site. This letter, however, provides no evidence that this would occur 
with implementation of the geotechnical report's recommendations, which the project sponsor has agreed 
to implement, subject to approval by DBI. Furthermore, with regards to the potential to encounter 
groundwater, the geotechnical report states that the free groundwater table is likely to be below the 
planned site excavations, but that zones of seepage may be encountered near the ground surface 
following rain or upslope irrigation. The geotechnical report provides recommendations should 
groundwater be encountered during' pier shaft drilling. 

With regards to geotechnical considerations, during the permit review process, DBI would review the 
geotechnical report to ensure that the potential settlement and subsidence impacts of excavation and 
dewatering (if required) are appropriately addressed in accordance with Section 1704.15 of the San 
Francisco Building Code. DBI would also require that the geotechnical report include a determination as 
to whether a lateral movement and settlement survey should .be done to monitor any movement or 
settlement of surrounding buildings and adjacent streets during construction. If a monitoring survey 
were recommended, DBI would require that a Special Inspector be retained by the project sponsor to 
perform this monitoring. Groundwater observation wells could be required to monitor potential 
settlement and subsidence during dewatering. If, in the judgment of the Special Inspector, unacceptable 
movement were to occur during construction, corrective actions would be used to halt this settlement. 
Further, the final building plans would be reviewed by DBI, which would determine if additional site­
specific reports would be required. 

Furthermore, the project site is subject to the Slope Protection Act, adopted by the Board of Supervisors 
(BOS) in 2008. This ordinance created procedures for additional review of slope stability by DBI for 
properties within certain mapped. areas and established a Structural Advisory Committee for review of 
permit applications within this area. The BOS found that the public health, safety, and welfare would be 

8 Earth Mechanics Con.sUlting Engineers, Report Geotechnical I~vestigation Planned Improvements at 115 Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard, San Francisco, California, May 12, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San 
Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
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115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

best protected if the Buildlli.g Official requires permits for new construction in these areas to undergo 
additional review for structural integrity and potential effects on slope stability. Adherence to this 
ordinance has be~n found to adequately protect the public health, safety, and welfare. 

With implementation of the recommendations provided in the geotechnical report, subject to review and 
approval by DBI, and monitoring by a DBI Special Inspector (if required) as part of DBI's existing 
regulatory program and the requirements of the Building Code and Slope Protection Act, the proposed 
project would avoid the potential damage predicted by Lawrence B. Karp and would not result in a 
significant impact related to the potential for settlement and subsidence due to construction on unstable 
surfaces. . . . 

Issue 3: The Appellant states that the project description is incomplete because it does not describe, in 
detail, the improvements to the Filbert Steps needed to meet the Department of Public Works' 
requirements, it does not identify the need for a Ge;neral Plan Referral and major encroachment 
permit for the replacement of the Filbert Steps, and does not adequately describe necessary lane 
closures of Telegraph Hill Boulevard in order to construct the proposed proj eel 

\ 

Response 3: The exemption determination provides necessary cJetails required to determine that the 
project is exempt from CEQA review. The Appellant has not provided any evidence that additional 
detail is necessary for determining that the project is exempt under CEQA or whether the project or its 
site constitute circumstances that are so unusual that a significant effect on the environment would 
occur. 

Neither the CEQA Statute nor the Guidelines require a written determination that a project is exempt 
from CEQA review. Thus, an exemption need not provide information regarding the project description 
or approvals. However, Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Administrative Code establishes local procedures 
and requirements necessary to implement CEQA. The CEQA Determination provides the required 
information in compliance to Section 31.08(1)(a) of the San Francisco Administrative Code, which states 
that "a project that is determined to be exempt from CEQA must include: (1) a project description in 
sufficient detail to convey the location, size, nature and other pertinent aspects of the scope of the 
p:i;oposed project as necessary to explain the applicability of the exemption; (2) the type or class of 
exemption determination applicable to the projecrt; (3) other information, if any, supporting the 
exemption determination; (4) the Approval Action for the project, as defined in Section 31.04(h); and (5) 
the date of the exemption." The CEQA Determination contains sufficient detail in the project description 
for determining that the project is exempt from CEQA, it identifies the class of exemption applicable 
(CEQA Oass 1 Existing Facilities and Class 3 New Construction and Conversion of Small Structures), 
provides applicable information to support the exemption determination, identifies the Approval Action . 
for the project (approval of a Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission), and includes 
the date of the exemption (September 3, 2014). The Appellant has not provided _any evidence that the 
exemption determination does not contain the above contents required by the Administrative Code. 

The project description in the exemption determination states that the projed would result in 
replacement of a portion of the concrete sidewcilk, steps and retaining walls of Filbert Street. Off-site 
public right-of-way construction details are governed by the San Francisco Department of Public Works 
Code. The proposed project would be required to adhere to the standards outlined in this code. 
Furthermore, the proposed off-site changes have been reviewed by DPW staff and found to be feasible. 
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Final design details are typically prepared as part of the DPW permitting process. However, should the 
project as proposed be substantially modified through the permit review process, pursuant to Chapter 31 
31.0B(i) of the Administrative Code, the Planning Department would determine whether the changes to 
the approved project require reevaluation under CEQA. 

The project originally proposed removal and replacement of the concrete steps and retaining wall, which 
would require a Major Encroachment Permit. However, the project was subsequently revised to include 
only repair and repfacement of the steps, which could be processed as a Street Improvement[.M.inor 
Encroachment Permit and would not require a General Plan Referral.9 Regardless, there is no 
requirement under CEQA or the State CEQA Guidelines that a lead agency need to identify all project 
approvals when determining a project is exempt from CEQA. Rather, in compliance with Section 
31.08(1)(a) of Chapter 31 of the Administrative Code, the environmental determination need only identify 
the primary project Approval Action, which is identified in the document for the purpose of informing 
the public when an appeal of the exemption determination can be made. The exemption determination 
correctly identifies the Conditional Use approval by the Planning Commission as the project Approval 
Action, and that is the date of project approval that the Planning Department relied on in determining 

. that this appeal was, in fact, timely. 

With regards to the potential for lane closures of Telegraph Hill Boulevard during construction, the 
CEQA Determination describes how construction activities are coordinated in San Francisco to ensure 
that construction is conducted in a manner that maintains circulation on public rights-of-way, to the 
maximum extent feasible, while also ensuring the pul:>lic's safety (again explained above in Response to 
Issue 1, Construction Details). Temporary lane closures to accommodate construction activities are 
commonplace in San Francisco where construction staging areas are limited due to the City's built-up 
condition. The Appellant has not provided any evidence that lane closures (if necessary during 
construction) would constitute an unusual circumstance or result in a significant environmental effect. 

CONCLUSION 

No substantial evidence supporting a fair ·argument that a significant environmental effect may occur as a 
result of the project has been presented that would warrant preparation of further environmental review. 
The Department has found that the proposed project is consistent with the cited exemption. The 
Appellant has not provided any substantial evidence or expert opinion to refute the conclusions of the 
Department. 

For the reasons stated above and in the September 3, 2014 CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination, 
the CEQA Determination complies with the requirements of CEQA and the Project is appropriately 
exempt from environmental review pursu!"Ilt to the cited exemption. The Department therefore 
recommends th'at the Board uphold the CEQA Categorical Exemption Determination and deny. the 

\. 

appeal of the CEQA Determination. · 

9 Email from Nick Elsner, San Francisco Department of Public Works (DPW) to Gretchen Hilyard, San Francisco 
Planning Department and Stephen Leung, DPW. April 28, 2014. A copy of this document is available for public 
review at the San Francisco Planning Department as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from Environmenta! Review 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Block/Lot: 
Lot $ize: 
P~oject Sponsor: 
Staff Contact: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
RH-3 (Residential - House, Three Family) Use District 
Telegraph Hill - North Beach Residential Special Use District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 
0105/065 
7,517 square feet 
Daniel Frattin, Reuben, Junius, & Rose, LLP, (415) 567-9000 
Jessica Range- (415) 575-9018, Jessica.Range@sfgov.org 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 

The proposed project would allow the construction of a three-unit residential building and an 
approximately 160 square foot (sf) demolition and exterior renovation of an existing 1,000-square-foot, 
two-story cottage construc~ed in 1906. The existing ·cottage would be modified to remove an 
approximately 160-sf addition in the northeast corner of the cottage that was permitted by the granting of 
a variance by the Planning Department's Zoning Administrator in 1995 (Planning Department case file 
no. 93.180v). Access to the cottage would be provided via a pedestrian walkway along Filbert Street.1 

(Continued on next page.) 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 
15301(d) and Class 3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(b) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

·DETERMINATION: 

I do hereby certify that the above determination has been made pursuant to State and local requirements. 

s~ o.~rfrw.kv 3) 20Jf 

Environmental Review Officer 

cc: Daniel Frattin, Project Sponsor 
Virna Byrd, M. D. F 

Supervisor David Chiu, District 3 
Distribution List 

1 This is a separate pedestrian walkway from the Filbert Street Steps that extend from Sansome to 
Montgomery streets. 
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Exe_mption from Environmental Review 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION (CONTINUED): 

Case No. 2013.1375E 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

The three new residential units would be located in a three-story over basement building with unit sizes 

ranging from approximately 3,700 to 4,200 square feet. A new curb cut would be provided along 

Telegraph Hill Boulevard to allow access to a proposed 3,700 square foot basement area providing four 

off-street parking spaces. The maximum height of the building would be about 40 feet, as measured in 

accordance with the San Francisco Planning Code. No change would be made to the height of the existing 

cottage. The new three-unit building would be constructed at the front of the lot, adjacent to Telegraph 

H1ll Boulevard and the walkway along Filbert Street, while the existing cottage would remain in its 

current location at the re~ of the lot. The project also includes landscaping, repair and, where necessary, 
replacement in kind of a portion of the concrete sidewalk, steps, and retaining walls of the Filbert Street 

walkway along the parcel's northern frontage. The project is located within the Telegraph Hill 

neighborhood on the south side of Telegraph Hill Boulevard between Kearney and Montgomery Streets. 

PROJECT APPROVALS: 

• Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission for residential density above three units 

per lot and four off-street parking spaces per Section 151 and the Telegraph Hill ...., North Beach 

Residential Special Use District of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

• Building Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. 

• Permits from the Department of Public Works and San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 

(SFMTA) for construction within the public right-of-way. 

• Approval from the SFMTA to relocate an existing stop sign. 

Approval Action: The proposed project is subject to Planning Commission approval of a conditional use 
(CU) authorization for the off-street parking spaces and for residential density above three units per lot. 

The CU is the approval action·for the project. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-day 

appeai period for this C~QA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of 1:1).e San Francisco 

Administrative Code. 

REMARKS: 

Historic Resource. The existing cottage was constructed in 1906 and is classified as a Category "B", or 

potential historic resource, in the Planning Department's records. A Category B rating indicates that 

. additional information is necessary to make a determination as to whether the site is an historic resource 

or not. In order for a building to be deemed a historic resource for purposes of CEQA Section 21084.1, it 
must be listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources 

(CRHR), or included in a local register of historic resources. 

Based ·on a historic resource evaluation (HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull2 and subsequent evaluation 

by the Planning Department Preservation Plami.ing staff, 3 the project site was determined to not be 

2 Page & Turnbull, 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard Historic Resource Analysis, San Francisco, California. February 19, 2014. 

A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. . 
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eligible for listing in the CRHR nor was it included on a local register of historic resources. The extant 
cottage is a common example of a vernacular building and has been extensively altered such that it no 
longer represents its original 1906 construction. 

In order for a project to be deemed eligible for listing in the CRHR, the project must be shown to meet 
any one of the National Register of Historic Places' four criteria: Criterion 1 (Event), Criterion 2 (Persons), 
Criterion 3 (ArC:hitecture), or Criterion 4 (Information Potential). The Planning Department concurs with 
the findings of the HRE that the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under 
any cri~eria, specifically: no known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1), none of the 
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2), the building is not 
architecturally distinct and represents its alteration circa 1997 (Criterion 3). Based upon a review of 
information in the Department's records, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 4, which 
is typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely 
significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types 
when involving the built environment. ·The subject property is not an example of a rare construction 
type. The surrounding neighborhood contains a mix of architectural styles, building sizes, and a defined 
period of development; therefore, the project site does not appear to be located in a potential historic 
district. 

Preservation Planning staff determined that the site does not meet any of these four criteria. Therefore, 
the site was determined to not be eligible for listing individually or as part of a potential or existing 
historic district in the CRHR and the site is not an historic resource for purposes of CEQA. ·The proposed 
modifications to the existing building and new construction project does not directly or indirectly involve 
any historic resources and will not cause a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource as defined 
byCEQA. 

Geotechnical. The project site is on an approximately 80-f?ot-wide by 80-foot-deep, downhill-sloped lot 
with a slope from the east to west side of the lot. The elevation at the highest point along the street 
(northeast corner) is 251 feet (above sea level) and 214 feet at the rear lot line (southwest corner). The 
existing cottage is constructed in the southeastern corner of the lot at an elevation of 229 feet. The 
proposed three-unit residential building would be constructed at the front of the lot along Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard with its lowest pad elevation at approximately 224 feet. Removal of the approximately 160 sf 
portion of the existing cottage at the rear of the lot would require minimal alterations to the building 
foundation to support its new exterior walls. The foundation for the new three-unit building would be 
constructed using drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation) requiring excavation up to 25 feet in 
depth. 

3 Hilyard, Gretchen, Preservation Team Review Form for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. May 1, 2014. A copy of this 

document is available for puJ?lic revie_w at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as 

part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
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A geotechnic~l report was prepared for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard4 and 
includes information gathered from a site reconnaissance by the geotechnical engineer and four soil 
borings conducted on the project site. The borings encountered 6 inches to 4 feet six inches of loose to 
dense clayey sand with varying amounts of silt and gravel to stiff, sandy silty clay, overlaying sandstone 
bedrock. No groundwater was encountered, though based on the hillside location it is possible that 
groundwater could be encountered near the surface following rain or upslope irrigation. 

The geotechnical report evaluated the project site for potential liquefaction, surface rupture, lateral 
spreading, densification, and landslides and found the potential for risk to be low. The project site is in an 
area that would be exposed to strong earthquake shaking, though adherence to the recommendations in 
the 2013 San Francisco Building Code would reduce potential damage to the structure. The 2013 San 
Francisco Building Code (Building Code) requires Site Classification and Values of Site Coefficients for 
the design of earthquake resistant structures to minimize damage from earthquakes. The geotechnical 
report includes seismic design parameters for use by the structural engineer for the project in ~omplying 
with the Building Code during the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) building permit plaricheck 
process. 

The geotechnical report found that the proposed structure's foundation could be safely supported using a 
drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation, provided adherence to site preparation and foundation 
design recommendations in the project geoteclmical reP.ort. 

The project sponsor has agreed to adhere to the recommendations of the geotechnical report and include 
the report's design recommendations into the plans submitted for the building permit plancheck process, 
subject to final review by DBI. Thus, the proposed project would have no significant geotechnical 
impacts. 

Construction. The proposed project would require construction activities within the public right-of-way. 
These activities would be coordinated with the San Francisco Department of Public Works, SFMTA, and 
the Transportation Advisory Staff Committee to ensure that. construction activities are conducted in a 
manner that maintains circulation on public rights-of-way, to the maximum 1extent feasible. The project 
sponsor is developing a construction plan pursuant to the permitting requirements for construction 
within the public right-of-way. Any temporary, short-term, delay to vehicular or pedestrian travel would 
not be a significant impact. 

Exemption Class. Under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15301(d), or Class l(d), exterior renovations to 
an existing single-family residence that is not a historic resource, as defin.ed for purposes of CEQA, is 
exempt from envi!onmental review. The proposed project involves the exterior renovation of the existing 
1,000-square-foot cottage at the rear of the property. Under State CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(b), or 
Class 3(b), construction of a multi-family residential structure with up to four dwelling units in a 
residential zone is exempt from environmental review. In urbanized areas, this exemption applies to 
apartments, duplexes, and similar structures designed for not more than six dwelling units. The proposed 

4 Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Report Geotechnical Investigation Planned Improvements at 115 Telegraph Hill 

Boulevard, San Francisco, California, May 12, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 
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project includes the construction of three dwelling units in a residential zoning district. Therefore, the 
proposed project would be exempt from environmental review under Class l(d) and Class 3(b). 

Summary. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used 
for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circum.stances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current 
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would 
not have significant geotechnical or historical resource impacts. The proposed project would have no 
significant environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited classifications. For 
the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review. 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW FORM 

Preservation Team Meeting Date: Date of Form Completion 5/1/2014 

PROJECT INFORMATION:· 

Gretchen Hilyard 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

Block/Lot: 
; '· ,. 

0105/065 Kearny Street 

CEQA Category: .. : ··. -.,, ·Art:·l0/11:' SPA/Case No .. : :.~. ·"· ; \ 

B n/a 2013.1375E 

PURPOSE OF REVIEW: : ·. ,: :·~·· .. .... ·. · PROJECTDESCRIPTIO~: .:;;. · .. ·· .. ·::. 

leCEOA I. (" Article 10/11 I (" Preliminary/Pie (9 Alteration ·1 (" .. Demo/New Construction 

I.DATE OF. PLANS .UfllDER REVIEW:'· I 08/12/2013 

PROJECT ISS!J~S: · ~·:;:. · : 
. . . . . 

~ : . 
. <·~\·.'-: : .. :.·f~ ... ~~:·;. ~i:.:··J~ ;': ·.•' .. .. •, ... . ... ' ,/I: I•. ' ~ •• =·-·:.:~:. ~ '· ... ~ .. ~.:. '.~ .. : : . . . . . 

~ Is the subject Property an eligible historic resource? 

~ If so, are the proposed changes a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

Submitted: Historic Resource Evaluation for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard prepared by 
Page & Turnbull, dated February 19, 2014. 

Proposed project: Retention of the existing cottage at the rear of property and 
construction of three new buildings at the front of the lot. 

PRESERVATION TEAM REVIEW: 
. .. .. 

'• 
... i •.• .. ., 

Historic Resource Present 
. :, . I ("Yes I leNO * I (" N/A 

Individual 
' 

Historic District/Context 

Property is individually eligible for inclusion in a Property is in an eligible California Register 
California Register under one or more of the Historic District/Context under one or more of 
following Criteria: the following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Event: l. Yes (.'No Criterion 1 - Event: (" Yes (.'No 

Criterion 2 -Persons: ("Yes (e' No Criterion 2 -Persons: ("Yes (9 No 

Criterion 3 - Architecture: CYes le No Criterion 3 -Architecture: C Yes le No 

Criterion 4 - Info. Potential: ('Yes (e'·No Criterion 4- Info. Potential: (".Yes (i.No 

Period of Significance: I I Period of Significance: I I 
(" Contributor (" Non-Contributor 

1725 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
Information: 
415.558.6377 
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*If No is selected for Historic Resource per CEQA, a signature from Senior Preservation Planner or 
Preservation Coordinator is required. 

(9· NIA 

According to the Historic Resource Evaluation (HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull {dated 
February 19, 2014) and information found in the Planning Department files, the subject 
property at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard is set on a steeply sloping lot that once contained 
five buildings. The existing property contains concrete retaining walls, concrete and wood 
stairways, fencing and a one-story vernacular cottage that was constructed in 1906 and 
designed by an unknown architect. The cottage is known as 3230 Filbert Street or 367-369 
Filbert Street. Known alterations to the property include: demolition of four buildings on 
the parcel {ca .. 1997), and complete renovation/rebuilding of the cottage {ca. 1997). 
The extant cottage is a common example of a vernacular building and has been 
extensively altered such that it no longer represents its original construction in 1906. All 
materials of the extant building date to its reconstruction in ca. 1997. The Department 
concurs with the fin~ings of the HRE that the subject property is not eligible for listing in 
the California Register under any criteria, specifically: No known historic events occurred at 
the property {Criterion 1 ), none of the owners or occupants have been identified as 
important to history (Criterion 2), and the building is not architecturally distinct and · 
represents its alteration in ca. 1997 (Criterion 3). Therefore, the subject property is not 
eligible for listing in the California Register under any criteria .individually or as part of a 
historic district. 

The Department agrees with the findings of the HRE that the proposed new construction 
project does not directly or indirectly involve any historic resources and will not cause a 
significant adverse impact upon a historic resource as defined by CEQA. 

:)-2.-2-0) 
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Bfandt-Hawl~y Law Group 
Chauvet House • PO Box 1659 

Glen Ellen, California 95442 
707.938.3900 _• fax 707.938.3200 

preservationlawyers.com 

October 11, 2014 

Board President David Chiu 
and Members of the-Board of Supervisors. 
c/o Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689. 

Subject: Appeal of Exemption from Environmental Review 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
Planning Department Case No. 3013.1375CE 

Dear Presi~ent Chiu and Supervisors, 

Telegraph Hill Dwellers appeal the Planning Department's determination that 
the condominium project proposed at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard is exempt from 
CEQA review. We request that this appeal be heard before and separate from other 
hearings concerning this project and will not be consolidated with any other matter. 

· The Planning Department issued a revised categorical exemption on 
September 3, 2014. The exemption.applies solely to minor, environmentally benign 
projects that normally have no significant environmental impacts. Importantly, 
categorical exemptions are rebuttable and shall not be used for a project if there is a 
reasonable possibility that it will have a significant impact due to unusual 
circumstances. (CEQA Guidelines, Section 15300.Z(c)) 

·The Planning Commission approved a conditional use (CU) authorization for 
the project on September 11, 2014. This appeal is timely because it is being filed on 
the first business day following 30 days after the Commission's action approving the 
CU based on a categorical exemption. 
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Board of Supervisors 
October 11, 2014. 
Page2 

As will be explained further at the appeal hearing and in further documentation, · 
factors contributing to potentially significant environmental impacts include: 

THE PROJECT SITE 

Sensitive intersection:· 

• Converging at the project driveway are the top of the Filbert Steps, a blind curve 
of the Telegraph Hill Boulevard, a bus stop for Muni line No. 39, a mid-block 
pedestrian cross walk from the Filhert steps to Pioneer Park, and a s~op sign. 

• The driveway is at the heart of a public area frequented by thousands of tourists 
distracted from traffic hazards by the spectacular scenery and views. 

• Over half of annual visitors to Coit Tower/Pioneer Park arrive by foot or bus. 

• Coit Tower and Pioneer Park are iconic symbols of San Francisco and are 
among San Francisco's premier destinations. · 

• The Urban Design Element of the General Plan recognizes Telegraph Hill as an 
"Outstanding and Unique Area" that contributes in an extraordinary degree to 
San Francisco's.visual form and character. (Policy?· 7, Urban Design Element of 
the San Francisco General Plan.) 

• The public enjoys extraordinary views from the Filbert Steps and Pioneer Park 
protected by the Priority P~anning Policies of the General 'Plan that provide: 
"That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be 
protected from develop,ment." (Planning Code Sec.101.1(8)) 

Topography of the Project Site 

• The site has a cross slope exceeding 20% in both directions. The east property 
line has an elevation difference of approximately 40 feet or a 4_5% slope. 

. . 

• The Filbert Steps comprise over 80% of the northern boundary of the site. 
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Board of Supervisors 
October 11, 2014 
Page 3 

\ . 
• . There is no existing curb cut at the proposed driveway because former 

buildings had no on-site parking. 

Geology of the Pro}ect Site 

In his letter dated July 16, 2014, Dr. Lawrence B. Karp1 stated that, because of 
the geologic composition of the steep site, "cutting into the hillside anjwhere along 
the lower reaches of a slope will remove existing lateral and subjacent support for the 
massive fractured. sandstone blocks" that could damage the downhill neighbors' 
property during excavation. · 

• 

THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION IS INCOMPLETE 

Improvements to the Filbert Steps to meet D,PW requirements, including a 
landing atthe top of the Filbert Steps, are not described in detail. 

• The need for a General Plan referral and major encroachment permit for 
replacem.ent or relocatio~ of the Filbert Steps is not addressed, 

• Constr·uction of a. platform at the eastern end of the site is proposed to provide 
. an "on-site" construction staging area. This is the same location as the proposed 

car elevator and garage that req~ire excavation of at least 33 feet Construction 
staging and dirt 'removal would require undisclosed commandeering of either 
the sidewalk or a traffic lane of Telegraph Hill Boulevard .. 

OTHER FACTORS RELEVANT TO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

• The proposed project driveway will require removal of a portion of the historic 
·stone wall separating Telegraph Hill Boulevard and the Filbert Steps. 

1 Dr. Karp holds a doctorate in civil engineering and an Earthquake Engineering 
Certificate from UC Berkeley and is·a licensed civil engineer, geotechnical engineer, 
and architect in with over 45 years experience in bay area design and construction 
with specialization in stability evaluation of excavations and slopes, site development, 
and construction logistics. 
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Board of Supervisors 
October 11, 2014 
Page4 

• Dr. Lawrence Karp concluded that in his profes.sional opinion, "the project as 
proposed is· likely to result in. significant environmental effects not only during · 
construction, but the impacts will be cumulative in service due to impairment of 
lateral and subjacent support, alterations in groundwater hydrology, and 
erosion.of the shale interbedding." 

• The sidewalk would have to be permanently reconfigured for relocation of the 
stop sign and·bus stop to accommodate 'the proposed project driveway. 

• New construction will block a public view corridor from the pedestrian 
stairways and l~ndings of Pioneer Park; and will require relocation or 
replacement of portions. of the Filbert Steps and retaining walls in consultation 
' . 

with DPW, which may result in additional project impacts and conditions that 
cannot be segmented from the current project approval. 

• Inconsistencies with City land use plans and policies, including objectives and 
policies of the Housing Element and Urban Design Element of the General Plan. 

• Due to lack of a landing at the top of the Filbert Steps and the project sponsor's.· 
proposed "tunnel" over them, pe_destrians stepping onto the sidewalk would 
have to cross heavy construction traffic. 

• There is a 3-ton truck limit on Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

• An estimated 4,328.Z·tons of dirt will have to be removed to build the project, · 
exclusive ofrocks, lumber and debris, during excavation phase. 

• An estimated 75 7 cubic yards of concrete will be poured if the project will be of 
wood frame. construction up to the second floor. podium level.; 

• General Notes onthe project plans include unstudied construction mitigation 
measures addressing access of construction equipment, removal of excavated 
rocks and soil, and a pedestrian tunnel to be erected over the Filbert Steps. 

This project thus has potentially significant environmental impacts due to 
unusual circumstances. It also requires mitigation. The City's reliance on a categorical 
exemption would therefore violate CEQA. 
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. . 
Please grant this appeal, and require environmental review and compliance 

with San Francisco's plans and ordinances following submission of a revised project 
application. City decisionmakers need this information to inform their discretion. 

Thank you for your consi~eration. 

Sincerely yours, 

Susa~ley 
Enc: Certificate of Determination-Exemption from Environmental Review 

cc: Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer ( w /enc.) 
<sarah.b.j ones@sfgov.~rg> 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT. 

Certificate of Determination. 
Exemption from.Environmental Review 

Case No.: 
Ptojeet '[fJfo: 
Zoning: 

· Block!Lvt: 
Lvt Size: 

· Projett .SpQnsor; 
· : St1lff Cant1rd: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

.Z013.1375H 
· ns Telegraph Uill Boulevard 
RH:.J (Residential'-House; Three Family) Use District 

· Telegraph Hill - North Beach Residential Special '[Jse P~sttkt 
40.-:X !fetgh't: and Bulk Distri,ct 

. dlDS/D65 
·· 7,517 square feet 
· Dlini~l Fi;attm, Reub.en; Junius,&:. ~ose, LLP., (4.~~). 56_7-~ubp. 

Jessica Range - ( 415.) 575.-9018, Jessica; Range@sfgo:.Y.org · 

.. 

,·. 

1 !150 Mlssibo.Sl 
Sulte-400 
So.n Erancisca, 
GMl4103-2479 

Reneplion: 
415,55&,!i371l 

F.aio 
415~55SJi40~ 

Planning 
. Information:. 
.11·5.558.637:1 

· The proposed project would allow the construction . of a three-unit residential bt:rild.ing Md an 
approximately 160 square foot (s.f) !iemolition and exterior renoyatlon of an etjsting tOPO-s.quar.e-foot, 
twq-story cottage constructed 'in i906. The. e:xisting. c;ot14ge w-0.uld be. modified to remove ·an . 
approximately 160-sf. a4dition in the northeast comer .of th~ cottage that was perriiitted by the granting of 
a. variance ~y tl:ie Plann:ing·Depar!:inent's Zoning AdmfrristratQr in 15195 (Plqnnfo.g Department case.file 
no. 93.180v). Access tQ the. cottage would be p:r::o.Vided via, a pedestrian walkway along $ilhert Street1 

EXEMPT STATUS: :.· .-.:··-. 

Categorical.Excmplion1 Class 1 (Ca.Ufor:nia. Ei.;rviro:nmental. CN.alify Ad (CRQ.A.) Gttidell;n~s Section 
1..;;i301( d). i;ind Cl;rns;3:·CEQA Gu].B..el:in~s ·Serti:Qn 1530$():1} · 

REMARKS: ., ·· 

See·n~t pFtge. 

DETERMINATION: 
..:1 

l~do hereby certify that the above deter~tion has been made ~utsuant to State and foca:{ ~eq~irements. 

· · . . :- . 'Sttrrkw.k,~ 3. 2-Dlf 
S~ Date/ 

7 

Enviroru:n,ental Review Offiter 

cc: Daniel Fra:ttin, Project Sponsor 
Vi.ma Byrd, M. D. F 

Supervisor David Oi:iu, District 3 
Distribution List 

1 This is ·a separate .pedestrian walkway ·frnm the· Filbert Str.eet Steps ·that extend from Sansome. to. 
Montgomery- streets. 
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Exemptibn from Environmental Review ·Case No. 2013.1375E. 
· :\:is tE:If\sifa~h Itili ~~~lev#d · " ' ' 

... :: ·:. :: .... 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION {CONTINUED):· 

The tl:rree new residential units w0a1d b¢ located in a three-story over basement Building With up.it si,zes 

ranging from approximately 3,700 to 4,200 square feet. A new curb cut would be. provided along 

Telegraph Hill Boulevard. tq aDow ac:cess to a p:roposed 3,700 square foot basement area providing four 
off~street parking spac.~. The maximum height of the. b.uildiri.g wotild b~ atiout 4b feet,. as measured in 
accordance with the San Francisco P1anning Code..No.~hange would be made to the height of the existing 

cottage. The new three-unit building would be constructed at the frbnt of the lot, adjacent to. Telegraph 

Hill Boulevard. and the walkway alon.g Filbert St;reet, while the e;idsting,. cotl:ilge would remain in its 

mrrent location at the :re~ of the lot. The projact also includ;es landscaping,. repair and,. where necessary; 

replacement in kind of a por:tfon .of the cent.grte :sidewalk, steps, and retainin.g walls of. .fti.e Filbert Street 

walkw!ly along the p,cttcel's northe.rn,. frQPctag~. Uie· pr9Jert .i,s lbcated withl:n the 'Telegt:9.J?h I-Iill 

neigbborh~od o;n the :;;ou.th side. of Tefogr:a.ph..I:Iill ~oi.iJ,ev:ard b.etvr.~\'!Il K.e~rpey and Mg,rttgm:nery Streets .. 

PROJECT APPROVAL& 

• Conditional Use Autho:$:a.tic;in by the Ji.Iannfug Co.mmi-;sron for r.eside;ntial d:ensi:ty above three :imjts 

per lot ·and four off-street parking spaces per Siaction. 151 m,,f the. Tele$;i.aph HJ..ll - .No:rth Beach 
Residential 'Special Use Dis.tric.t of the San F-ra.r'ltiiice P.li1J;Jnittg 'COde.. · · · · 

' . 
• Building Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. : 

• Permits from the Department of Pt.iblic Works and San Francisco Municipahr~portati:ooAgency 
(SFMTA) forcanSfruc.ti.ori within:. the publi~ :right-of-way. · · .. · ·· .. · · · 

• Ap1'rov~f.rom the; SFM'r.A to rekic~te an existii'\g stop sigfl,; 

A.pproval Action: The prQposed project.is subject to Planning, Commission appro,v;al bf a cbncfitional use 

(CU) authorization for the. off-sb:eet parkihg spaces and for residentiiil densitY above three. umts pet l6t. 
The ctr is the approval action for the project The Approval Action date establishes the staiJ; of the '.30-d!ay · 
appeal period for this· CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04{h.) of J#e San Franci.Sco 
Administratiye Co.de.. · · 

REMARKS: 

Histo:tic Resource. The exis.tlng cottage was constructed in 190.6· .fti1d is classifie.d :as a Category "8.", or· 
potential historic· resource, 'in the Plannfug' Deparbnenf'.s records:' A Cat.~gocy B-r~tfuf'rndtca'tes: ilia~" . 

additional information is necessary to make a .determinatibn as to whether the sif~ i's an historjc resource 

or not. In ordei for a buiJding to. be de~med a hi!itoric resowc~ for purposes of CEQA, Section 21084.1, it 

must be. listed in. or determined to be .eligible for listing in the: Califorrua Register .of Historical. ReS'ources 

(CR.HR), or in:quded.iri a Io~l .re~ter of l}istpriQ~esourC!$, _... . _ . .,,,. · : .. :., 

Based an a histori~· res.au,rce ev.aluatlon.(HRE) p-re:pared by !Page & TUtnbuIF artd subsequent evaluation 

by the Plaru\ii;rg Depa.ttm~fit Pr~ervation P.lar-iniri.g staff,3 th.~. p:i;ojecl: site was det~¢in.ed to. ·P.6t .~e 

2 Page & Turribull,. 115 Telegraph H'ui Boulevard· Histirric R~source Anal~s, Sa11; Fnm.c.i~co; c;::alifor.nin.. Feb.ruary 19; 2014. 

A copy of this ·d.ocument is availal:ile for ·p:uhlic r.eview at the ~~ Fr<lllci~co Planmng De,parbnMtr 1650· Mission 
Street, Suite.400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISGO 
Pl.ANl\llNQ D-.ARTMENT 2 
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Exemption from Environmental·Revtew Case No. 2013.1S75E. 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

eli~ple .£or. listing in the CRBR n9r was it inclu4ed m;1: a loqtl :teg1ste,r of hlst9J.ii;: resourc~. The ext<int . 
c''~ge is a comrnorve)<amp.le of a vem.aC!.llar. bµildi.ng ~d has Peen exJensiv~ly a~tereci such that it no 
longer represents its orLg1nal 1906 constructfon. · · · 

In ·order £o.i: a.project to be deep.'l:ed··eHg1l!L~ f¢ 1i,st4tg·h:\'t&e·ckf1R; :tb.~.p:i:oj.~¢tmumJ,~.showri. tchneet 
any o:ne, of the National RegiSter of Historic Places' four·criteria:·eiMerion l·(Event)~ C±i'terion 1·(Persons), 
Criterion 3 (Architecture); or Criterion 4 (:Ir!fotrnatfo:ii Potential). The Plartriing Department concurs witl). 
the findings of th,~ H,R'E that the sul;ij~ property is· not e:Hgible fodisting. i11 the California Register under 
.any criteria, sp.etifically: no known historic events occurred at lhe property (Criterion 1:), none· of the 
owners oi; occupants have been iden.ti£ied as µnpor~t to. hf:>to:iy {Criti:'rim:i-. 2:).1 ~ 'Quildmg is .not 
architectur.apy dtstinct and represents irs· aUerafion circa 1997 (Criterion :3); '13~ed. upon a revie~· of . 
information in .th,~ Dei,:iartmen.t' ~ tetorQ.s; :the si.ibject ~rop~ i'S.·rtbt significant uhd~r. Ci:i~fo~ 4, which . 
is typically associated ·with -a-tchaeoiogiaal resources. J.lurthermore, the stibject property is not likely 
signfficant under Criterion 4, since this :Significance criterion .typically ·applies t-o rare constrµc.tion types 
when invOiving •the bllllt environment.. 'The subjeet praper.ty. iS not an· example of a rar:e .construction 
type. 111e surrounding neighborho9d contains a mix of arcltl"tectural st)•les1 Wilding sizes, and a de.fined 
period of development; therefore;. the project site does not appear to be loC'a,ted fo a po.tential ]::\isto:ric 
district. . . . 

Preservation Pl..amrirJg striff qe~eymined t.b.;i.t the. site do~s net meet MY aHb~$e f6ilr cr~t~rift; Th.~efore; 
the site was determined to not b.e eligible for "listing individually ·or. as part of a· potential or erj.stil'lg 
historic district in the dffiR and, the.site is no~ an h~toric:.res9mee. for purposes of ·CE~. The proposed 
;modl,fications to the .existing .bull.ding <!l;l.d ne~ consb.1:letion pr:9ject d?e~.np.t 9.ll:ed:Iy. o:r .:i:m;l:j,t.~t1y ll').y~lve. 
any historic resources <md willnof cause a Sl~ant adverse impact. U.pon;a histork-resomce 'i<S defiped 
~~ . '· ~ . 

Geoteclmi.cal. The, project site i,s on an ap.proxima.teiy 8.0-foot-wi~e by 'BO~foot-deep, dow.;1h.ill-sloped i:ot 
vvith a slope &om the east t-0 west sid~ of the i:ot. The erevatlon at the highest .Poiint ruong the street 
(;northeast corner) is 2$1 feet ~?bove sea le:Vel) and 2:14 fe.et <\t -the rear lot line (sou~west corner). The 
existing cottage: is constructed· in the southeastern comer of tht:l lot at an elevalion- ·of QZg feet. The 
proposed.three-unit residential; buildihg woµld be c.onstnid¥ 'atfue.!rcm(tlf the !Ot clong T$giaph }{ill 

Boulevard with its lowest .Pad· elevp.tfon ·at a,pprox.im~te1"y 224 feet :Removal o.f the apprn:x:lmat~ly 160 sf 
porti~n of. the existing cottage at the rear of the 1ot would require minimal alteraHonflo' the building · 
found~tion to support its new exterio:i; walls, Tfte· foundation for the new llitee-utrit buU.5fin.g v;.o'IJ'.14 b~ 
constructed using drilled concrete pier and -grade oeam. foundation, requiring, ~cav~.tfon up to 25 feet in 
depth. 

3 Hi1yard, Gretd~en, Preserv~tiP1i ·ream Eeview Form for lI5 Teligrap.h Hi.ff B9utevll1'd. 'May 1, 2014. A copy ·of this 

document is available for public review .atthe.SanJ1rancisca Plaitr.rlng Department 1650 Mission Street1 SUite 4001 -as 
part of Case. File No. 2013.137.SE. 

SAN Fl\A~CISJ:O 
J"LANt,lllllQ DEPARTMEN'f 

.. · 3 

-------------·-·-----·-·---------·-----
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Exemption from Environmental Review CM.e. No •. 2013..1375£ 
115 Teiegraph Hill ·Boulevard . 

A geoteOmical report was ,prepared for the. proposed project at 1!5 Telegraph Hill Boulevard4 and 
indude:s information gathered from a site reconnaiss<j.nce l:iy the geotechnical engiNer and· fpUJ: .soil 
borings conducted o.n the project site. The bor~gs. encpnntered 6 inches to 4 f~et six inches of.loose to 
dense cla,yey sand with varying amounts of.silt and gravel to stiff, sandy silty clay, overlaying-sandstone 
bedrock. No groundwater .was encountered, though. based· on ·the hillside location· it is possil>le that 

groundwater ·could b'e e,n.cciunteyeq near the surface followj,ng rain 01; upslo:p.e .irri$afion. 

TI1e geotechnical report evaluated J:!:ie proj~ct site fo"I; P,p~i;mti:al Uquefoction, ·minace l:UFhu;e, lateral 
spreading, densification, and fandslid¢s and found the ;potgntiiii for risk to. be· low:. 'l):te pr-<;i~ct &ite is in.an 
area that wot:!ld be ~posed tg st.rc;mg :eartllqua.ke shaking, fu~gh. .~dl\er~t:~ to the rec'o,o:yn:ertdii,tj.~ns h\ 
the 2013 San Francisco Building .Code would reqluce potegtlal d«µna:ge to the struct:ure; The ZQ1.3· S~ 
Fran~co Building Code ·(Buiidip.g .CQde) requires Site :c.1a.Ss.iii.ca,tit1n. and Vah.i.es. of'Site. c;:oefficients for: 
the dci)'ign of 'e.a.rth#e res1'$taii.t' stru~eid(.)·i:Iili.u'm,i~e:'.datn.~ge ·from earlliquake.~,"fh.e ft~o.tci.cl.mkaJ'.. '• . 
re.po;rt incluQ:e~ .E\e'is.:a:ric design parameters f~r -µse bJ fh~ ~trudUta}.~gft:l.f'!e:r fbr .fue p:i;.~ject in~ ~.o~ply.iug 
with the Building Code during: the Department. -0f Building Inspection (bBJ:) buiIClin!f.f>.en::tl't .plancheok 
proces's. 

The geotechnical report found that the proposed ,s~ctur~,.s foµ_nd.ation coulQ: b~. sa.fely supported using a 
drilled c;o;ncrete pier anQ.. gr<!-de beam foimdation, provided aO:herence to site· preparation and foundation 

design recommendatjons in .the project geote&nkal reporl 

The project sponsor has agreed to 'adhere to the recommen~fions of ±he geatechnleal report and include' 

the report's design recommendations into the plans submitted f(.)r the building permit planchecl< prqces$, 
subject to final review by DBL :Thus, the proposed · p"I;oj~ct w9W.d h1;1,ve no .signifi®'lt geotechnical 
impacts. · " . ., · " 

Construction: The proposed project. would require oonstructio!l .activiti:es with,in tM puha~ riglit:-of-w.ay, 
These activities would be coordir].ated with the San Fr,anc:lseo bepar.fm~~t of l 1ublic Works, SFMTAr and 
the Transportation .Adv1sory. St~f C~.mrnitte~ tQ :.ensure .fu:it constiucli.on activitie.s. aT~·~~riducred i~ ·~. 
manner that maintair\s. cirtulatiOn on puf,lic rights-of-way( fo fue'maXimt\.ri:l extent fec;isibl~. Th~ project 
sponsor is developing a 'eoru?trucf;ioq' plan, pursuant lo the pe!mitiing reqW:rements for co~sttud:ion 

. Within the pu'l:>ik rlg;ht~o!--w.ay. Anytei;nporar:y, .short,.ten.xv del~y. t~·vel;riCul~. ·~r.pec;feski.a;ry .t;r~veJ. WC?'fM:.: 
not be a significant impact. · · · · · · " · ' · · · .. · ·· ... 

E:x:emptfon Clas:> ... U.ticil§' $tafe CEQA C.wd.elines· s:ecti.on 1530i(d~;. or Class.1( d), eXterio:r: renovati:(;jnS: fo · 
an exIStlng singfo7fumily residence·"fuat is' not a hist6i.ic ~~6mc;e,. as deffned fbt. p'i:lt,pbses of. CEQA; 'is 
exempt from environmentfil remew. The proposed project-invoives the ex'terfor r.enovatio.rt of the.existing, 
l,000-square-foot cottage at the rear ·of the property. Under State CEQA Guidelines S~ctfo,n 153:03(b), or 
Class 3(b), construction of :a multr-fomily re~identiiil .~truot1;1re. _'With up to .four dweHfng unit? in a 
residenHal .zone is exempt ironi environmental review. In urban:lzed areas, this exemption appli'es to· 

apartments, duplexes, ~d similar structures de:signed fornot.mor~ th<ill six dw¢lling_ utu1s. 'The.proposed 

4 Earth Mecfumics Consul.ting Engineers.1 J!.epart Geotechnical !Jivestigati,an Plqnnul Jinprove:ments if!; 115 Telegraph Hill 

Boillevard, San Francisco, Calttm:;i!I, May· :Ji., 4.01$. A .(;PPY 0£ this documenf l:s available· forjiublic teview at !he San 
F~an.cipco. Planning Dep~ent,.165.0 Ml!lsion Street, S1il.tc 400, as·part of Case'Ff1e·No.2013'.1315~. 

· BAN FRAN.CISCO 
PUl,NNING Pa>ARTMENT 4 

--------·-·------ ·-·-··· ··-··-·--· 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 

. . 

Ciµ;e No. 20U.1375E 

.US Telegra;ph Hill 'Bou1evaxd 

project includes the tonitru.ciion of thr.ee dwcl.ling unit.s; irt ·a :residential 210nii:ig ·disl:rkl Therefor~, tM: 
proposed project would be .eXeinpt.from ehv.irb~~taJ .revte;w '@di;\:r Cla6~ i(d) ~4 Cii;iss·$(:b). 

s·umma1J'. State· CEQA Guidelines Sectfon 1530CY.2 state-s that a :categorical exemption shall not be used 

for an: activity where. there is a teasonable possibil~.ty that. th~ adiVity Wiil have a signifii;ant effect on the 
environmeJ.1t d4e to unusual GrCUJllStan¢!JS·. There aJ:.e no 'L!IlµBU~ cmw:n$tances surrounding the cm::rent 
proposal that would suggest a r.ea~onable possibility of a: significant effect. The proposed ;project would 
not have significant geotecli'nkal or Jils'tb:ricaJ resource impacts. The proposed' ·projeet- would' have no 
significant environmental effects.. The prdi.ect would be exempt under the above-dited ·cla:ssilications. For 
the .above reasons, the proposed prqject is appropriately exempt fr.om environmental review. 

SAN fRANGIS~O 
("LANNING DEPARTMENT 5 
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' ' 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANN.ING DEPARTMENT 

PRESERVA TlON TEAM REVIEW FORM 
1650 Mission St. 
Sui!~ 400 
San Franclsco, . 
~A 94103-2479 

Heceptio.ri: 
.. 415.558.6378 

Fiix: 
'-- 4i.s":S:sa.6409 

PJJW-'l~~t~?!~~i~~~i;~i ;,g~Kt~:'tNtj~Ili.!~l:, 
. J',lannin_g:. . . 
Jrnrclnliatio~: :'·' 

---~--.· 415.558.0317 
B 20li 1.37S:5 . 

::_~u.Fwo,~¥.;§~)~~j~W.:~~~ ... ~~~~~4tli&~ ~~§,R?.~~~~~N~tt2t~~~l .. 
(it·CEQA -t.· Miele 10/11 t.?· AIWafron 0 Denio/New _Coostru·ctlon 

IZJ ls the subject Property· an eligible historic resourC:e? 

IZI If so, ar.e the prc:i.posed changes.a significant impact? 

Additional Notes: 

Submitted: Historic f{esourqeEvaluation for 115 Tel.egraph HilJ:BouJ.evard prepared~y · 
Page & TurnbuU,dated February 19,.2014. ' 

Proposed project Retention of the existin_g cottage at the rear of pr.operty and 
construction ofthree new buildings at the-ftorit of thefot. 

Individual 

Property is individually e'figlble for -inclusion in a 
California Register.under one or more.ofthe 
following Criteria: 

Criterion 1 - Eve.nt CY~ (9' No 

Criterion 2 -Persons~ :('-Yes (?No 

Criterion 3" - Architecture:. C'•Yes (.'No 

Criterion 4~·1nfo. Potential~ ('·Yes @No 

Period of Signlficance: 

Hlstorit.District/(011t-ex.t 

Property is in an eflgible.Californra 'Register 
Historic; Dls1;rid/Coritsxt.underone-0r more of 
the foUowlng Criteria: 

Criterion i -Event. (:Yes '*No 
Criterion 2-Persons: ('Yes (!No 

Criterion 3 -Architecture: CYes ·€·No 

Ctitefion 4- lrtfo. Potentfal; QYes. (!,No 

Period :of Significance~ 

C: Conttibut1;>r t.: N.°li-'(o.titri~utc;1r 
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· Corrip!ies ~ith t;he Se~.r,eta.'.Y's.Starid~rds/ Art; .1 Ot~rt . .11?_. ·., · .. · · O Y:~s: .... (" No . . ~ N/ A 

CEQA Mate~iaJ.fmpairment:· ·. ~.:::,···.,5;)i:;,:i;:<:).:~~:';/i::;~. ::(:;':.;;,.~ .. ~~ :.; ·r,.-Y.~~ ·,' ·: :~: N,o:. :.~ ::.:. ···'' 

Requires:qesign Revisi6n!i: ()Yes @No 

·Defer to Res1dential Design Team: . . . . ~.~; ·@Yes or-ro 

*If Np is selec;ted for Histmtc:Resol,ttce. per tEOA, <;!" s1grt?~u~e fT.o:m Seni.or Freser:v.atiq-n Planner or 
PreseNation Cobrdinator is required. 

PRESERYA :r1.ar-f1~./\r1it(o011:1i:~s= ... :. : · .~ .. :·.~.";.::;>: );·.: )::.:.::?~;r.t-~i'.· ... ~:!·:\.<!Ni;;,;;~~;tn,F:·:u~:·~~~~t~ti\~t'.i~J!~(i.:;~~;:ri ;;: ·. 
According to the Hfst6riC:.Resource Evalu.atioh {HRE) ·prepared by P.ag.e & Turnbull: (dated ,· ·,; ;. · 
February 19, 2014} and information fpl)nd. in the Planning Oepartment flies, ~h.e .sy~Ject 
property at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard is set on a steeply sfoping lotthat 6nc(}c:;6hb.ii.hed' 
five buildings, The existing· property contains .concrete retalnlng walls, concrete. and Wood 

I 
stai:ways, fencing. and a Oflfr-~OIY Vef.nacular co~ta.g~ ~h~t \N~S·C?.f:lS.truqe.d in l~D,6:~n9 .· .. , -< ..• , .. 
designed by·an unknown architect The cottage 1s kn_9wn as 3230 Filbert Street or 367·369 
Filbert Street. Known alterations to the property include; d.emolitid"n of fot.J.r b1..Hld'trtgs. on-
the parc;el (ca .. 1997), an.d complete.renovation/rebuHding of the· cottage (ca. 1997) •. · 
The extant cottage is a .common example of a vernacular buildlng ·and. has been 
extensively altered such that it no longer represents its orlgfnal constn.icti:Ofl !f! 19Gf;i. AU 
materials of the extant buj(ding d~~~ tp itHeCO.f:J$tnJct.ion: :in. ca. t9..~7, Th~D-ep,?l'.trrienf.: =·: :. 

concu.rs·with the fin~i!igs qftfre HR:Et.bat.the subject prc;petty Is not:eltgiblef6tll5'ti1lgtn 
the Californ.ia Registet under any £riterla, $ped°fk!llly: No: knG):Wij his.to.r.rc event~ OCi:Urr~d.at '. : 
the property {Cr'iteriQiT 1}, none ofth.e owner.s or occupants have been identlfie:Q as 
important to history (Criterion :i), and the building is not archftecturall'y di~tintt.and. · 
represents its alteration ·in ca. 199{ (Criterion 3).. Therefore, the subject prop·erty"!s.hat 
eligible for listing in the California Register Under any i::riteria.\ridividually·or as part of a 
historic district. 

• ! • 

The Department agre~s with the findings of the HRE ;that the proposed·new·censtruction 
project does not .di redly or indirectly involve any historic resources and will not cause-a 
significant adverse im·pact upon a historic resource as-deftn~c;J byCEQA. 

. . : ::. ::·: .. :··: ... : ...... ·. -.·:" .·· 

signatu're"t?f a Set)iqtPi'ese~ffon· Planner.( .Preservation Cp_o.rdin.ator.·;,·;': l:ja;te:/.:'- :·.· . ... ,; ... ;:', .:.~ ~·~;/;,, .. -,,::,·~ ::- ./~· 
. .. . . . 

:5'- ,z. - 2-Q) 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from_Environmental Review 

2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
RH-3 (Residential -House, Two Family) Use District 
Telegraph Hill - North Beach Residential Special Use District 
40-X Height and Bulk District 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Block/Lot: 0105/065 Planning 
. Information: .. --··---·- --- ---· - · -iLc.,.u..t-t-sS.,.,iz-.re.~---·-··9';511' square feet ----··-------------~------·----·---:----· · 415.55B.&37f ·-· -

Project Sponsor: Daniel Frattin, Reuben, Junius, & Rose, LLP, (415) 567-9000 
Staff Contact: Heidi Kline - (415) 575-9043, Heidi.Kline@sfgov.org 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

The proposed project would allow the construction of a three-unit residential building and the exterior 
renovation (no increase in building area) of an existing 1,000-square-foot, two-story cottage constructed in 
1906. The three new residential· units would be located in a three-story over basement building with unit 
sizes ranging from 4,100 to.4,600 square feet. Three off-street parking spaces would be provided for the 
new units in a 3,000-square-foot area in the basement. The maximum height of the building would be 40 
feet, as measured in accordance with the San Francisco Planning Code. No change would be made to the 
height of the existing cottage. The new three-unit building would be constructed at the front of the lot, 
adjacent to Telegraph Hill Boulevard, while the existing cottage would remain in its current location at 
the rear of the lot. A portion of the concrete sidewalk and steps (Filbert Steps) along the parcel's frontage 
would be replaced in kind. The project is located within the Telegraph Hill neighborhood on the south 
side of Telegraph Hill Boulevard between Kearney and Montgomery Streets. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 
15301(d) and Class 3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(b) 

REMARKS: 

See next page. 

DETERMINATION: 

cc: Daniel Frattin, Project Sponsor Supervisor David Chiu, District 3. 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 

PROJECT APPROVALS 

Case No. 2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

• Conditional Use Authorization by the Planning Commission for residential density above three units 

per lot and the off-street parking spaces per Section 151 and the Telegraph Hill - North Beach 

Residential Special Use District of the San Francisco Planning Code: 
• Building Permit from the-San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. 

• Pennit from the Department of Public Works for construction within the public right-of-way. 

• Approval from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency {SFMTA) to relocate.an existing 

stop sign. 

Approval Action: The proposed project is subject to Planning Commission approval of a conditional use 

CU authorization for the off-street parking spaces and for residential density above three units per lot. 
This CU is the approval action for the project. The Approval Action date establishes the start of the 30-

day appeal period for this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. · 

REMARKS: 

Historic Resource. The existing cottage was constructed in 1906 and is classified as a Category "B", or 

potential historic resource, in the Planning Department's records: A Category B rating indicates that 

additional .information is necessary to make a determination as to whether the site is an historic resource 
or not, In order for a building to be deemed a historic resource for purposes of CEQA Section 21084.1, it 

must be l).sted in or determi.ried to be eligible for listing in the California Register. of Historical Resources 

(CRHR), or included in a local register of historic resources. 

Based on a historic resource evaluation (HRE) prepared by Page & TurnbulP and subsequent evaluation 

by the Planning Department Preservation Planning staff, 2 the project site was determined to not be 
eligible for listing in the CRHR nor was it included on a local register of historic resources. The extant 

cottage is a common example of a vernacular building and has been extensively altered such that it no 

longer represents its original 1906 construction. 

In order for a project to be deemed eligible for listing in the CR.HR, the project must be shown t0 meet 
any one of the National Register of Historic Places' four criteria: Criterion 1 (Event), Criterion 2 (Persons), 

Criterion 3 (Architecture), or Criterion 4 (Information Potential). The Planning Department concurs with 

1 Page &-Turnbull, 115 Telegrrrph.Hill Boulevard Historic Resource Analysis, San Francisco, California. February 19, 2014. 

A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

2 Hilyard, Gretchen, Preservation Team Review Form for 115 Telegr':o/11 Hill Boulevard. May 1, 2014. A copy of this 

document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as 

part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
P~Nl"10 DEPARl'MENT 2 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1375E 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

the findings of the HRE that the subject property is not eligible for listing in the-California Register under 

any criteria, specifically: No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1), none of the 
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2), the building is not 
architecturally distinct and represents its alteration circa 1997 '(Criterion 3). Based upon a review of 
information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 4, which is 

typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely 
significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criterion typical)y applies to rare construction types 

when involving the built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare constructio11 
type. The surrounding neighborhood contains a mix of architectural styles, building sizes, and a defined 

_ .. ___ .... _ ...... -.12.fil'lQ9. of..deveJopm~pJ;,.fuer~foreLi!.QQ..es n_gt appear to .. be a..pQten.tial historjc d!stri£1:, .. ·---: ..... ---·----- __ ... _ ~--.. -· __ _ 

Preservation Planning staff determined that the site does not meet any of these four criteria. Therefore, 
the site was determined to not be eligible for listing individually or as part of a potential or existing 
historic district in the CRHR and the site is not an historic resource for purposes of CEQA. The proposed .. 
new construction project does not directly or indirectly involve any historic resources and will not cause 
a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource as defined by CEQA. 

Geotechnical. The.project site is on an approximately 80-foot-wide by 80-foot-deep, dow!-'lhill-sloped lot 
with a slope from the east to west side of the lot. The elevation at the highest point along the street 
(northeast comer) is 251 feet (above sea level) and 214 feet at the rear lot line (southwest corner). The 
existing cottage is constructed in the southeastern corner of. the lot at an elevation of 229 feet. The 
proposed three-unit residential building would be constructed at the front of the lot along Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard with a pad elevation at approximately 224 feet. The existing cottage at the rea.r of the lot would 

be renovated and no changes made to the existing poured concrete foundation. The foundation for the 

new building would be constructed using drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation, requiring 

excavation up to 25 feet in depth. 

A geotechnical report was prepared for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard3 and 
includes information gathered from· a site reconnaissance by the geotechnical engineer and four soil 
borings conducted on the project site. The borings encountered 6 inches to 4 feet six inches of loose to 
dense clayey sand with varying amounts of silt and gravel to stiff, sandy silty clay, overlaying sandstone 
bedrock. No groundwater was encountered, though based on the hillside location it is possible that 

groundwater could be encountered near the surface following rain or upslope irrigation. 

The geotechnical report evaluated the project site for potential liquefaction, surface rupture, lateral 
spreading, densification, and landslides and found the potential for risk to be low. The project site is in an 
area that would be exposed to strong earthquake s~aking, though adherence to the recommendations in 
the 2013 San Francisco Building Code would reduce potential damage to the structure. The 2013 San 
Francisco Building Code (Building Code) requires Site Classification and Values of Site Coefficients for 
the design of earthquake resistant structures to minimize damage from earthquakes. The geotechnical 

3 Earth Mechanics Consulting EnginL>crs, Report Geatechnicnl fovestig11tio1i Plnnned Improveme1ils al 115 Telegraph Hill 

Bau/evnrd, San Francisco, California, May 12, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 3 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

r~port includes seisinic design parameters for use by the structural engineer for the project in complying· 
with the Building Code during the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) building permit plancheck 
process. 

The geotechnical report found that the _proposed structure's foundation could be safely supported using a 
drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation, provided adherence to site preparation and foundation 
design recommendations in the project geotechnkal report. 

The project sponsor has agreed to adhere to the recommendations of the geotechnical report and include 
¢e report's design recommendations into the plan$ submitted for the building permit plancheck process, 
subject to final review by DBI. Thus, i:he proposed project would have no significant geotechnical 
impacts. 

Exemption Class. Under CEQA S~te Guidelines Section 15301(d), or Class l(d), exterior renovations to 
an existing single-family residence that is not a historic resource, as defined for pu,rposes of CEQA, is 

. exempt from environmental review. The proposed project involves the exterior renovation of the existing 
1,000-square--foot cottage at the rear of the property. Under CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(b), or 
dass 3(b), construction of a multi-family residential structure with up to four dwelling units in a 
residential zone is exempt from environmental review. In urbanized areas, this exemption applies to 
apartments, duplexes, and similar structures designed for not more than six dwelling units. The proposed 
project includes the construction of a multi-family residential structure with three dwelling units in a 
residential zoning district. Therefore, the proposed project would be exempt from environmental review 
under dass l(d) and Class 3(b). 

Summary. CEQA "St;:i.te Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used 
for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current 
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would 
not have signifi,cant geotechnical or historical r~source impacts. The proposed project would have no 
significant environmental effects. The project wouid be exempt under the above-cited classifications. For 
the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review. · 

SAN fRANClSCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMIENT 4 
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Application to Request a 
Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 

i 
----·--·-~------..J 

APPLICATION FOR 

Board of Supervisors Appeal Fee Waiver 

1. Applicant and Project Information 

I 

\:;~me;fi;1PJ!f\~~m~~~ru~i~illi~J;lf~IB'f~&~0~t:Xt?tll!fi&i!:~~Utl&~t~m,.~ !ifiii~~$i~~i::1i\>J.(u1I0~~"i&€Kt:ftif>t~t~:~1; 
. I 

i c/o Vedica Puri, President, Telegraph Hill Dwellers . C415 ) 433-8000 , j 
! 600 Montgomery St 31st Floor lii>f'11•fr·;·""":l'"1!~:w!rw;A~nt1Jiir'1~'.rr~i'\lffi"-·!liliPi1!'·:;;;1JN:~e1·1;>:q.tj@ ! •/ fi:~~~~:l!>'.r;;.!?!li21Jt!'!J'JJJ;.•:.. ::~~·· .~~.'.:;."';.'.· ""·~~Jj,l;!ti'~i:·'i!~~:.!:1-J~~· 

I San Francisco, CA 94111 j president@thd.org 
L ....... -- . ------- . ·-·-. --- ··--·· ·--·----··· _t___., - -·- --·---- . -- .... .. --·- ........ i 

ri~q:!ff~@r~P.·,~'Ff~lfil¥JJERiJ~~~~]fil~~:~~~~j}1~~~·:f~~~~~[t;')._~~j~~ll[;~ifBt!~l1~;~!WI1~l1~t/8~~:ti~~ 

I Telegraph Hill Dwellers 

~~.i99I§'.~~A~1?tir1P.~~M§~~;;~~~t:N.m~~;t~&1Jt1fl;irm~~mr;x11m.m(@.~"~5',~:1w~rr~~~t10~'~tit;Pi.fi~*f.'Ti7t~1 

! c/o Vedica Purl, President, Telegraph Hill Dwellers I ( 415 ) 433-8000 · j 
600 Montgomery St., 31st Floor {~1¥6Ji~~i~i~@.tl-'J~<.i~W®'l;qiJ:\:;;*,t~~g~i:l.l\~~[vJ1~\~ 
San Francisco, CA 94111 president@thd.org 

L-·····-- ..... .. _J 

f~.~i!J~~~ifEt.ID1.1flf~~:~R~ll~i?~~~~Wli~!ltID!~E12!z~:~~!~;fd~fiu~~illW£t;.~~t;fil:M~Aftfilf~1illfi 
l115Telegraph Hill Blvd. · 

[J,!@&~~§f&"P;~~'ITl)]<M.1fu~i~iffi~].~~*\~t@£!@}i?Gfi<~FJMi][~fil®91iflN2~W,i:{f,;)\~fl!m~(W:~~m!~:~&~§'O'JITl'!i.~~~-'."fi;~:W1~ 
12013-1375 CE I September 11, 2014 
L. --i ·-·---· ----· ! ··-·· __ .i 

2. Required Criteria for Granting Waiver 
(All must be_ satisfied; please attach supporting materials) 

~ The appellant is a member of the stated neighborhood organization and is authorized to file the appeal 
on behalf of the organization. Authorization may take the form of a letter signed by the President or other 
officer of the organization. 

~ The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that is registered with the Planning Department 
and that appears on the Department's current list of neighborhood organizations. 

[8 The appellant is appealing on behalf of an organization that has been in existence at least 24 months prior 
to the submittal of the fee waiver request. Existence may be established by evidence including that relating 
to the organization's activities at that time such as meeting minutes, resolutions, publicatjons and rosters. 

~ The appellant is appealing on behalf of a neighborhood organization that is affected by the project and 
that is the subject of the appeal. 
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Attachment C 

Site Plans and Photographs 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

. 
t 
Ill 
A.6. 
ABV. 
ADJ. 
A.F.F. 
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ALN, 
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APPROX. 
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AV, • 

BD. 
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BM. e.o. 
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CLG. 
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LAWRENCE B. KARP 
CONSUL TING GEOTECHNFCAL ENGINEER 

July 161 2014 

Planning Commission 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard, San Ftartcisco 
Case No. 2013.13 75CE [Block O l 05 - Lot 065 J 
Geotechnical Engineering for Proposed Project 

Dear President Wu and Commissioners. 

FO(Jf'JOAT'ONS, WALLS,.Pil.ES 
UNDafi.P!N/lJ/NG TIEBACICS 

DEEP FiETAINED EXCA,VATIONS 
SHORING 4. BUL/<HEAOS 
EAR.THWORK II. SLOPES 

CAISIJONS, COFFERDAMS 
CO)IS)' Ill & M/IRINE STRUCT!li<ES 

son. MECHANICS, G50LOGY 
iiiROIJ!llD~~JCR HYOROLOGY 

01;mcRETE TEiCHNOLOGY 

This correspondence is a critique of the totally inadequate ''Geoteclmical rnvesttgatit:m•f ~ortp:repared by 
Barth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, 6122/13, used by the Planning Departm~nt to evaluate 1he project 
for CEQA Categorical Exemption. SFPD's "Certi.:fica:te of Determination - Exemption from Environmental 
Revie~, not written by a civil/geoteennkal engineer or architect of other licensed professional, sunm.1arizes 
the report's sufficiency by stating "The project sponsor has agreed to adhere to the recommendations 
of the geotechnical report and include the design recommendations into the plans submitted for the building 
permit plancheck process subject to final review by DBL Thus, the proposed project would have no 
significant geotechnical impacts." This nonsensical convoluted summary is just as useless as the 
report in providing any critical information as to defining the characteristics of the ground that, 
according to Sheet A3. 4 will be excavated. vertically, 33 feet deep at the edge of Telegraph Hill Blvd 
Fot a site plan ("Map") a box is shown with nothing (no dimensions, no topography, no intended 
structure. no geology) except targets for "Borings" (B-1, closest to the excavation, was 1 foot deep 
with a note "No Free Wate>· Encountered''). Tht1 remainder ofthe report are wordprocessing 
boilerplates useless for this prnject. To wit, nowhere in the report is there any mention of the 33 foot 
deep excavation for the car lift shaft at the edge of the Telegrap11Hill Blvd. below Coit Tower. 

The report contai:ris no substance as to the critical aspect, lateral and subjacent support for the deep 
~avation at the sb:~~ shown on the architectural plans preps.red after the report, consequently there is no 
.shoring· design and oo structural plans exist for the project. Not only is there absolutely no physical 
investigation of tb.e bedrock (bedding, dip, strike, stratification, fractures, etc) that s~pports the roadway 
itmnediately south of Coit Towei; but there is not even an evaluation of the severely weathered bedrock 
(sandstone with interbedded shale) exposed directly across the street from the proposed project at EL+ 253 
and there is no evaluation of the construction and service effects on the adjacent apartment building at 109-
111 Telegraph Hill due to the necessary excavation dewatering to work in the <lry. 

What seems to have been .lost on the reporting engineer as well as SFPD is that st.ability is a tltree dimensional 
problem. The ltlllside is comprised of elastic sedimentary rocks; blocks of graY'Nacke sandstone (KJss) and 
phyllitlc shale separated by reverse faults, and/or is comprised of shale with thin zones of sheared shale (Kjsb) 
interbedded with siltstone. This 1'Geotechnical Investigation" report c01nes nowhere near coroplii.mce v1.ltb. tl1e 
standard-of-care for a proper report of geotec.hnical investigation for the intended project 

100 TRES MESAS, ORINDA CA 94563 (925) 254-1222 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-mail! Jb~@lbkarp.com 

1767 
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Basically, the re1atively1veci{ eroding lnterbedded shales are suppoiting the sandstone blocks. It is a 
:fundamenial civil engfueering concept that cutting into a hillside anywhere along the lower reaches of a slope 
will remove existing lateral and subjaceut suppo1t to ihe hiJJside. In this case, any loss of support wm cause 
yielding of the weaker rocks which will decrease density of those matt:ria1s. The process fa progressive as 
additional water will infiltrate the raveling thin-bedded shale beds, which dip downslope. The infilt.ratio11, 
yielding, and raveling will 1e$1 to increased Joss of SuPport for the massive :fractured sandstone blocks. 

Bnili:y, falglll" H,, lrwin, William l\ &. Jones, David L., 1964; "Franciscan and Related Rocks. and thcirSigniiicance fo the Geology of 
Western Ca.ltfurnia". Bulletin I 83. California Division of Mines and Geology, 177 pages. 

Butler Arro5dtn Archftecis, February 13- May 19, 2014; "1 l5Telegraph Hill", archilcctural drawings, 22 sheets. 

D#-islo, t...J. D., 1993a; "Map Showing Generalized Contours on the Groundwater Surface on a Portion oftbe San Francisco}·Jorth 7.5' 
Quadrangle", rnnp prepared·for California Division of Mines and GeoJog.y, unpubl!shcd, Scale 1 :24,000 (I"= 2,000'). 1 sheet.' 

Pel.isle, M. lJ.; J.993b: ''Map Showing Areas ofExpm;c:d Bedrock and Contours on 13cdrock Surface on a J>ortion of1hc San FranciscCJ 
North 7.5' Quadrang.1¢", map prepared for Callfomia Div. of Ml.nos and Geology [unpublished], Scale 1:24,000 (l" =2,C·OO'). I sheet. 

Foresight Land S11rveyfng, April 24, 2013; "Sile Sur.vey, 363 Filbert Street; San Francisco CA", orthocontour map, I sl1eeL 

Karp, Lawrence B.· Consulting Gcotcchnical Engineer, April 19, 1982; ';Shoring & Underpinning - J 0 Nnpicr La.nc, Sor: FranciH\:O CA", 
design (calculalinns & drawings) prepared for Lhc Peter Royce Trust (Ken Royce Inc,), Job 82025, 7 sheets. 

Karp, Lawrence B.- Conslllting C'leoteclmical Engineer, December J 5, 1984; "FoundnUon Und~rpinning, 408-10 Pncific Avenue, San 
Francisco CA", design (cnlci1buions & drawings) prepar~d for M&M Drillh1g & Shoring Services, Job 84l 7J, B sheets. 

Kaf]l. Lawrence B.- Consulring G~otechnicnl Engineer, March 7, l 986; ''Soil&. Foundation lnv.;stigation, Evaluation & 
~cmunendntions, 704 Sansome Streer, San Francisco CA", report prepared for CEnlon Reiil)' Campaigns, Job 85208, 36 pages. 

Kurµ, Lawr~nrro 13.- Consnltmg:Gi.-otecbnlcal Engineer, October 29, l 989a; "J-lousi: LaLeral from 16-J S Nllpfor Lane to Sanitary 
Sewer in Sansorne Street, S'an Primcisco CA", Jotter-report prepared for Collette & Erjckson, Job 89 l 50, 3 p11ges. 

K11rp, Lawrence B.- Cunsuhing Geurcclinlcnl Engineer, December 22, l 9S9b; "Pia~ Review [Permit Application 8903395], 
16.~l 8 Napier Lane, San Pranclsco CA" letteNeport pri!pared for the Clty nnd County of S!Ul Francisca, Job 89150, 1 page. 

Kllrp, Lawrc.nce B,- Consulting Gcotechnical Engineer, April 28, J990a; ''Foundation Con~truclion, 16-l 8 Napier Lane, 
Snn J'ranti~oo CA" letter-report propured for Wayne Kasom, Job 90030, 2 pages. 

LAWRENCE B. 'KARP CONSULTING ENGINEER 
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~ Lawrence !3.- ConsiJ!lfog Ge·o1eclmlcal Engineer, May 24, J 990b: "Foundation Construction Spedflca1ions, 16· 18 Napier Lane, San 
f'rancil!enCA", specifications prepared for Pa1'llgon Conslruclitm, Job 90030, 4 page>. 

Karp, U.wr~ce f.l.. Consulting Gcotechnical Enginct1T, September 27, 1994; ''Alta Street Fal!ure, San Fruncisco CA", letter-report prepared 
for Cl:lblenn, Gahen; McCab11 & Breyer, Job 94133, 3 pages. 

l(arp.. J..i1wtence S .. -Consulting G~otechniMl Engineer .. JLity 3, J 997a; "Rock/Barth $lidos, 13-SS Sansome Street, San Francisco CA", 
letter·rC{lQ:lt prepared for the Department ofBµfldi11g lnsp~ction, City and County of S!ill Francisco, Job 9704 I. 6 pages, 

Karp, !.nvitenee B.- Consulting Gcotechnlcal Engineer, October 15. l 997b; "Rock/Earth Slides, 1355 Sansome Street, San Francisco 
CA", lelier·report prepared fortheDi:.partmentofBuikling hrspec!fo11, City·nnd County of San Fra11clsco, Job 97041, 2 pages. 

Karp. t.A\'lri;'rlce 13.- Ccmsul!ing Gcotct:hnical P.:igiriccr, Nt:\l'Cmbet 21, J 997c; "Rock/Earth Slides-Final Report, 1355 San some Street, 
Sll!l J:onmct~ca CA'', JeUer-report _prepared for the City .nnd County of San Francisco-Dupar!rncnt of Building Inspection, Job 97041, 1 pg. 

Karp, Lawrence B.- Consulting Geol~choioal E:igineer, June 22, 1998a; "Proposed Tieback. Retaining Wall· Sile·Condhlons & 
Recommendations, I l 9lV Sansome Street nt-66-70 Calhoun Terrace, San Francisco CA LBlock 113 -Lct41 (Sansomc) atLol 34 
{Calhoun)}", letter-report prepared for lhe Davl!l.1,. Davies Trust; Job 980.SS, 11 pHges, 

Karp. Lawrence 13.- Consultinf!, Gcoicchnical E.1ginccr, July 5, J 998b; "Rcplacernenr Retaining Wall - J 191 Sansome Street, -San 
Francifil:o CA", lctlcr•rcport prepared for !he Clly & County of San Franoisco Planning Department, Job 98058, I page. 

Karp, Lawrence B.-Consul!ing Gcotcchnical Engineer, November27, 199Sa; "New Tieback Rclllinlng Wall - I 191 Sansome Street, San 
Francisco CA fSpccial lr1spectlon of Concrclc; Penni! Application 981J897/PeITTlit 856905]'', letter-report prepared for tile Cily &. 
C-0unty of San Frandsco Department ofBuildir1g Inspection, Job 98058, l page. 

I(aip, Lawrence B.- Consulting GcotedmicHl Engineer, July 2I, 2007; "Substructure Support nt Driveway· 268 Lo1nbnrd/1710 Kearny, 
San FrBllcisco CA'', letter prepared for Jeff Hogland & Associates, Job 2082·1, 2 pages. 

Kmp, Lawrenoe 0.- Consu1tlng_ Geotachnical Engineer, July 17, 2008; "RcickFaU Hazurd, Green Street LBlock 134] Between 
· Montg¢me:ry & Sansome Streets, San Frandscc; CA", lcttcr-report prepared for the City & County of San Francisco. Job 20823, 6 page~. 

Karp, Lawrence B.- Consulting Gcolechnfoal £11gi11eer, Novernbcr-12. 2009: "New Catchment fence far 1045 Sansome, Slll! Francisco 
CA" [Block Ol34 - Lot 032], design dr~wing prepared for rhe Abbott Corporation, Job 20918, l sheet. 

Karp, Law(ence B.- Consulting Gcotcc!}nical F.11gincer, January 13, 2010; "New Fence Barrier, Permit Application 2009.0J 110.lJOS, 
229V Green Street, San ·Francisco CA" [Block 0134-Lot 032.J, Job 21007, I page. 

Karp, Lawrence B.· ConSl)Jtihi Goo!cchnlcaI Engineer, October 3, 2011; "Proposed.Subdivision, 117 l V Sansome Stretit, San Francisco 
CA (BJock 0113 - Lot 040), report prepared for Board ofSupervisorn, City & County of San Francisct>, Job 21123, 7 pages. 

Karp, Lawrence I:l,- Consulting Oc.olcolmical Engineer, May 17, 2012; ''Voluntary Hlllstdc Improvements, 260 Green Street (Block Ol 13 
~Lu! 042), Sau Francisco, CA", letter-report prepared for John & Robin!l Rit:eitiello, Job 21214, 2 pag11s. 

·J<arp. Lawreace:13.-Consulfing Geotecbnicnl Engineer, January 14, 2014; "Ornund Shoring, 412 Lombard Street. San Fr1111qlse;o CA~ 
[Block 0062 - LQt 010), calculations nnd design drawings prepared for Sum;hlne Cons!mction, Job 21405, 2 sheets, 

M:yrl'c~ Piivid F., !97~ "S!ll1 Francisco's Tulcgraph Hill'~ Howell-North Books, Berkeley, 220 pages, 

San Francisco Planning Department, .1 un c 10, 2014; "Certi fl care ofDetermllllltion • ,Excemption from Envlro11ment'.!l.J Rev fow, Case No. 
Z013.137Sf, 115 Telegraph Hill Boulcvnrd", 4 pages. 

Sch1ncker, J., Bonilla, M. d., & Radbrur:h, D. IL, 1958; "Geology oflhe San Franch ea North Quadrangle, California", W.iscellruieous 
Geologic Invc.srlgations Ma11 1-2.12.., U. S. Geological Surycy, Scale 1 :24,000 (l '"'·1,000'), l sflcel. 

$chlocker, Julius, 1964; "Bedrock-Surface.Map (lfthe San Francisco North Quadrangle, Callfomin", Miscclhmcous field Sludles Map 
MF·334, U. S. CJeqfogioal Survey, Scale 1 :31,680 ( J""' 2,640'), I sheet, 

Schlocker, Julius, 1974~ "Oeolog)' of the San Frnncisco North Quad!'llngk, C11lifomia", Professional .Pa11cr 782, includes Pl11te~ [!) 
"Geologic Map .... ". (2] '·Composi1ion nnd Grain Size ofSurficfoJ Deposits .... ", and [3] "Map Sl1owing Areas of.Exposed Bedrock, 
Contours on J3edrock Surlace.. and Landslidos, .. ", map Scale 1 :2.4,000 (I"= 2,000'). ILJ, S. Goological Survey, lOCJ pages & 3 plates. 

1.L S. Geological Survey. I 956 (Photorc.viscd J968 & 1973): ··san Francisco North. Calif.'', ?V, Mlnute Quadrangle, map, Scnle 
I r2.4,000 (l" = 2,000'), I shee:I. · 

LAWRENCE 8-. KARP CONSUL TING ENGINEER 
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Attachment E 

Letter from H. Allen Gruen, November 1, 2014 
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H. ALLEN GRUEN 

Geotechnical Engineer 

November 1, 2014 
Project Nmnber: 13-3974 

Mr. Jeremy Ricks 
1283 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 

Subject: Geotechnical Consultation 
Proposed Development at 
115 Telegraph Hill Botilevard 
San Francisco, California 

Dear Mr. Ricks: 

360 Grand Avenue,# 262 
Oakland, CA 94610 

Phone (510) 839-0765 
. H.AUen,Groen@gmail.com 

This letter presents geotechnical consultation related to the propo-sed development at 115 
Telegraph Hill Boulev.ard in San Francisco, California. H. Allen Gruen dba Earth 
Mechanics Consulting Engineers performed a geotechn.ical investigation for the project 
and presented results in the report dated June 22~ 2013. 

Ii is my opinion that the June 22, 3013 Geotecbn:ical Investigation.Report is currently 
valid and applicable to the proposed project without the need for revisions or 
modifications. 

Sincerely> 

H. Allen Gruen, C.E., G.E. 
Geotechnical Engineer 

cc: Mr. Daniel Frattin. Attorney 
Reuben, J tm.ius & Rose LLP 
One Bush Street, Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
dfrattin@reubenlaw.com 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morni~g, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
.Monday, November 10, 201410:21 AM 
susanbh@preservationlawyers.com; president@thd.org; dfrattin@reubenlaw.com; 
jreuben@reubenlaw.com; nshan@mindspring.com; pz@thd.org; Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, 
Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, Scott (CPC); Jones, 
Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Tam, Tina (CPC); Range, 
Jessica (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; Calvillo, Angela 
(BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) 
BOS Legislation (BOS); Lamug, Joy; Carroll, John (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard - California Environmental Quality Act Appeal - Supplemental 
Document13tion from Appellant 

141059 

Please find linked below a letter received by the Office of the Clerk of the Board from the Brandt-Hawley Law Group, 
concerning the appeal of the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

Appellant Letter - 11/07 /2014 

You are invited to review the matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below. 

Board of Supervisors File No. 141059 

The appeal hearing for this matter is scheduled for a 3:00 p.m. special order before the Board on November 18, 2014. 

- Regards, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerf<'s Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection ani:J copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including .names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board an~ its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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. ' Brandt-Hawley Law Gro p RECEIVEDAFT.ERTHEELEVEN.OAY 
DEADLINE, BY NOON, PURSUANT TO ADMIN. 

Chauvet House • PO Box 165 CODE, SECTION 31.16(bX5) . 
Glen Ellen, California 95442 ~r~~~S: 

707.938.3900 • fax 707 .938.32 headngwll belncludeda1 partof1heoftlclll..,) 
prt?servationlawyers.com 

November 7, 2014 

Board President David Chiu 
and Members of the Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Subject: Appeal of Exemption from Environmental Review 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
Planning Department Case No. 3013.1375CE 

Dear President Chiu and Supervisors, 
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This letter and exhibits supplement the Telegraph Hill Dwellers' appeal of the 
categorical exemption for the project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

Because there is qualified expert and lay testimony supporting a reasonable 
possibility of significant environmental impacts due to unusual circumstances, and 
because mitigation is required, no CEQA exemption is allowed for this project. 
(Guideline§ 15300.2, subd.(c).) Environmental review will provide the City with 
opportunity to consider a viable alternative that significantly lessens impacts at this 
constrained site adjacent to Pioneer Park and Coit Tower. Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
have provided just such a suggested project alternative. (Exhibit 6; ehdd Plan.) 

As documented in the Table of Exhibits, significant project impacts relate to: 

1. Excavation: The professional opinion of eminent consulting 
geotechnical engineer Lawrence Karp speaks for itself as to significant geotechnical 
impacts of great concern to area residents. (Exhibit 1; Karp Report) Among Dr. Karp's 
conclusions is that the project requires an unusual dewatered excavation of at least 
32 feet "into ground that supports Telegraph Hill Boulevard and Pioneer Park" That 
excavation "will significantly affect neighboring properties and leave a latent 
condition that irreparably relieves lateral and subjacent support along the southern" 
flank of Pioneer Park ... "with resultant "serious hazards" ... (Ex.1, p. 2; Ex. 2, Project 
Plans; depth of excavation.) 
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Board of Supervisors 
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Page 2 

Further, "the probability of altered conditions off-site, and environmental 
impacts off-site, due to vibrations during breaking and removing blocks of greywacke 
sandstone, loss of lateral support during construction and later, and drawing down the 
groundwater table is significant." (Ibid.) 

The CEQA Appendix G checklist provides in section VI that a project's 
potentially significant impacts to geology and soils, including potential creation of 
instability that could result in "on- or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse" are relevant considerations triggering an EIR. 

2. Pedestrian Safety: As asserted in the appeal, the project driveway 
converges at the top of the Filbert Steps on a blind curve of Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
near a bus stop at a mid-block pedestrian crosswalk leading to Pioneer Park. This is a 
confluence of unusual circumstances. 

_,/ 

The project proponents initially proposed to create a safe pedestrian landing 
before the project driveway by reconfiguring the Filbert Steps. Upon learning that 
such a proposal would require a major encroachment permit, a general plan referral, 
and additional historic resource evaluation, that proposal was withdrawn. (Exhibit 4; 
Drawings and emails.) Project sponsor attorney Daniel Frattin noted that it seemed "a 
public benefit to replace" the steps but it created "far too many impediments" .relating 
to the City's processing requirements. (Ibid.) 

Filmmaker July Irving and architectural historian Katherine Petrin attest to the 
currently-dangerous conditions for pedestrians walking up the Filbert Steps and 
crossing the street to approach Coit Tower - at the precise location where the project 
driveway is proposed. "It is abundantly clear that placing a driveway at the top of 
these stairs will exacerbate the already-unsafe conditions for pedestrians at this · 
locatibn. The proposed relocation of the bus stop several feet to the west will worsen 
this dangerous situation." (Ex. 3, Letters from Judy Irvin ·and Katherine Petrin.) 

Traffic impacts may also result from more than 10,000 truck trips required for 
the excavation and construction, that can only access the site via Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard. (Ex.14, letter from Granite Excavation.) 

The CEQA Appendix G checklist provides in section XVI ;recognizes that traffic 
impacts may be significant due to a substantial increase or due to an unusual de~ign 
feature. Here, in addition to the 10,000 truck trips during construction, the baseline 
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Board of Supervisors 
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roadway and sidewalk/steps conditions create an unusual situation where the 
proposed project driveway may significantly exacerbate pedestrian safety impacts 
post-construction. 

3. Aesthetics/Cultural Resources: Visitors to and from Coit Tower 
often access Pioneer Park to and from the Filbert Steps, and traverse the steps on the 
south side of Pioneer Park. Going both up and down those steps, and pausing at the 
landing that is proposed as the project driveway, vi~itors enjoy a spectacular view of 
downtown San Francisco. 

The project would significantly change that. Baseline views (including historic 
views pre-199 5) compared with the project-related changed public views to and from 
Coit Tower and Pioneer Park are depicted in Exhibits 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15. 

As confirmed by architectural historian and Telegraph Hill resident Katherine 
Petrin, the height and mass of the proposed project would "eliminate a singular, 
sweeping view (bay to Financial District to Nob and Russian Hills, looking from the 
north) in a city distinguished internationally by the quality of its views." (Ex. 3, letter 
from Petrin.) Ms. Petrin notes that project will diminish views in a manner that 
negatively impacts the historic context of Coit Tower and Pioneer Park, and will keep 
the Filbert Steps in shade and create a canyon effect due to a nearly solid wall plane. 
(Ibid.) 

· The Urban Design Element of the General Plan recognizes Telegraph Hill as an 
"Outstanding and Unique Area" that contributes in an extraordinary degree to San 

· Francisco's visual form and character. (Policy 2.7, Urban Design Element of the San 
Francisco General Plan.) The public's extraordinary views from the Filbert Steps and 
Pioneer Park are protected by the Priority Planning Policies of the General Plan that 
provide: "That our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas be 
protected from development." (Planning Code Sec.101.1(8)) 

· The project's potentially significant aesthetic and cultural resource impacts 
related to significant public views to and from Coit Tower and Pioneer Park are 
addressed in CEQA Guidelines Appendix G sections I and V. Potential related conflicts 
with adopted City plans are covered in section IX. 
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*** 

As already raised in the appeal, the project requires mitigation, currently noted 
on the project plans as general notes. These mitigations address access of construction 
equipment, removal of excavated rocks and soil, and a pedestrian tunnel to be erected 
over the Filbert Steps. These conditions are not enforceable and violate CEQA on that 
point alone. In addition, the imposition of mitigation precludes categorical exemption, 
because if a mitigation measure fails a significant environmental impact may result. 

Please grant this appeal, and require environmental review for this project 
following submission of a revised project application. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

s@: 
Susan Brandt-Hawley 
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TABLE OF EXlllBITS 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard-Planning Department Case No. 2013.1375CE 

Appeal of Exemption from Environmental Review 

Exhibit 1 

Exhibit2 

Exhibit 3 

Exhibit4 

Exhibit5 

Exhibit 6 

Exhibit 7 

Exhibit 8 

Exhibit 9 

and 
Conditional Use Authorization 

Geotechnical Letter dated November 6~ 2014 from Lawrence Karp to 
Board of Supervisors. 

Sheet A3.5 of Project Plans dated 5/19/14, section of proposed building 
showing the depth of excavation for car lift shaft. 

Letters from Judy Irving and Katherine Petrin to Board of Supervisors re: 
Pedestrian safety and public enjoyment of view corridor. 

• E-mail and attachments from David Swetz (Project architect) to 
Gretchen Hilyard (planner for project) dated April 7, 2014 re: 
proposed scope of work for Filbert Steps. 

• E-mail from Nick Eisner of DPW to Gretchen Hilyard dated April 28, 
2014 re: proposed scope of work for Filbert Steps would r~quire a 
major encroachment permit. 

• E-mail from Gretchen to Daniel Frattin (Project attorney) and Frattin's 
response dated April 29 and April 30, 2014 re: General Plan Referral 
and environmental review requirements. 

Letter dated 8/4/1993 from Recreation and Park Department raising issues 
related to a preVious proposed project. 

Appellant's alternative prepared by EHDD. 

Unit Sizes and Average Unit size within 300 Radius of Project Site. 

• Pages 1 and 2 of Planning Commission Motion No .. 13782 describing 
the cottage in 1993 as a two unit building. 

• Permit history of rear cottage showing cancellation of permits to merge 
two units into one and to expand the footprint of the rear cottage as a 
single family home. 

Section showing public views from. Coit Tower and Pioneer Park over 
proposed project from Sheet A3.12 prepared by Project ·Architect from 
Plans dated 9/16/14 before this Board. 
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Exhibit 10 Vantage Point based photograph showing current view from Pioneer Park 
towards the Filbert _Steps prepared by Project Architect. 

Exhibit 11 Ghosted Image of approximate height and mass of proposed Project 
viewed from Pioneer Park towards Filbert Steps prepared by Project 
Architect. 

Exhibit 12 Ghosted Image of Appellant's Alternative prepared by EHDD overlaid 
over Exhibit 12. 

Exhibit 13 Photograph showing pre-1995 view over the Bill Bailey Cottage prior to 
demolition by the current property owner. 

Exhibit 14 Load Count letter dated October 10, 2014 from Granite to Telegraph llill 
Dwellers. 

Exhibit 15 Comparison of current view and view with Project from Financial District, 
Nob Hill, Chinatown, ~d Russian Hill 

Exhibit 16 Proposed additional conditions of approval based on Notes No. 23 to 33 
on Sheet AO.O of the Plans dated 9116/14 before this Board. 

usw 804762931.4 

1778 



LAWRENCE B. KARP 
CONSUL TING GEO TECHNICAL ENGINEER 

November 6, 2014 

Board of Supervisors 
City_ & County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard, San Francisco 
Planning Case No. 2013.1375CE [Block 0105 - Lot 065] 
Appeal of [Project] Exemption from Environmental Review 

Dear President Chiu and Members of the Board: 

FOUNDATIONS, WALLS, PILES 
UNDERPINNING, TIEBACKS 

DEEP RETAINED EXCAVATIONS 
SHORING & BULKHEADS 
EARTHWORK & SLOPES 

CAISSONS, COFFERDAMS 
COASTAL & MARINE STRUCTURES 

SOIL MECHANICS, GEOLOGY 
GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY 

CONCRETE TECHNOLOGY 

This letter-report supplements my correspondence of 7 /16/14 to City Planning (copy attached) 
concerning the inadequacy of the geotechnical report for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph 
Hill Blvd. (the "Project") and elaborates on the fact-based evaluation of the potential 
environmental impact of the subject Project based on the principal engineering and 
construction aspects of the Project considered under the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) regulations. The City Planning Department determined the Project was categorically 
exempt from environmental review on 6/10/14 (revised 9/3/14). 

In my professional opinion, the Project presents unusual circumstances as there has never 
before been a vertical excavation more than 10 feet deep in the proximity of the south side of 
Pioneer Park and Coit Tower. Although the risk of a deep open (not a shaft) excavation should. 
be obvious (as was.noted on 7/16/14, the excavation required for the Project is 33 feet deep 

. [per Drawing A3.4 issued 5/19/14; Surface El. +252, bottom foundation scaled EL +219]), the 
City failed to require the submittal of engineering information related to the stability of the 
surrounding hillside. Instead, the Planning Department issued a new or revised categorical 

·exemption determination on 9/3/14 and a novel approach was taken by "omitting and voiding 
from submission" all the architectural drawings showing sections through the building (as 
shown on Drawing AO.O, Revision 5, 9/16/14) following the Planning Commission hearing on 
9/11/14. The Project's design is even more incomplete than before. 

However, even though the current section drawings have been omitted by the Planning 
Department from the submission using words like "pad" in the exemption determination, the 
excavation still has to be at least 32 feet deep because the rear.elevation (Drawing A3.2, 
Revision 5, 9/16/14) shows the foundation extending to at least EL +220 (scaled) which means 
excavating to at least 32 feet below the ground surface. Because the submittal was altered, no 
adequate or useful geotechnic data for the Project was provided to the public or decision 
makers, violating the standard-of-care for a proper environmental investigation which must 
include environmental risks. 

100 TRES MESAS, ORINDA CA 94563 (925) 25Vf}j2 fax: (925) 253-0101 e-mail: lbk@Jbkarp.com 



Board of Supervisors re: Categorical Exemption for 115 Telegraph Hill. 11/6/14 Page 2of9 

No information has been submitted to the Planning Department concerning even a projected ways­
and-means effort for continuously restraining a 32 or 33 foot deep vertical excavation within an 
unstable series of the Franciscan formation. Only selected architectural drawings have been 
siibmitted, no geotechnic data necessary for a theory of a support system or mitigation of vibrations 
and the effects of dewatering have been provided, and when questioned about the missing 
engineenng the Project sponsor does nothing more than invite Appellants to assemble and produce 
for them the n~ssary data 

In my professional opinion, it is more than a reasonable possibility that a 32 or 33 foot deep 
dewatered excavation into ground that supports Telegraph Hill Boulevard and Pioneer Park 
would not only impair lateral and subjacent support along the only access roadway to Coit Tower, 
butihe drawdQwn due to dewatering alone will significantly affect neighboring properties and 
leave a latent condition that irreparably relieves lateral and subjacent support along the southern 
flank of Pioneer Park south of Coit Tower. An open excavation 32 or 33 feet deep along the 
only road to Coit Tower presents serious hazards to those working on-site as well as those above 
the building site. Except for Telegraph Hill Boulevard which dead-ends at Coit Tower, the 
project site is landlocked so because there is no other vehicular access to the site the excavated 
materials can only be trucked away by multiple trucks that have no choice but to tum around at 
Coit Tower. The Project site is mapped as being be:tween earthquake induced landslide hazard 
areas (C&CSF 2000) as shoWn. on the attached map Oandslide areas in light blue). The effects 
of.dewatei:ing on adjacent properties, the loss oflateral and subjacent support to the roadway 
and.hillside, the vibrations during breaking and excavating the greywacke, the hazards of 
working -in .and under a 32 or 33 foot deep excavation, trucking, and excavating in a landslide 
hazard zone are all critical environmental concerns. 

The· adverse environmental impacts from the Project will be significant and no solution is 
practicable from following codes or regul~tions (off-site compliance with 2013 SFBC §3307 
is not feasible): One~ the grotindwater table is drawn down, subsequent recharging of the 

· sandstone and joints by rainfall (if that would occur with subterranean drainage behind the 
garage installed 32 or 33 feet below the existing ground surface) would likely produce 
weakened ground support conditions surrounding the Project (most of the buildings are more 
than 100 years old). The probability of altered conditions off-site, and environmental impacts 
off-site, due to vibrations during breaking and removing blocks of greywacke sandstone, loss 
oflateral and subjacent support both during construction and later, and drawing do-wn the 
groundwater table is significant. 

The history of Telegraph Hill includes numerous rock falls on its east, north, and south faces even 
after quarrying by the Gray Bros. tefl!llnated approximately 100 years ago. Observations of the 
predominate sandstone (greywacke) exposed in the rock faces find pervasive fractures with both 
subhorizontal and subvertical intersecting joint sets with varying spacing of discontinuities in the 
formation [KJss] (Schlocker 1974); minor fine sandstone shale [ssh] horizons interbedded with 
thick to massive sandstone [ss] units. The most recent major rockfall occurred northeast of Coit 
Tower in January 2012. There the latent effects of vibrations from blasting and excavating into the 
hillside resulted in progressive falls of greywacke sandstone blocks that were separated by 
interbeds of shale and fine sandstone which erodes with storm.water, letting the blocks loose. 
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Specifically, on the south facing hillside of Telegraph Hill below the Project site, the hillside 
that supports Coit Tower and Pioneer Park, there were the major rockfallS in October 1962 and 
February 2007 and intermittent rockfalls between 1984 and 1998 that were attributed to new 
construction (Geolith 1998) which included rock sporadically falling from below the 
condominiums on Vallejo Street. The rockfalls in 2007 resulted in the City declaring the 
buildings in the area were uninhabitable (SFGate 2007). The Project site is in the same geologic 
formation [KJss] as is the toe of the greywacke and shale rockfall locations between 1962 and 
2007 (below Vallejo between Montgomery and Kearny), as shown in light blue on the attached 
map (Schlocker 1974). Also indicative of the nexus between site conditions is that the available 
joint set data of the greywacke at the Project site, and at the 1962-2007 rockfall site, are almost 
the same ( 40° or 45° dips to the southwest from similar strikes). 

The Planlling Department's exemption :from environmental review dated 9/3/14 was based on 14 
CCR §1530l(d) [Class 1, restoration] and §15303(b) [Class 3, six or less dwelling units] but Class 
3 exemptions are qualified by location where, if a project may have a significant impact on the 
·environnient, an exemption will be disallowed. Categorical exemptions are rebuttable. 14 CCR 
§ 15300.2( c) specifically does not apply to projects where there may be a "Significant Effect", i.e. 
"A categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility 
that the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances." 

The Project, due to the unusual circumstances of a wide 32 or 33 foot deep open vertical excavation, 
which radically differs from the general circumstances of projects covered. by the granted exemption, 

'·'- ;·'' '·.14:CRC·§15'.303(b), and all that is related to the excavation as summarized herein, requires 
:~:·,,: y, :r .·~ · envirorimentalrewiew .under CEQA-.·Th.e stability of the Franciscan formation (greywacke sandstone 
. ·:" >. <·:·::: 'iµterbedded·Vvith fme ~andstone and.shale), is affected by water, so the project's dewatering, 

. ·.''' n ~'. '. recharging:; :subsurface· Q.rainage and cyclic recharging by rainfall will surely impact not only the 
. .. Project's gfound environmenl bul builuings in the l:lrea, am.I all of lhuse impads will be significanl. 
, ''" Vibrations and loss of Jateral support during construction and after will also significantly impact the 

Project's environment.:. Significant effects will arise from the unusual circumstances. The rockfall 
events discussed herein demonstrating the instability of excavations into Telegraph Hill and the 
certalnty of encountering the same geotechnic conditions during excavating 32 or 33 feet for 
construction of the planned Project as exists where rock failures and damages have occurred over 
many years in the toe of the geologic formation, even without dewatering, lead to the inevitable 
conclusion that the Project is not categorically exempt from environmental review. 

· In my professional opini~n, the Project as proposed is likely to result in significant potential 
environmental impacts not only during construction but even after construction, as they will be 
cumulative in service due to impairment oflateral and subjacent support and alterations in the 
groundwater regime. 
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LAWRENCE B. KARP 
CONSUL TING GEO TECHNICAL ENGINEER 

.. July 16, 2014 

Planning Commission 
. City and County of San Francisco 

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard, San Francisco 
Case No. 2013.1375CE [Block 0105 - Lot 065] 
Geotechnical Engineering for Proposed Project 

Dear President Wu and Commissioners, 

FO~~~~g,~~l:c:i;~~~ ! 
DEEP RETAINED EXCAVATIONS 

SHORING & BULKHEADS 
EARTHWORK & SLOPES 

CAISSONS, COFFERDAMS 
COASTAL & MARINE STEIUCTURES 

SOIL MECHANICS, GEOLOGY 
GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY 

CONCRETE TECHNOLOGY 

This correspondence is a critique of the totally inadequate "Geotechnical Investigation" report prepared by 
Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, 6/22/13, used by the Planning Department to evaluate the project 
for CEQA Categorical Exemption. SFPD's "Certificate of Determination - Exemption from Environmental 

· Review;, riot written by a civil/geotechnical engineer or architect of other licensed professional, summariz.es 
the !."eport's suffici.ency by stating "The project sponsor has agreed to adhere to the recommendations 

· ._ . ·. of the_ g<;:otechnical report and include the design recommendations into the plans submifted for the building 
perinitplancheck process subject to final review by DBL Thus, the proposed project would have no 
significant geotechnical impacts. 'l This nonsensical convoluted summary is just as useless as the 
:report in providirig any critical information as to defining the characteristics of the ground that, 
according to Sheet A..3.4 will be excavated, vertically, 33 feet deep at the edge of Telegraph Hill Blvd. 
For a.site plan ("Map") a box is shown with nothing (no dimensions, no topography, no intended 
structure, no geology) except targets for "Borings" (B-1, closest to the excavation, was 1 foot deep 
with a note "No Free Water Encountered'). The remainder of the report are wordprocessing 
boilerplates useless for this project. To wit, nowhere in the report is there any mention of the 33 foot 

· deep excavation for the car lift shaft at the edge of the Telegraph Hill Blvd. below Coit Tower. 

The report contains no substance as to the critical aspect, lateral and subjacent support for the deep 
excavation at the street, shown on the architectural plans prepared after the report, consequently there is no 
shoring design and no structural plans exist for the project Not only is there absolutely no physical 
investigation of the bedrock (bedding, dip, strike, stratification, fractures, etc) that supports the roadway 

. immediately south of Coit Tower, but there is not even an evaluation of the severely weathered bedrock 
(sandstone with interbedded shale) exposed directly across the street from the proposed project at El. +253 
and there is no evaluation of the construction and service effects on the adjacent apartment building at 109-
111 Telegraph Hill due to the necessary excavation dewatering to work in the dry. 

What seems to have been lost on the reporting engineer as well as SFPD is that stability is a three dimensional 
. problem. The hillside is comprised of elastic sedimentary rocks; blocks of graywacke sandstone (KJss) and 

phyllitic shale separated by reverse faults, and/or is comprised of shale with thin zones of sheared shale (Kjslt) 
interbedded with siltstone. This "Geotechnical Investigation" report comes nowhere near compliance with the 
standard-of-care for a proper report of geotechnical investigation for the intended project 
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Basically, the relatively weak eroding interbedded shales are supporting the sandstone blocks. It is a 
fundamental civil engineering concept that cutting into a hillside anywhere along the lower reaches of a slope 
will ren;iove existing lateral and subjacent support to the hillside. In this case, any loss of support will cause 
yielding of the weaker rocks which will decrease density of those materials. The process is progressive as 
,additional water will infiltrate the raveling thin-bedded shale beds, which dip downslope. The infiltration, 
yielding, and raveling will lead to increased loss of support for the massive :fractured sandstone blocks. 

Under CEQA, the project requires environmental review. 14 CCR §15300.2[c] provides 
"a categorical exemption shall not be used for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that 
the activity will have a significant effect on the environment due to unusual circumstances." In my 
professional opinion, the project as proposed is likely to result in significant environmental effects not 
only during construction, but the impacts will be cumulative in service due to impairment of lateral 
and subjacent support, alterations in groundwater hydrology, and erosion of the shale interbedding. 
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Exhibit 2 

Sheet A3.5 of Project Plans dated 
5/19/14, Section of Proposed Building 
Showing the Depth of Excavation for 
Car Lift Shaft. 

1791 



;
~
-
-

1792 

1~ 
..-! 

1-~I 



November 5, 2014 

Dear President Chiu and Board of Supervisors, 

I am blessed to have lived in a historic, affordable cottage on Telegraph Hill on the 

Greenwich Street steps for 13 years. I work as an independent filmmaker at a small 

office in North Beach near the intersection of Stockton and Filbert Streets where I 

produced a documentary film about the Wild Parrots of Telegraph of Hill. I commute by 

foot to work every day via the Filbert Steps and spent over two years in this area 

recording film footage for the Telegraph Hill documentary. 

( 

Every time I pass the 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard project site I witness large numbers 

of pedestrians taking pictures or looking at the view. The vast majority of the pedestrian 

flow comes up the Filbert Steps from the west. As early as 8:00 am in the morning there 

are clusters of visitors who appear at the project site and take photos. 

The mid-block pedestrian crosswalk across from the 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard site is 

already dangerovs for pedestrians. I have seen numerous cars fail to stop at this 

intersection and have witnessed pedestrian/vehicular conflicts on many occasions. As a 

regular user of the Filbert Steps for many years, it is my opinion that having a driveway 

at the very top of the stairs will create a dangerous situation for pedestrians there, 

especially.those unfamiliar with the location, even if the garage door is "recessed" from 

the face of the front fa<;ade. 

Please do not approve this project as proposed. 

Best regards, 
Judy Irving 
Producer /Director 
films@pelicatnmedia.org 
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7 November 2014 

Board President David Chiu 
and Members of the Board of Supervisors 
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Appeal, 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

To Whom it May Concern: 

My name is Katherine Petrin. I am an architectural historian and Telegraph Hill resident. I 
reside at 333 Greenwich Street on the first flight of the Greenwich Steps on the east side of 
Telegraph Hill directly below Pioneer Park and just over 300 feet from the site of the proposed 
development at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. I have lived at this location for over seven years and 
have resided in the North Beach/Telegraph Hill neighborhood for 15 years. My office is located 
on Stockton Street in North Beach. On most days, my "walking commute" to work in North 
Beach is via the Filbert Street Steps along the northern edge of the project site. Often times I 
walk th~se steps, going back and forth to North Beach, 4-6 times a day. 

I am extremely familiar with the project site and pedestrian, vehicular and bus movement on 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard, which I almost observe daily. 

My observations are as follows: the western Filbert Steps between Kearny Street and Telegraph 
Hill Boulevard are extremely well used by neighbors and visitors alike. When I walk by this 
location, there are often concentrations of visitors en route to Pioneer Park and Coit Tower 
from the west side via the Filbert Steps. In the span of a few minutes I can often see as many as 
a dozen visitors walking up these stairs from North Beach. Based on my years of observation 
this is the most heavily used pedestrian corridor for access to Pioneer Park and Coit Tower. 

At the top landing of the western Filbert Steps from Telegraph Hill Boulevard, I appreciate 
hearing, and sometimes engaging with and answering questions from, the visitors who stop to 
comment on the breathtaking view of downtown to the southwest. Even through the chain­
link fence, they stop and gaze at the spectacular view of downtown, North Beach, Chinatown, 
and Russian and Nob Hills. 

I have never heard one complaint from any visitor about the 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard site 
being unsightly. Instead I hear "oohs and aahs" and jpy and expressions of the magic of San 
Francisco. 

Katherine T. Petrin I Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner 
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133 
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Page 2 

I also witness the circulation of the #39 Coit Tower bus. At certain times, on weekends and 
during the "tourist season" (which is virtually year-round), I witness the bus stopped in 
congested traffic en route to the dead-end Coit Tower parking lot at the top of Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard. 

I also witness dangerous close calls involving vehicle/pedestrian conflicts where hundreds of 
pedestrians use the mid-block crosswalk toward Coit Tower at the top of the Filbert Steps. It is 
abundantly .clear that placing a driveway at the top of these stairs will exacerbate the already­
unsafe conditions for pedestrians at this location. The proposed relocation of the bus-stop 
several feet to the west will serve to worsen this dangerous situation. 

Speaking as an architecture professional and historian, I believe that the proposed project will 
impact the overall context of Coit Tower and Pioneer Park. In my opinion, the project will 
diminish the quality of the visitor experience in various ways, keeping the Filbert Steps in shade 
and creating a canyon effect due to a nearly solid wall plane. 

Most importantly, the project will eliminate a singular, sweeping view (bay to Financial District 
to Nob and Russian Hills, looking from the north) in a city distinguished internationally by the 
quality of its views. It will diminish a high-qua.lity walking experience. In addition, the 
surroundings of Pioneer Park and Coit Tower, a National Register designated site, contribute to 
the overall integrity of these valued public places. I believe the scale of the proposed project 
will negatively impact these public places. 

Sincerely, 

Katherine Petrin 

Katherine T. Petrin I Architectural Historian & Preservation Planner 
1736 Stockton Street, Suite 2A, San Francisco, California 94133 
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From: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject 
Date; 
Attachments: 

Hi Gretchen, 

David Swetz 

Hllvard. Gretchen tcpC) 
Warty Ejjzabeth (cpc1; K!jne t:fejdl (CPQ 

Re: 115 Telegraph HHI 
Monday, April 07, 2014 2:03:22 PM 
140213 1205 PLANNINGPERMIT RE\IISEONl (draggedl.pd( 
AITQQD01.htm 

Beyond what is filed, we do not currently have further drawings for the stairs. The 
existing stairs are shown on AD.5 and the proposed on A0.61 with a proposed section 
on A3.1. I have separately attached those for convenience here. 

My understanding is that this scope of work would be a seperate DPW Street 
Improvement Permit. Please clarify whether we should submit further drawings, and 
if this can be submitted informally to you, or if we should file formally to DPW under 
a Street Improvement Permit application. 
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Frqnu 
To: 
~ 
Hj!yard Gre\tb•n (Cf>Cl• I ej!M S!gphan (!lP'll) 

C<;: 
Subjec:U 

llabo: 

Kwgng Jphn CDpW)• fang I yon CDpW>; '"I Rayrnaod fDfW); Kling Hgjdi <-ceo~ Wptty flizabelt !Cpd 
RE: 115 Telegraph HlU 

A~chments: 

Monday, April 28, 2014 S:4l~1 »I 
lm;me,QQl .pop 
lrovn~p92 nag 
iUWJe003 nng 
ill]BQ~Q01 POP 
imag~QS png 

Thanks Gretchen; I spoke to Dan Fratten last week aBd informed hltn that as the design sits cur.rently, it would need to be 
processeq as a Maj or Encroachmefit; however, if the current alignment of the stairs retnafns as Is, with ju5t a slight 
moelficatio.n to accommodate the entries, we may be able to proc~ this as a Street Improvement/Minor Encroachment 
Permlt. 

Nick 

Nick Elsner 
Senior Plan Checker 
DPW Street-Use & Mapping 

1155 Market Street, 3rd floor 
SfCA94103 
phone(415)554~5810 

fax (415) 554-6161 

Nick.Elsner@sfdpw.org 

l'rom: Hilyard, Gretchen (CPC) [mailto:gretdlen.hilyard@lsfgo'l.org] 
Sent: Monday, April 28, 2014 8:34 AM 
To: Elsner, Nick; !,..eung, Stephan-
Cc: Kwong, John; Fong, Lynn; Wt, Raymond; K!ine1 Heidi; Watfy, Eltz;itieth 
Subject: RE: 11S Telegraph Hill 

V.ery heJpful. Thank you forfoJJowJng up on this Nlckl 

Gretchen Hilyar:d 
Pri)servation Planner 

Planning Department, Qty and Ceuncy of San Franclsi;o 
1650 Mission Street, SUi!:e 400, Sa11 Fnmdsi::o, CA. 94103 
Dlrec:t: 415-57S·91Q9 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:gn>tchen blly&d@sfgoy on; 
We.b:nww sfpl;;innjog org 

fdtjiSj~ifi 

;;Janning information Centei: {PIC): 415-558-63"77 or Pidillsfsipy pm 
Property Information Map (PXM)1bttp·llpropertymap.sfolannjng pro 

From: Ssner, Nick [rpailto:Njck.Elsner@sf,dpw org) 
Sent: Wednesday, April 23, 2014 1:45 PM 
To: Leung, Stephan (DPW); Hilyard, Gretchen (CPC} 
Cc: Kwong, John (DPW); Fong, Lynn (DPW): Lui, Raymond (DPW);. Kline, Heidi {cPC} 
Subject: RE: 115 Telegraph Hiii 

1J1anks se much Stephan. 

Gretchen: 

Hope this is what you were loo:1~1ng for. 
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From: 
To: 
ca 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

rninje! frattin 
Hi\l@rd Grf\r:hgn rcpC'r C~.ristlnp Pikas 
f(fing H::ajdJ <CPO· Watty f!lzahetb rcpo 
RE: 115 Telegaph HUI 
Tuesday, April 29, 2014 3:30:47 PM 
imeg~oot png 
image002 png 
fmeg~003.png 
jm;iqg001 ong 
imaceoos ong 

Thanks Gretchen. We are going to revise the scope of work as relates to the stairs to "repair in kind.n There <ire far too many 
impediments to a wholesale replacement (encroachment permit from the BOS, general plan referral, etc.). ft is unfortunate, 
because it seei:ns like a public benefit to replace them. (Not a criticism, just an observation.) Anyhow, we wi11 be submitting 
formal revisions with the new scope in the next couple of days. There will be some related, minor changes to the building 
and g-arage as a consequ.ence, but we'll explain them once they are final, 

I don't know if these changes wilt make a difference to the scope of, or need for, further analysis of the steps, Gretchen. If 
you know you'll need it anyway, please let us know and Chrlstlna will follow up. 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE UP 

Daniel Frattin, Attorney 
Reuben, Junius & Rose, LLP 
One Bush Stree~ Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
(Tel:) 415·567·9000 {Fax;} 415-399·9480 
(Cell) 415·517-9395 
dtrattin@reubenlaw.com 

From: Hilyard, Gretchen (CPC) [mailto:gretchen.hilyard@sfgov.orgJ 
Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 10:37 AM 
To: Daniel frattil'l 
Cc: Kline, Heidi (CPC); Watfy, Efizabeth (CPC) 
Subject: FW: 115 Telegraph Hill 

Dan, 

I was able to track down more information about the concrete stairs at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd from DPW. I just received this 
information yesterday. 

In light of this information regarding the age of the stairs (l941J, we would like Page & Turnbull to do one additionaJ 
research/evaluation task to investigate potential significance of the concrete steps in front of the subject property. 
Sper:ifically, we would like them to outJlne the history of the steps and any potential connection to Coit Tower and the Filbert 
Street Steps that are included in the Telegraph Hill Landmark District. Please have them contact me directly to scope this 
additional research. We believe this is an important final step to ensure that we have looked at al! potential and existing 
historic resources in the area for CEQA due diligence. 

1 already have a full draft of the HRER completed, so I should just be able to add this additional information to the final report. 

Best, 
Gretchen 

Gretchen Hilyard 
Preservation Planner 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 941.03 
Direct: 415-575·9109 Fax: 415·558·6409 
Email;aretchen,h!/yard@sfgov oro 
Web:ytww 5fnlanning,org 
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. . 
City and County of San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 

Mr. Jim Nlxon 
Department of C1ty Planning 
450 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, CA 9410Z 

Dear Mr. Nixon: 

July 29, 1993 

RECEIVED 

AUG 041993 
crrv A C~UNTY 01' • ,,; 

Dl.,., t'ltl' .. ,.,.,, .i 41oiNtlf!i • 

This is in regard to the project that -we recentl_y discussed on the 
Filbert Street Steps adjacent to Telegraph Htll Blvd. and Pioneer Park. 
The ~ecreation and Park Department has s.evera.1 conterns about the pos·sinle 
impact of this project on the park. 

The first concern is tmpact on vfew. Thfs proje.ct would effectively 
block the sight line from the 11iew-1ng area at the rear of Coit Tower, down 
1 n to North Beach and across to Nob H'i 1 T. Even tho.ugh curr!lnt 1 andscapi.ng 
in this area substantially limits the v1ew. p1a.nting sthemes often c.hange 
over the years a.nd the proposed construction would preclude any future use 
of this view corridor. 

ihe second conc~rn regards the in~rease the project may cause in the 
use of Telegraph Hill Blvd. Over the yea.rs. some of the residents along 
the Boulevard have comp1ahied about the traffic -g-en~rated ·by Co1t To.wer, 
and possible impact on emergency vehicle acceu, etc. The problem is 
caused by tourists and residents competlng for the limjt~d spaces in the 
Coit Tower pa.rkfng lot which often results in a. line of cars waiting to 
parx. I am. concerned th.at the project mo.y increase the use of the · 
Boulevard and parking lot, adding to the numbet and volume of compla1nts. 

Tha.nk you for this opportunity for Input. If you ha.vi: any questions 
please do not hesitate to contact me at 666-7080. 

4420t 

vr!_;u1y ::r~ 
· \~~ lrV 

Tim Li llyqui s.t 
Assistant to the Gene.ral Manager 

Mclaren Lodge, Golden Gate Park 
Fell and stanyan Streets 

FAX: (415) 668-3330 
Information: (415) 666•7200 

TDD; (415) 666-7043 San Francisco 94117 

( . 
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UNIT SIZES FOR PARCELS WITHIN 300 FEET OF 115 TELEGRAPH HILL BOULEVARD 
(Average Unit Size= 833 sq ft} 

Source: htt12:LL12rogert'ima1;1.sfglanning.org[ 

Bldg Area Ave Unit 
Number Street Units Sq Ft Sq Ft 

100 Alta St 7 9,095 1,299 

102 Alta St 3 3,688 1,229 
103-105 Alta St 2 1,908 954 

107 Alta St 1 1,547 1,547 
110 Alta St 3 2,016 672 
112 Alta St 1 1,539 1,539 
116 Alta St 1 2,200 2,200 
118 Alta St 1 1;617 1,617 
122 Alta St 1 2,225 2,225 
71 Castle St 1 1,213 1,213 
73 Castle St 1 837 837 
75 Castle St 1 798 798 
77 Castle St 1 737 737 

300 Filbert St 1 2,063 2,063 
305 Filbert St 1 1,968 1,968 
307 Filbert St 3 2,135 712 
308 Filbert St 3 2,512 837 
310 Filbert St 2 2,166 1,083 
327 Filbert St 2 1,304 652 
331 Filbert St 3 2,130 710 
339 Filbert St 1 110 110 
341 Filbert St 1 2,890 2,890 

34S#l Filbert St 1 2,796 2,796 
345#2 Filbert St 1 1,449 1,449 
345#3 Filbert St 1 1,449 1,449 

3S7 Filbert St 1 1,971 1,971 
391 Filbert St 1 1,492 1,492 

381-383 Filbert St 2 1,010 505 
401-05/1459-69 Filbert St/Kearny 9 6,840 760 

417-425/56 Filbert St/Genoa Pl 6 4,510 752 
427-429 Filbert St 2 2,890 1,445 
433-435 Filbert St 2 2,024 1,012 
439-441 Filbert St 2\ 1,924 962 
443-435 Filbert St 2 1,720 860 

2 Genoa Pl' 6 2,985 498 
5 Genoa Pl 1 650 650 

27-33 Genoa Pl 3 2,400 800 
39-43 Genoa Pl 3 2,300 767 

SS Genoa Pl 6 3,963 661 
56-58 Genoa Pl 2 900 450 

335 Greenwich 1 2,016 2,016 
337 Greenwich 1 1,461 1,461 

409-411 Greenwich 5 3,798 760 
425 Greenwich 7 4,768 681 
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UNIT SIZES FOR PARCELS WITHIN 300 FEET OF 115 TELEGRAPH HILL BOULEVARD 
(Average Unit Size= 833 sq ft} 

Source: htt12:LL12ro12ert)Lma12.sf12lannlng.orgL 

Bldg Area Ave Unit 

Number Street Units Sq Ft Sq Ft 
1354 Kearny St 3 2,088 696 

1360-1364 Kearny St 6 3,900 650 
1401-1405/400-408 Kearny St/Union St 11 7,396 672 

1402 Kearny St 7 5,118 731 
1406-1408 Kearny St 2 2,100 1,050 
1413-1423 Kearny St 6 4,710 785 
1422-1424 Kearny St 4 2,214 554 
1425-1429 Kearny St 12 7,438 620 
1435-1437 Kearny St 5 2,390 478 

1436 Kearny St 1 1,484 1,484 
1439-1441 Kearny St 2 2,130 1,065 

1440 Kearny St 1 2,246 2,246 
1442 Kearny St 1 2,247 2,247 

1443-1445 Kearny St 2 1,038 519 

1447 Kearny St 1 2,396 2,396 
1448 Kearny St 1 330 330 

1455 Kearny St 1 1,350 1,350 

1454-1456 Kearny St 2 2,275 1,138 
1301-1303 Montgomery St 4 4,480 1,120 
1305-1307 Montgomery St 4 3,256 814 
1309-1311 Montgomery St 3 1,820 607 

1315 Montgomery St 6 3,900 650 
1321 Montgomery St 2 2,156 1,078 
1345 Montgomery St 1 3,614 3,614 
1403 Montgomery St 5 2,445 489 
1405 Montgomery St 1 3,180 3,180 

1407 #1 Montgomery St 1 840 840 
1407 #2 Montgomery St 1 1,028 1,028 
1407 #3 Montgomery St 1 1,600 1,600 
1407 #4 Montgomery St 1 812 812 

1409 Montgomery St 3 5,215 1,738 
1441-1443 Montgomery St 8 7,800 975 

1445 Montgomery St 2 1,402 701 
95 Telegraph Hill Blvd 1 1,846 1,846 

97 Telegraph Hill Blvd 1 1,437 1,437 
99 Telegraph Hill Blvd 1 3,512 3,512 

lOl#A Telegraph Hill Blvd 1 1,538 1,538 
lOl#B Telegraph Hill Blvd 1 2,096 2,096 

109-111 Telegraph Hill Blvd 3 6,127 2,042 
310 Union St 2 2,110 1,055 
311 Union St 6 4,809 802 

312- 316 Union St 3 2,745 915 
319- 323 Union St 3 3,093 1,031 
325- 327 Union St 3 2,062 687 

328 Union St 3 2,100 700 
330 Union St 3 4,035 1,345 
337 Union St 1 1,750 1,750 

2 
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UNIT SIZES FOR PARCELS WITHIN 300 FEET OF 115 TELEGRAPH HILL BOULEVARD 
(Average Unit Size = 833 sq ft) 

Source: htt12:Lfaro12ertiima12.sf12lanning.orgL 

Bldg Area Ave Unit 

Number Street Units Sq Ft Sq Ft 
341- 347 Union St 5 4,499 900 

350 Union St 90 47,650 529 
351- 353 Union St 2 2,356 1,178 

357 Union St 1 1,300 1,300 
364 Union St 3 2,320 773 

367- 373 Union St 4 3,822 956 
370- 372 Union St 2 2,032 1,016 
375- 379 Union St 5 3,692 738 
376- 380 Union St 5 4,221 844 
381-385 Union St 5 3,244 649 
382- 386 Union St 3 3,375 1,125 
387- 397 Union St 6 4,218 703 
388- 392 Union St 3 2,979 993 
401#101 Union St 1 751 751 
401#102 Union St 1 631 631 
401#103 Union St 1 669 669 
401#201 Union St 1 751 751 
401#202 Union St 1 631 631 
401#203 Union St 1 669 669 
401 #301 Union St 1 1,178 1,178 
401#302 Union St 1 880 880 

405 Union St 4 2,250 563 
418- 420 Union St 4 3,559 890 
424-428 Union St 6 4,560 760 
434-436 Union St 3 2,700 900 
438-440 Union St 3 2,532 844 
114-118 Varennes 3 2,325 775 
120-124 Varennes 2 2,128 1,064 
126-128 Varennes 2 1,770 885 
130-132 Varennes 3 1,252 417 
140-148 Varennes 5 3,084 617 
152-158 Varennes 4 2,460 615 

TOTAL 430 358,160 

Average unit 833 sq ft 

3 
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Exhibit 8 

• Pages 1 and 2 of Planning 
Commission Motion No. 13782 · 
describing the cottage in 1993 as a 
two unit building. 

• Permit history of rear cottage 
showing cancellation of permits to 
merge· two units into one and to 
expand the footprint of the rear 
cottage as a single family home. 
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~File No. 93.1 BOC 
·11 s Telegraph Hill Boul~vard and 
361-377 Filbert Street 
Lots 34, 35 and 36 in Assessor's Block 105 

SAN FRANCISCO 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
, ...... , 

. MOTION NO. 13'78~/ 

ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATED TO THE AUTHORIZATION OF A C<'NDITIONAL USE 
PURSUANT TO APPLICATION N·O. 93.180C BY THI: CllY PLANNING COMMISS1l1N TO . 
PERMIT UP TO SEVEN DWELLING UNITS ON A LOT WITH APPROXIMATELY 7,563 
SQUARE FEET WHEN THE CITY PLANNING CODE ALLOWS UP TO ON!:: DWELLING 
UNIT FOR EACH 1,000 SQUARE FEET OF LOT AREA, IN AN RH-3 (HOUSE, THREE· 
FAMILY) DISTRICT AND A 40,.x HEIGHT AND BULK DISTHICT. 

Preamble 
. . 

On October 28, 1993, August 11, 1994, November 3, and November 17, 1994, ti 1e City 
Planning Commission (hereinafter "Commission") conducted duly noticed public hearings on 
Conditional Use Application No. 93.180C at which time th~. Commissio.n reviewed and 
discussed the findings prepared for its review by the staff of the Department of City Planning 
(hereinafter "Departmenl"). 

This .Commission has reviewed anq considered reports, studi8s, plans and other 
documents pertaining to this proposed project. 

This Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public 
hearing and has furthE?r considered the written materials and oral testimony presentetl on 
behalf of the applicant, the Department statt and other interested parties. 

iviOVED, That the ·cvmmis~icn !'s.ere~y al!tho:izss ths C0:1d!tio·nal Use r~qt 1e~ted in 
"Application No~ 93.1 SOC based on the following findings: 

Findings 

Having reviewed all the materials identified in the recitals above, and having heard oral 
testimony and arguments, this Coll)mission finds, concludes and determines as follows: 

1. On March:24, 1993, Theodore W. Brown of Theodore Brown and Partners, lnc., 
authorized agent of Josef D. Cooper, owner (hereinafter "Applica.nt"), made 
application to the Department for Conditional Use authorization to permit up _to 
seven dwelling units on a lot with approximately 7 ,563 square feet when the C1ty 

· Planning Code (hereinafter "Codeit) allows up to one dwelling unit for each 1,000 
square feet of lot area, in an RH-,3 (House, Three-Family) District and a 40-X 
Height and Bulk District {hereinafter "Project"), on the property known as 115 
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION File No. 9:3 .• 1800 

2. 

3. 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard and 
$61-377 Filbert Street 
Lots 34, 35 and 36 in Assessors Block 1 OS 
Motion No. 13782 · · 
Page2 

Telegraph Hill Boulevard.and 361-377 Filbert Street Steps, south side betwe.en 
Montgomery and Kearny Streets, Lots 34, 35 and 36 in Assessor's Block 105 
(hereinafter 0Subject Property-). 

The Subject Property contains three fots and ls a steeply downsloping. parcel (the 
t:levctrlo1.1 1::i1al 1gt:i fiul'il tl·(~ trvnt pK;p,..;rty fine tv. th.:J rec.; property ic approxfmate!y 
30 feet), with a dE:pth of 82.5 feet for the westerly two lots (each 27.5 feet wide) 
and 11 o feet in depth for the mo$t ea$ferfy of the lots also at 27 .5 feet in wloth. 
The property slopes later~Uy from th~ high point on the east to ihe west with a,n 
approximate 20 foot difference In elevation. The property is developed with five 
residential buOdings. The two westerly lots contain one. structure each. whne the 
remaining easterly tot contains three separate structures (two are non.-cornpJying, 
as they are in the required rear yard). The parcel has historically contained up to 
11 dwelling units. The builtfings have peen vacant for several years. Currently a 
caretake,r lives In one. unit In addition, the three buildings on Lot 36, containtng 
five dwelling ~nits are legal non conforming uses. 

All of the buildings are in run down condltion and have beeh found by the 
Department of Public Works, ta be unsound strucluresi as defined in Code 
Section 503(h) (Interim controQ based up~;>n the fact that the cost to rep.arr the 
buildings versus the co:st to rebuild exceeds fifty percent. There fs no off stre_et 
parking on the site. Approximately 10 feet of the 82.5 feet wide sfte is accessible 
to vehicles at the top of the Filbert Street Steps. One of the buildings, known both 
as 115 Te.Jegraph Hm Boulevard and 361 Filbert Street. was at one time 
considered for landmC!."rk statµs but the owner Withdrew the application, The 
building was erroneously thought to have been a Earthquake Refugee Shack. 
Investigation has determined that it w~s orioinally r.onstruct11d a.cs An automobile . 
garage. 

The Project would involve demolition of four of the five buildings and th? 
restoration and expansion of a noncomplying buifding within the requited rear yard. 
It would also involve mE?rwng of the three lots into one lot an~ the construction of 
a new dwelling containing five floors of occupancy With up to six un"its and one 
parking level for up to seven vehicles. The n~w building's exterior would be 
painted stucco, glass block and stainJess steeL The parking entrance at the 
easter! end of the site would . . . es oration 0 e two-story1 
noncomplying building at the rear of Lot 36 would convert it from two studio units 1'--­

to a single one bedroom unit As submitted by the applicant this plan requires a 
variance from rear yard requirements to expand the structure by approximate! 130 · 
square feet In order to- accommodate an internal staircase. j 

The g:ross square foo·tage of the five existing building$. is approxfmately 5,500 
square feet. The Project would contain approximately 12,200 gross square feet 
of residenti~I use, approximately 2,600 square feet of parking and approximately 

1814 



San Francisco Property Information Map - Prmt Version Page 1of10 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Report for: 115 TELEGRAPH HILL BOULEVARD 

Planning Applications Report: 115 TELEGRAPH HILL BOULEVARD 

Permits are required in San Francisco to operate a businesses or to perform construction activity. The Planning Department 
reviews most applications for these permits in order to ensure that the projects comply with the Planning Code. 

PLANNING APPLICATIONS: 

Planning App. No.: 
Planner: 
Record Type: 
Opened: 
Name: 
Description: 
Address: 
Status: 
Closed: 

2014-000345APL 
Jessica Range Tel: 415-575-9018 
Appeals (APL) 
10/2212014 
115 Telegraph Hill Blv 
Renovate an existing cottage & construct 3 new dwelling units over a shared three-car garage. 
115- 377 Telegraph HUI BLVD, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 
Appealed 

Further Information: View 
Related Records.: 

2014-000912APL Appeals (APL) 11/03/2014 Appealed Elizabeth Wattv View 
------·-~-·-·-··--------·~·-----· --.~---·--------. --·-··- -- -- -·~-- .... -- ------··------··-----~----------~-------··-----

Planning App. No.: 2013.1375E 
Planner: 
Record Type: 
Opened: 
Name: 
Description: 
Address: 

Status: 
Closed: 

Jessica Range Tel: 415-575·9018 
Environmental (ENV) 
817/2013 
115 Telegraph Hill Blv 
Renovate an existing cottage & construct 3 new dwelling units over a shared three-car garage. 
363 - 377 FILBERT ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 
Under Review 

Further Information: View 
Related Records: 

Planning App. No.: 
Planner: 
Record Type: 
Opened: 
Name: 
Description: 
Address: 
Status: 
Closed: 
Further Information: 
Related Records: 

2013.1375 
Planning Information Center Tel: 415-558-6377 
Project Profile (PRJ) 
817/2013 
115 Telegraph Hill Blv 
Renovate an existing cottage & construct 3 new dwelling units over a shared three-car garage. 
363-377 FILBERT ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 
Under Review 
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San Francisco Property Information Map - Print Version Page 2of10 

2013.1375C Concjitil;mal Use Authorization (CUA) 08/20/2013 Cfosed Elizabeth Wattv View ---------- ·--- ·~~·--·-~--·---~~------·~ --··-··- .. - - - -- - -------~---------

Planning App. No~: 10859PRV 
Planner: 
Record Type: 
Opened: 
Name: 

Description: 

Address: 
Status: 
Closed: 
Further Information: 
Related Records: 

Planning lnfonuation Center Tel: 415-558-6377 
Project Review Meetings (PRV) 
12/17/2012 
115 Telegraph HUI (aka 363-377 Filbert) 01-05/065; Project Review Meeting to follow up prior PRM 
on 1'2/6/2011 re constru.ction of 3 -
115 Telegraph Hill (aka 363-377 Filbert) 0105/065; Project Review Meeting to foOow up prior PRM 
on 1216/2011 re construction of 3 additional town homes with 9 parking spaces. 
363 - 377 FILBERT ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 
Closed 
12/17/2012 

Yim 
----------·---------~----·---~~ -----·----·-···----------- ---

Planning App. No.: 
Planner. 
Record Type: 
Opened: 
Name: 

Desoriptlon: 

Address: 
Status: 
Closed: 
Further Information: 
Related Reoords: 

Planning App. No.: 
Planner: 
Record Type: 
Opened: 
Name: 

Description: 

Address: 
Status: 
Closed: 
Further Information: 
Related Records: 

Planning App. No.: 

Planner: 
Record Type: 
Opened: 
Name: 
Description: 

Address: 
Status: 
Closed: 

10044PRV 
Planning lnfonnatlon Center Tel: 415-558-6377 
Project Review Meetings (PRV) 
11/29/2011 
115 Telegraph Hill Blvd (aka 363-377 Filbert) 0105/065; Project Review Meeting to construct 3 
addl town homes. The existing cottag 
115 Telegraph Hill Blvd (aka 363~377 Filbert) 0105/065; Project Review Meeting to construct 3 
add! town homes. The existing cottage will remain. 9 parking .spaces are proposed. 
363 - 377 FILBERT ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 
Closed 
11/29/2011 
View 

6027PRV 
Planning lnfonnatlon Center Tel: 415-558-6377 
Project Review Meetings (PRV) 
12/5/2006 
363 - 377 Filbert St - New construction of a three-unit building on the front portion of the lot in 
front of the existing rear co 
363 - 377 Filbert St. - New construction of a three-:unit building on the front portion of the kit in 
front of the existing rear cottage. 
363 - 377 FILBERT ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA

1
94133 

Closed 
12/5/2006 
View 

2002.0434 
Planning lnfonnation CenterTel: 415-558-6377 
Project Profile (PRJ) 
4/23/2002 
363 FILBERT ST 
Conditional Use application requests modiflcati.on of conditions imposed fn Motion 13782, 
specifically with regards to time Hmitations (Exhibit A. Condition 2.) approved by the Cfty Planning 
Commission on November 17 1994. This modification wm allow comp1etion of the approved 
project including the construction of a new residential building envelop. 
363 - 377 FILBERT ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 
Closed 

Further Infonnation: View 
Related R~rds: 

2002.0434C Conditional Use Authorization {CUA) 04/23/2002 Closed Planning Info Ceriter View 
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Planning App. No.: 

Planner: 

Record Type: 
Opened: 
Name: 
Description: 

Address: 
Status: 
Closed: 
Further Information: 
Related Records: 

Planning App. No.: 
Planner: 
Record Type: 
Opened: 
Name: 
Description: 

Address: 
Status: 
Closed: 

1993.180E 

Plannina lnfonnatlon Center Tel: 415-558-6377 

Environmental (ENV) 
3/23/1993 
377 FILBERT ST 
, and Rear yd.variance for both bldgs. Rehabilitate one 2-story cottage and build 6-unit, 17,860 s.f. 
residential building with 9 parking stalls after demolition of 4 vacant residentail buildings with 7 
units. 
363 - 377 FILBERT ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 
Closed 
12/9/1993 
View 

1993.180 

Planning lnfonnatlon Center Tel: 415-558-6377 

Project Profile (PRJ) 
3/2311993 
377 FILBERT ST 
, and Rear yd.variance for both bldgs. Rehabilitate one 2-story cottage and build 6-unit, 17,860 s.f. 
residential building with 9 parking stalls after demolition of 4 vacant residentail buildings with 7 
units. 
363 - 377 FILBERT ST, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94133 
Closed 

Further Information: View 
Related Records: 

1993.180C 

1993.180S 

1993.180V 

Conditional Use Authorization (Cl.JA) 

Subdivision-REF (SUB) 

Variance (VAR) 

03/2311993 

03/10/1997 

10/13/1994 

Closed 

Closed 

Closed 

Planning Info Center 

Planning Info Center 

Planning Info Center 

View 

View 

View 

Building Pemiits Report: 115 TELEGRAPH HILL BOULEVARD 

Applications for Building Permits submitted to the Department of Building Inspection. 

BUILDING PERMITS: 

Permit: 

Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Parcel: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost: 
-·---' ~-----.-~. ·-· ~-··· .. 

Permit: 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
.Parcel: 

200203111015 

1 - New C-onstruction 
3/11/2002 9:12:07 AM 
115 TELEGRAPH HILL BL 
0105/065 

APARTMENTS 
0 
3 
CANCELLED 
6/29/2005 8:52:31 AM 
TO ERECT 3 DWELLING 

$1, 750,000.00 

200106040683 
8 - Alterations Without Plans 
6/4/2001 4:14:11 PM 
115 TELEGRAPH HILL BL 
0105/065 

http:/150.17.237.182/PIM/?dept=plann~ 7 11/7/2014 
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Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units; 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost: 

Permit 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Parcel: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status.Date: 
Description: 

Cost 

Permit~ 

Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Parcel: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost 

Permit: 
Form: 
Filed; 
Address: 
Existing: 
Pmposeci: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Unlts: 
Status: 
status Date: 
Description: 

Cost 

Penn it: 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 

1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
0 

EXPIRED 
6/4/2002 4:18:03 PM 
RENEW PERMIT APPLICAITON-9925477-CONTJNUE & CONDUCT APPRVD SCOPE OF 
WORK-68,000 

$68,000.00 

200012137860 
8 - Alterations Without Plans 
12/13/2000 2:38:07 PM 
371 FILBERT ST 
0105/035 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILYDWELLING 
0 

1 
COMPLETE 
.11212001 
FINAL INSPECTION ON 9825834 

$1.00 

200012137856 
8 -Alterations Without Plans 
12/13/2000 2:27:.38 PM 
377 FILBERT ST 
0105/034 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 

0 

COMPLETE 
1/212001 
RENEW FOR. FINAL INSPECTION ON 9825835 

$1.00 

9925477 
S - Alterations Without Plans 
12/211999 
115 TELEGRAPH HILL BL 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
0 
1 
EXPIRED 
4/11/2001 
REPAIR/REP.LACE DRY ROT 

$20,000.00 

9825835 
8 - Alterations Wrthout Plans 
12118/1998 
377 FILBERT ST 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMll Y DWELLiNG 
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Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Statu.s Date: 
Description: 

Cost: 

Permit: 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost 

Permit: 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost: 

Permit: 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost: 

Permit: 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

0 

EXPIRED 
4/18/1999 
RENEW PA#9505988 FOR FINAL INSPECTION 

$1.00 

8 - Alterations Without Plans 
12118/1998 
371 FILBERT ST 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
0 

EXPIRED 
4/18/1999 
RENEW PA#9505987 FOR FINAL INSPECTION 

$1.00 

980.4148. 
8 - Alterations Without Plans· 
3/11/1998 
371 FILBERT ST 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
0 

1 
EXPIRED 
12/2/1998 
RENEW FOR PERMIT APP #9505987 

$1.00 

8 - Alterations Without Plans 
3/11/1998 

. 377 FILBERT ST 

1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
0 

EXPIRED 
12/2/1998 
RENEW FOR PERMIT APP #9505988 

$1.00 

9722736 
8 - Alterations Without Plans 
11/10/1997 
377 FILBERT ST 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
0 

1 
EXPIRED 
1212/1998 
RENEW EXPIRED APPL #9505988 

http:/150.17.237.182/PIM/?dept=planillnlgl 9 

Page 5of10 

11/7/2014 



San Francisco Property Information Map - Print Version 

Cost: 

Pennit: 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost 

Penn it: 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 

$1.00 

9722735 
8 - Alterations Without Plans 
11110/1997 

371 FILBERT ST 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILYDWELLING 
0 
1 
EXPlRED 
121211998 

RENEW EXPIRED APPL #9505987 

$1.00 

9716089S 
3 - Alterations With Plans 
8121/1997 

115 TELEGRAPH HILL BL 

1 FAM!l Y DWELLING 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
0 ' 

1 
EXPIRED 
1/26/1999 

Description: HORIZONTAL ADDITION 

Cost $150,000.00 

Page 6of10 

-----····-··- --- ----- ·······-·-----------·-----------· ____ ,, __________________ ------
Permit: 97158485 
Form: 
Filed: 
Addrei>s: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units; 
Status.: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost! 

1 - New Construction 
8/18/1997 

115 TELEGRAPH HILL BL 

APARTMENTS 
0 
3 

EXPIRED 
7/27/2001 

ERECT A 6-UNIT BUILDING 

$1,250,000.00 
---------·-·-·· ... ----------·-----·-··-···-·· ------·-- ... -------- ---

Pennit: 
Fann: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
ExisfITTg Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status; 
Status Date: 

Description: 

Cost 

Permit 
Form: 
Filed: 

Address: 

9715847 
6. - Demolition 
8118!1997 
3n FILBERT ST 
1 FAM!LY DWELLING 

0 
0 
EXPIRED 
81212007 
DEMOLISH A 1-STORY SFD 

9715846 
6 - Demolition 
8/18/1997 

369 FILBERT ST 

http://50.17 ._23 7.182/PIM/?dept=plannim o 1117/2014 



San Francisco Property Information Map - Print Version 

Existing: 

Proposed: 

Existing Units: 

Proposed Units: 

Status: 

Status Date: 

Description: 

Cost: 

Penn it 
Form: 

Filed: 

Address: 

Existing: 

Proposed: 

Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 

Status: 

Status Date: 

Description: 

Cost: 

Permit: 
Form: 

Filed: 

Address: 

Existing: 

Proposed: 

Existing Units: 

Proposed Units: 

Status: 

Status Date: 

D~scription: 

Cost: 

Permit 
Form: 

Filed: 

Address: 

Existing: 

Proposed: 

Existing Units: 

Proposed Units: 

Status: 
Status Date: 

Description: 

Cost 

Permit 
Form: 

Filed: 

Address: 

Existing: 

Proposed: 

Existing Units: 

Proposed Units: 

Status: 

1 FAMILY DWELLING 

0 

0 

EXPIRED 
8/3/2007 

DEMOLISH A 1-STORY SFD 

9715345 
6 - Demolition 

8/18/1997 

363 FILBERT ST 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 

0 
0 
EXPIRED 
8/3/2007 

DEMOLISH A 1-STORY SFD 

9715M-4 
6-Demolition 

8/18/1997 

371 FILBERT ST 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 

0 
0 

EXPIRED 
8/2/2007 

DEMOLISH A 3-STORY SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING 

9505988 
3 - Alterations Wrth Plans 

4/25/1995 

377 FILBERT ST 
FENCE/RETAINING WALL 
FENCE/RETAINING WALL 
0 

0 

EXPIRED 
2/4/1998 

REF PA #9301680S1. DEMO (E) RETAJNINNG WALL & CONSTRUCT NEW. 

$20,000.00 

9505987 
3 - Alterations With Plans 

4/25/1995 

371 FILBERT ST 
FENCE/RETAINING WALL 
FENCE/RETAINING WALL 
0 
0 

EXPIRED 

http://50.l 7.237.182/PIM/?dept=plannhU1 
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San Francisco Property mfonnation Map - Print Version 

Status Date: 
Descriptlon: 

Cost 

Permit: 

Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost: 

Permit: 

Form: 
Filed: 
Addre.ss: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units; 
Status: 
Status D~te: 
Description: 

Cost: 

Penn it: 
Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Proposed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Description: 

Cost: 

Permit: 

Form: 
Filed: 
Address: 
Existing: 
Proposed: 
Existing Units: 
Propo.sed Units: 
Status: 
Status Date: 
Descnption: 

214/1998 
REF PA #930168081. DEMO (E) RETAININNG WALL & CONSTRUCT NEW. 

$10,000.00 

9024519 
3 - Alterations With Plans 
1213/1990 
361 FILBERT ST 
2 FAMILY DWELLING 
2 FAMILY DWELLING 
0 

2 
EXPIRED 
7130/1991 

DRY ROT REPAIR, FOUNDATION REPAIR TO (E) STRUCTURE 

$20,000.00 
••••-•-· -·---·-•n' ~-· -- ·-• -•• -···~- ·----·- .._ __ --·-· ~---
8411653 
3 - Alterations With Plans 
10/30/1984 

371 FILBERT ST 

APARTMENTS 
APARTMENTS 
0 
4 

EXPIRED 
fl/6/1985 

REPAIR FIRE DAMAGE TO BUILDJNG. 

$22,000.00 

8411652 
8 - Alterations Without Plans 
10130/1984 

377 FILBERT ST 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
1 FAMILY DWELLING 
0 

COMPLETE 
21.27/1985 
REPAIR FIRE DAMAGE TO ROOF 

$4,000.00 

8408071 
3 -Alterations With Plans 
7/26/1984 
371 FILBERT ST 

TOURIST HOTEUMOTEL 
TOURIST HOTEUMOTEL 
0 

4 
EXPIRED 
3/4/1988 

TO COMPL YWITH DEPT. OF APART HOTEL INSPECTION 2/16/82 

Page 8of10 

Cost 

Permit: 

$350.00 

8207221 
······ ·--···-~·---·------- ·--------------------------

Form: 3 - Alterations Wrth Plans . 

http://50.l 7.237.182/PW/?dept=planniIJ.g22 11/7/2014 



Department of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 

Permit Details Report 

Report Date: 11/7 /201411:33:08 AM 

Application Number. 9716089$ 
Form Number: 3 
.Address(es): 0105/ 065/ o 115 TELEGRAPH HILL BL 
Description: HORIWNTALADDmON 
Cost: $150,000.00 
Occupancy Code: R-3 
Building Use: 27-1FAMILYDWELLING 

Disposition I Stage: 

Action Date Stage Comments 
8/21/1997 FILED 
11/17/1997 APPROVED 

11/17/1997 ISSUED 

12/4/1997 SUSPEND 
l/26fi998 REINSTATED 

1/26/1999 EXPIRED 

Contact Details: 
E.O.S.F­

Contractor Details: 

Addenda Details: 
Description: 
JFINAL 

Step Station !Arrive 

l CP-ZOC 8/22/97 

2 CNT-PC l0/15/97 

3 CP-ZOC 10/21/97 
4 CNT-PC 10/23/97 

6 CPB 11/17/97 

Start 

8/27/97 

10/21/97 

10/22/97 
10/29/9r, 

11/r;/97 

In Hold Out 
Hold 

8/27/97 

10/29/97 

Finish Checked 
By 

l0/9/97 JRN 

l0/21/97 TQL 

10/22/97 DRL 
11/12/97 rl'OL 

Page 2 of3 

Hold Description 

ROUTE TO CNT-PC lST, THEN BACK TO 
CP-ZOC 

LOGOUT/NOWORKDONE;BACKTOCP 
-ZOC 
APPROVED 

NOTE:NEWCOMPLETION DATE 
1/2/2000 

This permit has been issued. For information pertaining to this permit, please call 415-558-6096. 

Appointments: 

Appointment 
Date 

IAPpoinbnent 
jAM/PM 

[Appointment 
JcOde 

i=inbnent ID . ti" 'Time escnp on Slots 

Inspections: 
.Activity Date 
11/17 1999 
4/28/1999 

Special Inspections: 

Addenda Completed 
No. Date 
1 

0 

Inspected Inspection Description Remarks By Code 
20 SPECIAL CASFS x 

15 20 SPECIAL CASFS x 

For information, or to scl:iedule an inspection, Cl!ll 558-6570 between 8:30 am and 3:00 pm. 

Station Code Descriptions and Phone Numbers I 

Online Permit and Complaint Tracking home page. 

Technical Support for Online Services 
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default:asiu?page PermitDetails 11/7/2014 



Department of Building Inspection 

Permits, Complaints and Boiler PTO Inquiry 
----------------
Permit Details Report 

Report Date: uj7/201411:27:01AM 

Application Number: 9925477 
Form Numb.et:: 8 
.Mdress(es): 0105/065/0 115 TELEGRAPHHILL BL 
Descriptiom REPAIR/REPLACE DRYROT 
Cost: $20.;000.00 
t'.)ccupancyCode: R-3 
Building Use: 27-1FAMILYDWELL!l'iG 

Disposition/ Stage; 

Action Date Stage 
1212/1999 FILED 
12/2/1999 APPROVED 
12/2/1999 ISSUED. 

4/uj2001 EXPIRED 

COntactDetails: 
JOSEF COOl'ER.­

Contractor Detailst 

Addenda Details: 
Description: 

Step 

Comments 

Out Finl.sh CheclredBy Hold 

Page 1of1 

QldDes~tion 

Appointlllenfst 
Appointment 
D'ate J!ili~tment j.Appointment 

jcode . jnescripttofsi:t! 

Inspections: 

Activicy Date Inspection Description 
4/11 2001 EXPIRE 
12/20/1999 ORMS 

Special Inspections: 

AddendaNo.jCompleted DateJinspectedByjinspection Codejnescr:l.ptionJRema.rlcs 

Forlnformation, ~to·~edulean ins}l~oil, call 558-6570 betweenB:30 am:and 3:00 pm. 

Station Code Descriptions andPhoneNumbers I 

Online Permit and Complaint Trneldni: home page. 

Technical Support for Online ServiceS 
If you need help or have a question about this service, please visit our FAQ area. 

I 

Contact SFGov Accessi1>ility Policies 
City and County of San F,rancisco ©2000-2009 

http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/ dbipts/ default.a$8g~page PermitD.etails 11/7/2014 
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Exhibit 10 

Vantage Point based photograph 
showing current view of the Project Site 
from Pioneer Park toward the Filbert 
Steps prepared by Project Architect. 
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Exhibit 11 

Ghosted Image of Approximate Height 
and Mass of Proposed Project Viewed 
from Pioneer Park towards Filbert Steps 
(prepared by Project Architect). 
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10th October 2014 

Vedica Puri, President 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
600 Montgomery St., 31st Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

RANIT 
Excavation & Demolition, Inc. 

UC. # 609169 A C21 HAZ ASB DOSH 

Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd load counts 

Dear Ms. Puri, 

I ·am pleased to present my analysis of truck trips for 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. I based my analysis on the 
im~rovements sought in the planning permit as outlined in the architectural sheets AO.Oto A3.10 dated August 
12 h 2013. . 

Methodology 
The number of trips required for the removal of the dirt spoils was calculated as follows. The existing contours of 
the site from the site survey were traced and built into a 30 BIM model. The proposed contours of the site were 
modeled and the resulting volume calculated. The volume was then converted to weight by a factor of 1.7 tons of 
soil per cubic yard. 

The estimated volume of concrete that will be used on the project was established from the plans and is shown in 
'the calculations of plate 2. 

Results 
Given the weight restriction on Telegraph Hill Blvd of 6,000 lbs gross vehicle weight the estimated number of trips 
for the excavation of the dirt and the installation of concrete are given below: 

Excavation removal 

Concrete import 

Total 

Please do not hesitate to contact me with questions 

Sincerely, 

Erwin 0 Toole PE 

Encls: Plate I Existing and proposed topographical model 
Plate 2 Tabulated calculations 
Plate 3 6,000 lb GVW vehicle 

7400 trips 

2656 trips 

10,056 trips 

160 South Linden Ave, Suite 100, South San Francisco, CA 94080 Tel: (650) 737 8700 FAX (650) 737 8704 

Page 1of4 
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RANIT 
Excavation & Demolition, Inc. 

UC.# 609169 A C21 HAZASB DOSH 

PLATE 1 Existing and proposed topographical model 

Existing topographic model· 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd looking North 

Proposed to!J()graphk model· 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd looking North 

Bottom of elevation is 222.5 •. Deeper at pits.. 
Volume of Soil generated (banked yards} "' 2,54.6 Ci x 1. 7 tons/ Ci {rock) "'4,328 tons 

160 South Linden Ave, Suite 100, South San Francisco, CA 94080 Tel: (650) 737 8700 FAX (650) 737 8704 www.granitesf.com 

Page 2 of 4 
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RANIT 
Excavation & Demolition, Inc. 

LIC.#609169AC21 HAZASBDOSH 

PLATE 2 Tabulated calculations 

115 Telegraph Hill Blvd 

Concrete Calculation 

Floor Plate 4646.0 SF 

Perimeter 278.0 LF 

Matt slab @2' 344.1 C( 

1st floor@8" 129.1 C( 

2nd floor @8" 129.1 C( 

Walls Say average 15' high - remainder wood 154.4 C( 

Approx Total 757.0 C( 

0.57 Cf per load because of weight restrictions 1328.0 loads 

Trip each way 2656.0 trips 

No weight restriction on road {9CY per Id) 84.0 loads 

I. 168.0 trips 

Dirt Calculation 

Dirt calculated from 30 Model 2546.0 C( 

4328.2 ton 

1.17 ton per load because of weight restrictions 3700.0 loads 

Trip each way 7400.0 trips 

No weight restriction on road {20 ton per Id) 216.0 loads 

Trip each way 432.0 trips 

Other trips include lumber, rock, debris not accounted for 

160 South Linden Ave, Suite 100, South San Francisco, CA 94080 Tel: {650) 737 8700 FAX (650) 737 8704 www.granitesf.com 

Page 3 of 4 
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RANIT 
Excavation & Demolition, Inc. 

UC. # 609169 A C21 HAZ ASB DOSH 

Plate 3 6,000 lb GVW vehicle 

TYPE OF TRUCK TO USE IF REDUCED TO 6,000 lb GVW 

Toyota Dyna 100 - limited availability in US Market 

Gross Vehicle Weight (GVW) = 3,000 kg= 6,615 lb 
Curb weight = 1,660 kg= 3,660 lb 
Payload= 1,340 kg= 2,955 lb 
IF limited to 6,000 lb GVW that means payload is reduced to 2,340 lb 

160 South Linden Ave, Suite 100, South San Francisco, CA 94080 Tel: (650) 737 8700 FAX {650) 737 8704 

Page 4 of 4 
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VIE:W OF PROJECT OF TE:LE:GRAPH HILL AS SE:E:N FROM THE: 
FINANCIAL DISTRICT, CHINATOWN, RUSSIAN HILL AND NOB HILL. 
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ADDITIONAL CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

On Title Sheet AO.O of the plans approved by the Planning Commission, General Notes 
23 through 33, inclusive, address construction staging and management of the project to 
address the significant impacts of project construction. Appellant requests that these' 
"notes" with clarification be included as specific conditions of project approval to ensure 
that safe pedestrian access on.the Filbert Street steps be maintained, that pedestrian and 
vehicular conflicts with construction trucks and equipment be avoided, and that Muni and 
vehicular access to Coit Tower be maintained for the duration of the construction period. 

Therefore, the following should be included as conditions of approval: 

I. .(Note 23) Along the Filbert Street stair frontage of the property, a well-lit and 
naturally ventilated pedestrian tunnel shall be erected for the duration of the construction 
period to ensure the safety of person using the Filbert Steps stairs. 

2. (Note 24) A flag-person will be stationed at the top of the Filbert stairs at the entry , 
point to the site at all times during the construction period. Additional flag-persons shall 

· be stationed during the excavation and concrete pour phases to ensure the safety of 
vehicles approaching the blind curve of Telegraph Hill Boulevard in both directions. 
These persons shall be responsible for monitoring and directing construction trucks and 
equipment as well as pedestrian and vehicular traffic to minimize potential conflicts. 

3. (Note 25) All trucks waiting to unload material shall be staged at a location offsite to 
avoid queuing of construction trucks on Telegraph Hill Boulevard. The off-site truck 
queuing locations shall be determined in consultation with the neighbors. Deliveries 
shall be made between the hours of 9:00 am and 4:00 pm on weekdays to avoid the AM 
and PM peak traffic periods on Columbus Ave. 

4. (Note 26) Construction vehicles and equipment shall use the staging area provided 
on site and shall be prohibited from using the Coit Tower parking lot for construction 
staging or queuing of construction vehicles. 

5. (Note 27) All applicable weight limits on access roads to and from the site shall be 
observed and adhered to. 

6. (Note 28) No construction activity shall be permitted between 5:00 pm and 7:00 am 
during weekdays and no construction shall be permitted on Saturdays, Sundays and legal 
holidays. All construction activities shall comply with the San Francisco Noise 
Ordinance (Police Code Article 29, and in particular Section 2907). 

7. (Note 29) No construction workers, delivery trucks, tradespersons, project design 
professionals, vendors or any other persons involved in any manner with the construction 
activities, including but not limited to architects and special inspectors, shall utilize the 
Coit Tower parking lot, but shall instead park at designated parking garages and be 
shuttled to and from the job site. 

1838 



8. (Note 30) Prior to commencing construction, the general contractor, the excavation, 
shoring and foundation subcontractor(s) and the project sponsor shall provide detailed 

· construction plans including, but not limited to, the truck routes, the off-site location for 
truck queuing, phasing of construction and each duration, and the estimated number of 
truck trip for each phase of the construction, to the Transportation Advisory Staff 
Committee (TASC), which includes the San Francisco Municipal Transit Authority 
(SFMTA), Police Department (SFPD), Fire Department (SFFD), Department of Public 
Works (DPW) and Planning Department, prior to a public meeting on the proposed 
construction plans. In addition to'TASC, the project applicant shall also submit such 
plans to and inform the Recreation and Parks Department, the Department of Building 
Inspection (DBI) and the construction contractors of any concurrent nearby projects in 
order to manage traffic congestion and pedestrian circulation effects and safety during 
construction of the project. TASC shall advise the neighbors of the place and time of the 
meeting to review and discuss the construction plans. 

9. (Note 31) Priorto commencing construction, the project sponsor shall consult with 
the residents on assessors' blocks 86, 105 and 104 within 300 feet of the project site 
before finalizing the construbtion staging, traffic and truck route plans, including (a) a 
schedule of delivery times and dates during which construction materials are expected to 
arrive; and (b) methods to be used to monitor truck movement onto and out of the 
building site so as to minimize traffic and pedestrian conflicts on Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard, Filbert Street and Kearny Street. 

10. (Note 32) Muni access to Coit Tower shall be maintained at all times throughout 
Construction. 

11. (Note 33) Stewardship oflandscape areas in the public domain and the Filbert Street 
stairs along the property frontage shall be maintained by the owners of the subject 
property, subject to the approval and appropriate agreements with the San Francisco 
Recreation and Park Department, DPW and DBI in consultation with the Telegraph Hill 
Dwellers neighborhood association and nearby neighbors. 

-fs39 



Carroll, John (BOS} 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Categories: 

Good morning, 

BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Tuesday, November 04, 2014 10:14 AM 
susanbh@preservationlawyers.com; president@thd.org 
dfrattin@reubenlaw.com; jreuben@reubenlaw.com; nshan@mindspring.com; pz@thd.org; 
Givner, Jon (CAT); Stacy, Kate (CAT); Byrne, Marlena (CAT); Rahaim, John (CPC); Sanchez, 
Scott (CPC); Jones, Sarah (CPC); Starr, Aaron (CPC); Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC); Tam, Tina 
(CPC}; Range, Jessica (CPC); lonin, Jonas (CPC); BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides; 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Caldeira, Rick (BOS); BOS Legislation (BOS); Lamug, Joy; Carroll, 
John (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS}; nshan@mindspring.com; Watty, Elizabeth (CPC) 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard - California Environmental Quality Act and Conditional Use 
Appeals · 

141064, 141059 

Please find linked below a letter from Daniel A. Frattin, attorney for the Project Sponsor for the proposed project at 115 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard, addressing the CaHfornia Environmental Quality Act and Conditional Use Appeals filed for the 
subject property. 

Project Sponsor Letter 10/31/2014 

You are invited to review both Board files on our Legislative Research Center by following the links below. 

California Environmental Quality Act Appeal - Board of Supervisors File No.141059 
Conditional Use Appeal - Board of Supervisors File No. 141064 

Regards, 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to aff members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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REUBEN. JUNIUS & ROSE. LLP 

October 31, 2014 

Sent Via Messenger 

President David Chiu 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

f\Le I lf lo& lf + 1410~1 
ot• rec.f- ~Bo s.-1/ 1 UJ (3 

o ti r ~ C1J.JJc 

Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard; Project Sponsor's Response to Appeal of 
Categorical Exemption and Conditional Use Authorization 
Planning Department Case No. 2013.1375CE 
Our File No.: 7058.01 

Dear President Chiu and Supefvisors: 

We represent the sponsor, Jeremy Ricks, of the proposed residential building (the 
~'Project") at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. This letter is submitted in opposition to appeals of 
the Project's Categorical Exemption ("CatEx") and Conditional Use Authorization by the 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers ("Appellants"). These appeals are based on numerous factual 
inaccuracies and specious allegations; they are insufficient to overturn. the sound decisions of the 
Planning Commission and Environmental Review Officer: 

We ask that you allow the appeals to be heard jointly, in order to expediently resolve the 
matter and serve· the public convenience. In addition, while we look forward to responding in 
detail to Appellants' claims prior to the hearing, we also provide a preliminary response herein. 

A. Request for Joint Hearing 

Appellants request that the CatEx appeal be heard before and separate from the 
Conditional Use appeal. Appellants provide no justification for this request, and it should be 
denied for following reasons: 

• Common and Interrelated Issues. The appeals concern a common project and contain 
interrelated claims regarding project location, site conditions, public views, pedestrian 
safety, etc., that lend themselves to efficient resolution on a single date. 

• Public Interest in Expedient Resolution. The Project has received 43 letters of support 
from neighbors and community stakeholders, including the North Beach Neighbors, 
BCDC Commissioner Anne Halsted, John Stewart of the John Stewart Company, and 
numerous other residents of the immediate area Copies of Project support letters are 

I 
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attached as Exhibit A. It is likely that many members of the public will wish to attend 
the appeals and address the Board. As these hearings can be lengthy and occur dutjng 
the work week, it would be more convenient to the public to provide an opportunity 
for comment at a joint hearing. 

• · Efficient Use of the Board Resources. Resolving the appeals at a joint hearing would 
allow the Board to consolidate its review time and costs. · 

• A voiding Unnecessary Delay. San Francisco Administrative Code Section 31.16 
requires that the Board hear Appellants' CatEx appeal no less than 21 and no more 
than 45 days after the 30-day appeal period, which ended o~ October 13th. As a 
result, the earliest date on which the CatEx appeal could be heard is November 4th, 
and the latest date December 2nd - already creating significant delay. It would be 
unreasonable to further qelay the interrelated Conditional Use appeal by requiring it 
to be heard after the CatEx appeal. 

For these reasons, we ask that the Board hear these appeals jointly at the earliest possible 
date allowed under the Municipal Code. 

B. Preliminary Response to Appeal Statements 

Appellants' appeal statements contain numerous inaccurate and misleading statements. 
While we look forward to addressing Appellants' claims in detail prior. to the hearing, we have 
provided a preliminary response below. 

1. Conditional Use Appeal 

The Project's design has received thorough review by. the Planning Department, 
Residential Design Team, Zoning Administrator, and Planning Commission, and has been 
r~eatedly found consistent with the City's residential and urban design guidelines. 

In the face of direct evidence to the contrary, Appellants doggedly insist that the Project's 
size, setting (and economic status of future residents) are somehow incompatible with City 
policies and the Planning Code. For good measure, they also include a smattering of wholly 
unsupported and inaccurate allegations of potential Project impacts to pedestrian safety, traffic, 
public transit, and views, alluding to near catastrophic effects on City tourism. Given the 
doomsday conditions advanced by Appellants, one wonders what form ·of development they 
would find appropriate for the site. 

Appellants' characterization of the Project and setting are absurd. In reality, the Project 
proposes a moderate scale of development that will greatly improve conditions at the long­
vacant, blighted lot by constructing an attractive and thoughtfully designed residential building. 
Renderings of the Project showing its moderate scale and compatibility with adjacent properties 
is attached as Exhibit B. 

The Project will construct a four-unit building with three off-street parking spaces on a 
lot that currently contains a vacant (and condemned) cottage. The Project will renovate and 
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restore the existing cottage. The new building will appear as three smgle-family dwellings, each 
·approximately 40 feet tall, that are designed to step down the hill in response to the naturally 
sloping topography. Each unit will feature a green roof deck with sustainable native pli;lJlts. The 
Project will also incorporate significant landscaping to match the surrounding area. 

In contrast to the scenario pafuted by Appellants, the Project will be entirely compatible 
with the City's General Plan, and exceeds the requirements for Conditional Use authorization. It 
will be safely constructed on the basis of sound engineering practices and will comply with all 
requirements of the Building Code. 

In fact, the Project will directly benefit the community by: 

• Constructing market rate condominiums that John Stewart of the John Stewart 
Company estimates in his support letter (attached as Exhibit A) will generate more 
than $200,000 a year in revenue to the City in tax increment, in addition to 
intermittent transfer tax fees, which will go into the City's General Fund and serve a 
myriad of different budget item·s including, but not limited to, infrastructure upgrades; 
the City's Health Department; the Recreation and Parks Department, Homeless 
Shelter maintenance, and more. 

• Converting a blighted and chain-link bordered lot that has been vacant for over 10 
years and is currently utilized for numerous illegal activities and poses safety 
liabilities; 

• Contributing three new family-sized units to the City's housing goals, which is 
currently in short supply; 

• Renovating and r~storing a currently vacant and ·condemned cottage, maintaining an 
otherwise discarded element of Telegraph Hill and preserving its history; 

• Repairing the Filbert Street Steps and improving the pedestrian experience with 
adjacent plantings and additional safety elements such as handrails and attractive 
lighting; 

• Incorporating significant setbacks to provide a view corridor between the buildings to 
allow views to downtown, all while providing informal gathering area at the top of 
the steps for pedestrians; 

• Contributing architecturally significant development that is well-designed an 
contextually sensitive to the larger neighborhood; · 

• Adding sustainable· elements such as solar panels, vegetated roofs, and low-water 
demand plumbing fixtures; 

•. Voluntarily adopting a range of construction "best practices" above and beyond 
requirements established in the Planning and Building Codes, in order to ensure 
minimal disruption 1to the neighborhood, despite the fact that the Project is exempt 
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under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and requires no construction 
mitigation. 

Appellants' attack of the Conditional Use authorization is unwarranted. 

2. Categorical Exemption Appeal 

Appellants CatEx appeal mischaracterizes the project, contains wholly speculative claims 
of environmental impacts unsupported by fact, and neglects to mention the appropriate standard 
of review for a challenges to a categorically exempt project applying the ''unusual 
circumstances" exception. 

a. Legal Standard for Appeal 

Certain categories of projects are exempt from environmental revie)V under CEQA 
because they have been fo-llnd not to have significant effects to the environment. If a project. is 
subject to a categorical exemption, no formal environmental evaluation is required. 

On September 3, 2014, the San Francisco Planning Department determinc;xi the Project 
categorically exempt under Class 1 (exterior renovations to an existing single-family residence 
that is not an historic resource) and Class 3 (construction of a multi-family residential structure 
with up to four dwelling units in a residential zone). A copy of the Project's CatEx is attached as 
ExhibitC. . 

Appellants appear to advance an ''unusual circumstances" exception as grounds for the 
appeal. Once a project is categorically exempt, the exexption places the burden on appellants to 
·show that there is a reasonable possibility of significant effect on the environment due to 
unusual circumstances (CEQA Guidelines §15300.2.) Accordingly, Appellants must establish 
both: (a) th51-t there are ''unusual circumstances"; and (b) that the record shows ''reasonable 
possibility" that significant effects will arise from the unusual circumstances (Voices for Rural 
Living v. El. Dorado Irrig. Dist (2012) 209 CA4th 1096, 1108.) Appellants satisfy neither 
reguirement. 

''Unusual circumstances" are those that "differ from the general circumstances of the 
projects covered by a particular categorical exemption" and "create an environmental risk that 
does not exist for the general class ,of exempt projects." (Banker's Hill v. City of San Diego 
(2006) 139 Cal.App.4th 249, 278.) There are no unusual circumstances at the Project. 

• Many residential infill projects in San Francisco are constructed on sloping lots or in 
areas located in close proximity to local tourist attractions. Slopes are a reality of 
local construction, and do not constitute an ''unusual circumstances"; . 

• Geotechnical features of an infill project such as soil quality and water runoff 
conditions are common issues of proper construction technique that are "satisfactorily 
addressed by standard building code requirements," and are therefore not unusual 
circumstances (Assoeiationfor Protection of Envt'l Values v. City of Uldah (1991) 2 
CA4th 720, 735); . 
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· • In dense urban environments, construction staging activities commonly occur 
iidjacent to and within the public right of way with permission of all required City 
agencies. Construction staging iictivities are regulated by Code and do not constitute 
an unusual circumstances particular to the Project; and 

• Aesthetic considerations are not unusual for residential projects in our scenic City. 
However, no other property along the Filbert Steps is required to provide a public 
view corridor. Views from ·sidewalks are not protected under CEQA; nonetheless, the 
Project has incorporated substantial setbacks and design modifications in order to 
provide a public view corridor. 

Likewise, Appellants fail to establish a ''reasonable possibility" that the Project will 
result in significant environmental effects due to th~ unusual circumstances. A split of authority · 
exists among California Courts of Appeal regarding the legal standard applied to determine how 
a ''reasonable possibility" is established However, Appellants claims would fail under either 
standard, due to the absence of any substantial evidence to support of their clainis.1 

· 

Substantial evidence is "facts, reasonable assumptions predicated on facts, and expert 
opinion supported by facts." (CEQA Guidelines § 15384). This standard is not satisfied by 
argument, speculation. unsubstantiated opinion or narrative. or evidence that is clearly inaccurate 
or otherwise not credible. (CEQA Guidelines § 15064(f)(5).) 

Appellants' meritless complaints and bald statements of opinion do not rise to this 
standard. For example: 

• Geotechnical. The letter provided by Appellants' geotechnical engineer, Lawrence 
Karp, amounts to a baseless attack on the Project's geotechnical report. It contains no 
facts or specific project data, nor. any indication that Mr. Karp has conducted a 
competing analysis or detailed physical investigation of existing conditions. 
Nowhere in the letter does Mr. Karp claim to have evaluated detailed project designs, 
civil engineering reports or shoring· plans supporting his specious assertions. Many 
other residential projects have been built on the same hillside without resulting in a 
catastrophic ground failure due to existing conditions. :Mr. Karp's letter provides no 
indication why this Project should differ from those that have come before it. Instead, 
Mr. Karp appears to assert his own professional qualifications as the only evidence 

1 There is a split of authority among California Courts of Appeal regarding the standard to be applied to the "reasonable 
possibility" prong of this analysis. "Some courts have relied on cases involving review of a negative declaration, holding that a 
finding of categorical exemption cannot be sustained if there is a "fair argument" based on substantial evidence that the project 
will have significant environmental impacts, even wh~e the agency is presented with sub~tial evidence to the contrary. Other 
courts apply an ordinary substantial evidence test to questions of fact relating to the significant effect exception, deferring to the 
express or implied findings of the local agency that has found a categorical exemption applicable. (Fairbank v. City of Mill Valley 
(1999), 75 Cal.App.4th 1243, 1259 (citations omitted).) We believe that the substantial evidence test is the proper standard, 
consistent with the California Court of Appeal, First District in Association for Protection etc. Values v. City of Ukiah (1991) 2 
Cal.App.4th 720. However, Appellants allegations would fail to raise a "reasonable possibility" of potential impacts under either 
standard, as the specious allegations and unsubstantiated opinions contained in their letter do are not based upon substantial 
evidence. 
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needed to substantiate his general opinion. Of course, this simply does not constitute 
the substantial evidence needed to support a "reasonable possibility" of potential 
environmental impactS. 

• Public ViewsJ, Appellants' personal opinions that the project will impact public views 
are not only unsupported by any documentation but also directly contradicted by the 
reccird. The Project will have no impact on established vistas from Telegraph Hill's 
historic Coit Tower or Pioneer Park. A View Study showing images from both 
locations, attached as Exhibit D. shows that the Project will -block no significant view 
and will remain largely invisible from either location. 

• Pedestrian Safety. Appellants speculate ·that the Project will create danger~us . 
conditions for pedestrians coming up the Filbert Steps. This is simply inaccurate. 
This location is currently safeguarded by stop signs for a pedestrian crosswalk, 
forcing vehicular traffic tQ come to a complete stop and making this area of Telegraph 
Hill Boulevard arguably the safest area of the street The Project's garage door will 
incorporate safety features such as a flashing beacon to alert operation, which 
neighboring garages do not contain. All vehicles will exit the garage facing forward. 
This, along with the garage's setback from the property line, will allow drivers and 
pedestrians to avoid conflicts. 

• Public Transit. Appellants falsely claim that the Project Will unreasonably interfere 
with MUNI service. The Project will not require relocation of the 39 Coit Tower 
MUNI bus stop. · 

• Filbert Steps. There is no evidence that the Projeqt will disrupt pedestrian access to 
or remove any portion the Filbert Steps. In fact, there is no modification proposed to 
the stairs. The only improvements proposed involve adjacent plantings and handrails 
that will result in a more pleasant and safe experience for tourists. 

• Telegraph Hill Wall. Appellants claim the Project will require removal of the historic 
stone wall separating Telegraph Hill Boulevard and the Filbert Steps. This is simply 
untrue. The wall will not be removed or altered in any way by the Project. 

b. Previous Environmental Review at Property 

The Project is the second proposal reviewed by the Planning Department under CEQA 
for this location in the past 20 years. In 1993, the Department issued a Negative Declaration for 
a significantly larger project on the same site (proposing to con,struct a 14,900 gsf residential 
building containing 7 dwelling units and up to 7 off-street parking spaces). Following a 
thorough review of the previous proposal's potential for traffic, parking, noise, geological, 
shadow, aesthetics, construction activities and other potential environmental impacts, the 
Department found that the only potential impact reouiring mitigation was construction air 
quality. This factor no longer requires CEQA mitigation for current projects because it is now 
regulated by ordinance. (San Francisco Ci'ty Health Code, Article 22B). 
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The current Project is substantially smaller than the previo~s proposal (providing 
significant setbacks, containing three fewer units and parking spaces). Weight should be given to 
the Department's previous determination regarding the lack of potential impacts for the 
substantially larger project at this site when analyzing the current exemption determination. 

3. Conclusion 

These appeals are meritless and should be denied. We ask that this Board allow the 
appeals be. heard jointly, in order to prevent further unnecessary Project delays, waste of City 
resources and inconvenience to the public. 

Respectfully, 

REUBEN, JUNIUS & ROSE, LLP 

Daniel A. Frattin 

Enclosures 

cc: ALL Supervisors 
Rick Caldeira, Board of Supervisors Clerk's Office 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer 
Liz Warty, Planning Department 
Jessica Range, Planning Department 
Jeremy Ricks, Telegraph Hill Housing LLC 
Lewis Butler, Butler Armsden Architects 
James A. Reuben, Reuben, Junius & Rose, "LLP 

1 B 4 ReuBEN.JUNIUS & ROSE.LLP 

One Bush Street Suite 600 
San Francisco, CA 94104 

tel: 415-567-9000 
· fax: 415~399-9480 . 

www.reubenlaw.com 



President Chiu and Supervisors 
October 31, 2014 
Page8 

Exhibit List 

A- Project Support Letters 
B - Project Renderings 
C - Categorical Exemption Determination 
D - View Study 
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)uly8, 2014 

Ms • .Elizabeth Watty 
San Fra.ncisco Planning Departm.ent 
1650 Mission St,, 4tb Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject 115 Telegraph Hill Blvq. 

Dear Ms. Warty; 

John K. Stewart 
285 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 
San Francisco, CA 94133 

jstewart@jsco.net 

My wife and I live about 200 yards north of the subject site on the same street. We are in 
receipt of a Telegraph Hill Development Alert which warns of a "massive, luxury condominium 
project.'' The bulletin states that."this i.s not about a particular neighbors self-interest or views 
- this is about public interest." Fair enough. In that regard, from a public policy and planning 
perspective, what is the best use for this site? Let's briefly run through some options: 

• Commercial - Inconsistent with zoning 
• A Park-The site is uniquely unsuited for this use because of its 2:1 slope,. customary 

high winds, and budget constraints atthe Open Space Committee. Additionally, there's 
already a park above it. 

• An affordable HUD-subsidized rental project- This site would support maybe 10-12 small 
units that would only have a remote chance of being finan.ceable if a project-based 
Section 8 contract were available from HUD, which it isn't. Even then, it would not 
underwrite well because of the land basis and the fact that there's no economy of scale 
operationally. 

• A Low Income Housing Tax Credit d·evelopment - Asma II project on this site would not 
pass muster with the Low Income Housing Tax Credit Committee, and even if it did, an 
off-the-charts subsidy from the Mayor's office of Hbusing would be required, which is 
an equally unlikely prospect 

• HUD Section 811-Developmentally Disabled -This non-profit, only HUD-insured and 
subsidized program is tailored to small unit size (10-20); however, it wou.ld not meet 
reasonable HUD criteria for accessible social services, let alone neighborhood objection 
to high frequency visitatiof! traffic. 

• A market rate rental- Because of the high land costs and the fact that the project would 
have tenant incomes too high to qualify for Low Income Housing Tax Credits, or the 
City's Housing Trust FUnd (Prop C) and because there's no ~conomy of scale, this option 

is fiscally infeasible. 
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John K. Stewart 
285 Telegrap.h HiU Blvd. 
San Fra.ncl:Sco, CA 94133 

lstewart@lsco.net 

• Market Rate Condominiums-This development category .ls flnanceab(e. and will 
g~nerate over $200,000 a year in revenue to the City in tax increment, plus Jntermlttent 
transfer tax fees. These .additional ta~ increment rev~nues will go Into the General Fund 

for myriad different buQget items includJng, but not lfmite~ to, infrastructure upgradesf 
the City's Health Department; Rec & Parks; Homeless She.lter tnaintenance1 on and on. 
This has the substance and feel of pLJblic Interest. Not parenthetlcally, the City has an 
operational qeflcit of $1$4M per year which could use some help. 

There are some sites that cry out for mixed Income; some for !'lffordable and/or market t.ate 
rentals. All would have far better economy of scale than thl~ tiny parcel. In this case, the City 

should caplt.aJlze on the highest and best use which the current proposal offers. At~ units, It's 
hardly "massive". It is indeed, "luxury" but then Its va1ues comport with the surrounding 
homes ringing Coit Tower. ArthJtecturally, there are elements which thoughtfully mirror the 
Gardner Dalley design directly next door to the east. It's: doubtful that the curb cuts constitute 
an unsolvable safety problem. It blocks no views. Lastly, lest we forget, it is code compliant 
and needs no variance. 

I concur with the recommendation from some of my fellow Hill d~ellers that the developer 
upgrade and beautify the Fiibert steps leading to the site. 

It is not in the public's best Interest to let this lazy asset remain fallow, as It has for years. 
Besides, it's a refuse'-collecting eyesore. 

Sincerely, 

CC: David Chiu, Pres,Jdent of the Board Supervisor,.City of S.F. 
John Rahaim, Planning Director, City of S.F. 
Olson Lee, Dlrector, Mayor's Office of Housing 
Anne Halsted W~Us Whitney 
Robe.rt Mittelstadt Lynda S.pence 
Rod 'Freebalrn-Smith Janet Crane 
Judy O'Shea Michael 0 1Shea 
Irene Tibbits Jufie Christensen 
Gussie Stewart 
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.Pr~~i~.n Ep~lope ID: DD735FC7-855F-4FA7-~574-340B82G4B213 

July7,2014 

Ms. Ellzabeth Watty 
San f.-ancisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street. 4Ui Floor 
Sa,. Francisco,_ CA 94103 

Subject: 115 Telegraph Hiii Bou~evard. 

.Dear llils. W;itty: 

The purpose. of this le~r is to convey a message of strong support for the proposed new 
development at 115 Telegraph Hill 801.dev.a~d from tlie undersigned lndbrlduals,.afl of whom 're,, or 
have been, resid.ents of Telegraph Hill; they are a{so intimately familiar wtth the site, its. history, 
and immediate. environs. • · 

We support the proposed development at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard because .... 

• It will extinguish what has been, for years, an empty and unattractive lot which has served 
increasingly as a refuse collection· point and occasional unauthQrized. occupancy. It is 
also a fire-hazard. Many passersby, especially foreign tourists, discard burning cigarettes 
as they walk by without putting them out. 

• The proposal complies with existing· planning and zoning regulations and requires no 
variances. 

• The clean modem design. and rich surface materials are consistent with the adjacent 
Gardner Dailey structure to the immediate east and with the eclectic architecture found on 
many blocks of Telegraph Hill. 

• When built out, no neighbor's south-facing cityscape views will be affected. The new 
buildings will not obstruct views _from Pioneer Park or Coit Tower. Furthermore, the 
appiicant and his architect have thoughtfully provided a generous view corridor to the city 
skyline, from the front to the rear of the property, whieh never existed when the pre­
existing buildings were there. 

• There will be little or no shadow effect on neighboring properties. 
• Our City desperately needs housing of all types as evidenced by the Mayor's goal of 

30,000 new units. 
• This site-when Improved-will generate tax 1n·crement to the City in excess of $200,0DO per 

year thus helping significantly to mitigate the City's $134M aflnual ope.rating deficit. 

Converting this site from an empty, bleak lot to a place with elegantly designed homes generating 
much needed revenue for the City seems like an obvious choice. After literally decades of stasis; 
It's time to get on with Jt. 

Lynda Spence 
Bob Mittelstadt 

J,DileuSltned by: 

~:.F:,,::;~ 
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July 8, 2014 

Ms, Elizabeth Watty 
San Francisco. Planning Department 

· 1650 Mission ~treet, 4t11 Floor 
San Franclsco, CA 9410S 

Subject: 115 Telegrap'1 Hill Blvd. 

Dear Ms. Watty: 

I am writing to re·spondto the ''Telegraph Hill Development Alert" from Telegraph HUI Dwe1Jers1 Planning 
& zoning Committee that was ernailed to me yesterday and which urged that their members contact 
you to complain about the 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard residehtial development project. I received thi~ 
email because I am a member of Telegraph H111 Dwellers (''THD~') for about the past twenty years, I arn a 
former £oard member of THO for six years, and I have lived two doors from the proposed development 
for the past twenty years. My family and I completely suppqrt the 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. project, as do 
many of our rm mediate neighbors, and I categorically reject the demonizing and erroneous statements 
in the email sent by THO. 

The THO email declares the project will: 

1) "Block the sweeping views of San Francisco enjoyed by Pioneer Park users. 11 I have seen the 
views for 20 years, and the proposed project does not block historic views from Coit Tower or 
the base of the tower. 

2) "Create permanent dangerous conditions for pedestrians coming up the Filbert Steps and 
Telegraph Hill Blvd. (by creating a new curb cut on the curviest section of Telegraph Hill Blvd. at 
the very top of the Filbert Steps coming up from Kearny Street;n. This location has two stop signs 
on either side (what better way to exit a driveway?) 

There are curb cuts .throughout Telegraph Hill Boulevard, ~IJd the specific site historically had a 
curb cut, and furthermore it is not the curviest point of the Boulevard. It's ironic that THO 
successfufly advocated installing a crosswalk and staircase up to Coit Tower at exactly that same 
spot on the Boulevard in 1997 {including the installations of the two stop signs) but nowfot 
some reason considers it a dangerous spot for any tr;;iffic, 

3) 0 Exacerbate traffic congestion for visitors and residents to Coit Tower on Telegraph Hill Blvd. 
both during and after construdion.11 This ls a four unit project which will not add measurably to 
traffic congestion on the Hill, and the units will have garages. 

4) "Adversely impact users of the 39 Colt Tower MUNI bus both during and after construction 
(particularly because the current stop will have to be moved but will still be next to their new 
driveway)." I understand that the bus stop will continue as always, a·nd it is an unsubstantiated 
clalm by THO. 
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5) . 0 Elimfnate access from the Fi/pert Steps t.o Coit Tower for up to twG years while the project 
spans.or digs 30 feet for a new parking gatQ(Je on this highly constrained site". I am sur:e there 
will be sotne shorHerm interruptions, but that is true for alJ construction projects (as. my 
neighbors who have their homes painted or sidewalks repaved) and dlsturban.ces can and 
should be addressed as part of the proposal. 

6) ·"Reward the current owners for demolishing 11. units of affordable rent~controlled hou$lng and 
replacing them wit}J three Juxtll}I; 4,000 to 5~000 square foot, condos." This seems a sly 
comment ... as the residences there in 1994-1997ish were un-inhabited and largely uninhabitabfe. 
(The larger houses were occasionai flop houses.) Also1 prospective developer, Jeremy Ricks, did 

. not remove the former houses, although this comment h'takes rt sound as if he did. The current 
owners, the Coopers, bought a.nd emptied the parcel years· ago, and they were blocked from 
further developments. 

7) "Reward the current owners for their de-facto demolition of the historic cottage on the southern 
edge of the property. "This is a sly and curious comment. There was a beautiful, historic eottage 

· on the origirtal parcel ("Bill. Bailey's cottage") that was moved to another location (the Mission?) 
by the Cooper:s by popular request. The existing cotti3ge on the property is uninhabitable, not 
historic( and an eyesore. I believe it was largely propped up by the Coopers to establish that· 
they were continuing to develop the property, but that was years ago and it remains an eyesore 
of no significance. 

THD is capable of meticulous research, but sly and erroneous daims like the above two claims 
make me question their motives as well as their means. 

I previously wrote your offices on June 2nd (see my letter below) with my support of the 115 Telegraph 
Hill Boulevard residential project. I reiterate my support. 

Thank you, 

Greg Chiampou 
345 Filbert Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
Tei. 415.845.4479 
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.April 1~ 2014 

San Francisco Planning Commission 
City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street 
San FranciSco, CA 94103 

RE: Support ior Conditional Use Applieation 
115 'l'degraplt HiU Bonlevard/363 Filbert Street 
Case No.: 2013.1375C 

Dear Commissioners. 

I have lived at 381 Filbert Street since 1997. My home is immediately next door to 
the propose4.new building at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. I believe the project deserves your 
support. The property has been largely vacant for nearly twenty years. vvrapped with a chain­
link and with only the shell of a cottage remaining. The owner has been receptive to my 
suggestions about the design, which will be both attmctive and at an appropriate scale for this 
location. I look f.orwar.d to the property being cleane<I up and improv.ed. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
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July 71 2014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 
San Fra.ncisco Planning Department 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco., CA 94103 

Subjecb 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

Dear Ms. Watty: 

The purpose of this letter is to counteract some comments made by representatives of the Telegraph 
Hill Dwellers organi;zation regarding this project. Here are their points, with my counter arguments: 

Tne project would block sweeping views of San Francisco enjoyed by Pioneer Park visitors- In 

fact, by my own observation (I have pictures} the trees and vegetation on the top and sides of 
the hill already block all views on that side of Pioneer Park and this project in no way makes 
that worse. 
The project would adversely impact users of the 39 Coit Tower MUNI bus both during and after 
construction. - I have been told that there will be absolutely no effect on the bus stop during 
or after construction, nor to the Filbert steps either below or above the project site. 
The project would eliminate access from the Filbert steps for up to 2 years and sreate dangerous 
conditions nearby. - I have been told that there will not be limitations on the access of the 
Filbert steps at any time. 
The project would "reward'; the current owners for demolishing affordable housing and an 
historical cottage -The demolition of housing on the property occurred many years ago and is 
not relevant to this project. The cottage .which remains is in fact unlivable at present but is not 
now planned to be demolished during this project. 

Thank you for consideration of these points and corrections to misstatements made by neighborhood 
.opponents to the project. Converting this site from an empty, bleak lot to a place with elegantly 
designed homes generating much needed revenue for the city still seems like an obvious choice. 

Sincerely yours -Wells Whitney 

Wells Whitney 

1308 Montgomery St. 

San Francisco, CA 94133 
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From: 
ro: 
Subject: 
Date: 

July, 6th 2014 

MARINA GAW 
Watty.. Ellzabefu (CPQ 
support of 115'Telegraph Boulevard 
Sunday, Jµly -06, 2014 5:?1:16 PM 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 
San Francisco Pranning Department 
16'50 Mrssion Street - 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: Support of proposed development of 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

Dear Ms~ W~tty, 

Monty Reedy and I are writing to you to support the proposed development of 115 
Telegraph Boulevard. We believe it is high time that this vacant and desolate lot be 
turned into a home that contributes to the Telegraph Hill community and also 
beautifies the approach to Coit Tower. As neighbors, we frequently walk up 
Telegraph Hill Boulevard and past the 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard lot We often 
wish there was a lovely home that was thoughtfully built, instead of a blighted empty 
lot. It is our understanding that the owners are proposing a well thought out 
architectural plan that complies with city ordinances. We should work with them to 
create something in keeping with the neighborhood. 

Wouldn't it be better to have a family or couple living in a newly built, well manicured 
home, where currently there is nothing but dirt and an unsightly chain link fence? The 
lot is filled wi~h litter because of the wind tunnel effect, caused. by no building on the 
~t. . 

Think of the jobs the construction and ongoing maintenance will create, the. increased 
tax base, the additional stimulus to the community. The city needs to embrace and 
welcome residents who want to set up roots here ·and improve the city. 

Further,· it would be nice to have the driveway that once existed reinstated. In an 
emergency, there is no place to tum around until you get all the way to the top of the 
hill. 

We are neighbors, we are taxpayers and we are supporters of the development of 
this unused parcel, 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Kind regards, 
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Marina Galli, CFA 
& Monty Reedy 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hi, 

-. 

Frlea Bera 
Wattv Elizabeth tceq 
·1 support "luxury condos ori Telegraph Hill" 
Thursday, July 10, 2014 9:10:39 AM 

--··-----·--· ---· ..... .. . . 

1 live 1n the. North Beach/Telegraph Hill neighoorhood - don't see why TOH is so upset about the condo 
developrnent project. Personally I suspect TDH would fight any new project, and IE;iaving that lot vacant 

and surrounded by a chain nnk fence is ridl1;:ulbus. 

So ..• wanted to voice my support for the project. Looks reasonaiife enough. 

I have no stake in this, don't know any of the Involved folks. 

-Friea 

Friea Berg I Strategic Alliances I friea@splunk.com J Direct 415.8~2.SS:ZO I Mobile: 415.254.1544 l twitter.com/friea 

San Francisco I Cupertino I London I Hong Ko:ig I 'Nashington D.C. I Seattle I Plano r Singapore I Munlch ,. Tolwo 

This message is Intended only for the personal, confidential, ahd authorized use of the recipieht(s) named above. If you are not that person, you are 

not authorized to review, w:e, copy, forward, distribute or otherwise disclose the information containe.d in the message. 
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Fmm: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear M.$. Watty~ 

.. :: . 

Lauren Haugh 
.Watt.y. Elizabetfl (cyg 
Supporting the proje°ct Qi!. 115 Telegraph Hlll 
W!!(fnesday,_ July 09, 201411:46:15 AM 

· .. .~ 

I would like to. express my strong support for the proppsed project at 115 Telegr~Ph Hill. The Filbert 
steps are one of my favorite places to run. I have live.i:i in the city for over 7 years and I donrt think I 
have seen a bigger eye: so.re than this vacant lot. I have always wondered why it has remained 

f, •• 

vacant for s9 long. Last week I met J~remy Ricks and his architects who were visiting the spot and· 
looking at plans. I approach~d them and asked if they were developing the project etc .. , They . . 
showed me the plans and I absolutely love wh.at they are proposing. I think that it will be a g~eat 
addition to the n.eighborhood. I asked them if there was anything that I could do to help ;:ind they 
suggested ·that I write a letter pf support, hence this emai1. I understand that there are no variances 
to this project and it falls under the height limit. 
I would like to show my strong support for this project. 

Sincerely, 
Lauren-Haugh 
650-996-1090 
S.F Resident 
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. June. 8, 2014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 
San Francisco ·Planning Department 
l65Q Mission street, 4•h Ftoor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject: 115 Telegraph HHI -Blvd. 

Dear Ms. Watty: 

As imrnedTat~ neighbors to the proposed projecti we would like to express our support for the new 
development by. Jeremy Rfcks' group at 115 ielegrap~ HIU- Blvd. We have lived three homes away from 
the si~e for the past fifteen years, we have reviewed Mr. ~icl<'s proposed plans as of May 2014, and we 
have long appreciated the site, Its history, and the Immediate enVirons. 

We support the proposed development at 115 Tefe~raph HUI Blvd. for several reasons: 
• The proposed building plan: 

o Has dean lines, open courtyards, and modern elements that contribute to the 
neighborhood's architecture. 

o Does not block views from Pioneer Park's rear lawn area or Coit Tower. 
o Does not block any neighbors' south facing vtews, and has little or no shadow impact on 

neighboring residences. 
• Now an empty lot, the proposed building site offers an opportunity to: 

o Add residential units and tax-payers to both the neighborhood and the city. 
o See new residents be motivated to maintain the heavily tourist-trafficked Filbert stairs 

area In front, lnduding keeping the area clean, graffiti-free, and planted. 

We remember the former bulldlngs on this site. After a long period of abandonment, we are glad to see 
this proposed plan for 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

San Francisco, CA 941,33 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Ms. Watfy, 

Regan Andedlnl 
wattY. Elizabeth <cec> 
11S Telegraph Hill Boulevard Townhouses 
Tuesday,,.'.July OB,20149:20:39 PM 

... ·-

I ain a resident of the Telegraph Hill neighborhood in San Francisco and I am wrtting 
in support of the proposed development at 115 Telegraph Hill B1vd. Recently there 
has been same heated discourse on our n~ighborhoqd email list, and I fell it is 
Important that I let you know that .my husband and I both support the idea of 
replacing the unsightly vacant lot that now exiSts with a ·t:G!stefully conceived 
development .. I have read the document sertt to the list by Jeremy Ricks of 
Telegraph Hill Housing, LLC and support the ideas presented in his communication. 

, Thank you for your consideration, 

Regan Anderlini 
300 Filbert St 

/ 
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From: Vincent scho!I 
To: JNatlv Effzabefti <CPO 
Subject: 11~ Telegraph HUI support 
Date: Wednesday, July 09, 2014 11:11:01 AM 

Ms. Watfy 

I am writing to support the proposed project of 1.15 Tefegraph Hill. I often run the. 
Fnbert steps with my girlfriend (Lauren Haugh, who I think is also writing a letter of 
support). We met with the project :sponsor and his teani of ardJitects a.tthe site and 
reviewed their plans. I feel that what they are proposing is both reasonable and 
quite spectacular and would be a VERY welcomed. addition to the neighborhood. I 
Strongly support the project. 

Best 

Vince Scholl 
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From: 
Tor 
Subject: 
Date: 

LoiS Chess 
Watty. Eljzabetb «:pg 
SUPPORT for ll5 Telegraph Hill DeVelopment 
Tuesday, J11ly DB~ .20i4 '4:15~10 PM 

Just so you know, not everyone is against dev~lopingthis'site. It has been 

empty way foo long. Good luck: I hope if passes. 

Lois· Chess · . 

4-ls-385-7505 
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from: Marcy Albert 

To: Wat!;Y. Elliabeth <cpo 
SUbject: 
Datei 

SUPPOR.T FOR 115 Telegraph Hill Boufe\lard (Case No. 2013.1375CE 
Wednesday, Jilly 09,, 2014 12:01:42 ·pM 

I h~ve read both the supporting and .opposing sides of this development and it.lookS to me to be a 
perfectly d~lightful development I encourage you to support it 

MlilYC!j Aibert: · 
iOi LOJM.btlrd st #j04-W 
SCIVI- FrlJYl-C~.SCO, CAJ-'l-:1.11... 
-'1-iS-G.q-G)DO 

No virus found ·in this message. 
Checked by AVG - www.avg.com 
Versio·n: 2014.0.4716 /Virus Database: 3986/7814 - Release Date: 07/07/14 
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From: 
To: 
Subjed: 
Date:· 

Hi Elizabeth, 

dayklJa)llQt10@i:omcast.nc!!; 
Wattv. El!zabettJ CcpC) 
115 Tel~raph Hill ' 
Wednesday, July 09; 20i4 11:14:15 AM 

. . 
I support the project at 115 Telegraph Hill as s)lown and am looking forward to 
getting rid of that eyesore lot. · 

Thank you, 

David Taylor 
1460 Montgomery Street 
650 3391476 

.~ ... 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Hi Elizabeth, 

Dana Rivera 
wattv: Eliz9beth CcpC) 
S!JPpQrtlng project at 115 .T~egraP,h Hill 
Wednesday, luly 09~ 2014 12:31:55 PM 

I pm writing in support of the proposed project at 115· Telegraph Hill. As a neighbor 
at 279 Filbert Street, I believe the project wiJI fit into the character of the. 
neighborhood and will fill a current void. 

I have reviewed the ~etails of Jeremy's proposal with him and because the proj~ is 
below the zoned height limit and r~uires no variances, I urge the Planning 
Commission to support this project. · 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Best, 
Dana Rivera 
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From: 
To: 
Subjed: 
Dam: 

Ms. Watty. 

~ 
Wil1!Y Bfiabeth COO 
Support for proposal of 115 Telegraph Hill 
Wednes.day, July 09, 2014 10:55:02 AM 

I own a TIC close to leJegraph HUI and oft~n visit the Coit Tower area. Just last 
month I took _some relatives that were visiting from out of town. We walked Lip the 
Filbert St stajrs and one of them commented how ug1y the vacan.t lot that- sits on 115 
Telegraph Hill was. When I spoke to Jeremy Rrcks about his project I discovered that 
this lot has been vacant for over 15 ye?rs. f don't understand why/now one qf the 
most be.autiful and important-streets i.O all of SF could have such a thing. I have 
reviewed the plans that Jeremy and his architects· have proposed and I think.that they 
would be ~n absolutely wonderful addition to the neighborhood. The proposed · 
homes have a nice modern feel but also keep with the consistency of the 
neighborhood. 

This letter is in STRONG support of the proposed 115 Telegraph Hill project. I urge 
the pJanning commission to pass the project as is. · · 

Thank you, 
Calvin .Chan 
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June 10, 2.014 

Ms. Elizabeth Watty 

S.an Francis.ea Plannfng Department 

1f?50 Mission Street, 4ih Floor 

San. Francisco, CA 94103 

Subject:! 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. 

Dear Ms. Watty~ 

ASi immedlc1te neighbors to the proposed project, I would like ta express support for the new 

development by Jeremy Ricks' group at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. I have lived three homes away from the 

site for the past fifteen years, and have reviewed Mr. Rick's propo·sed plans as of May 2014. 

I support the proposed development at 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. for several reasons; but the main reason 

is that the current empty lot is a MAJOR EYESORE that has essentially become a big garbage dump. It is 

sad to see such a beautiful location littered with tr.ash and graffiti. 

The proposed building plan is thoughtful, and I appreciate the clean lines and modern elements that 

would complement the neighborhood's architecture. From my review of the plan, I do not see any 

impact on views from Pioneer Park's rear lawn area or Coit Tower, block any neighbors' south facing 

views, and has little or no shadow impact on neighboring residences. 

The project would also bring tax dollars and jobs to our city/neighborhood. 

I welcome the proposed project and appreciate that Mr Ricks has worked with the neighbors to create 

residences that would be an asset to Telegraph Hill. 

Sincerely, 

Jennifer Mattson Chlampou 

345 Filbert Street 

San Francisco, CA 94133 
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From: Janet ctane 
Toi Watty. B(zabeth cceC,) 
ca ·sncpx. lQu!s: Rod .freebajm-Smltb 
subject: . 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevarti 
Datel Tuesday, .'July OS, 2014 5:01~09 'PM 

Dear Ms. Watty: 

I am a 40 year resident o.f Telegraph Hill and wish to support the right of the · 
property owner to build homes on this lot. . 

• • !' 

I 'understand that t!Je project d~~- not require any variances ·an'd has receivect 
design approval from the Planning Deparbnent. This is a logical site for luxury 
homes. 

V. 

It i~ reasonable to discuss .with the property owner how the most difficult impacts of 
construction witl be mitigated for the neighbors and that the Filbert Steps $hould be 
brought into good condition at that property line. Those discussions should occur 
with any significant ~onstruction site in a congested area. However, the project 
should not be attacked because it is not a park. 

I am adding my name to the other letters of support that have been sent by our 
neighbors. · · · · · 

Best regards, 
Janet · 
---~----------------------------------------------
Janet Crane 
Freebairn-Smith & Crane 
Planning, Urban Design, Architecture 
442 Post Street 
San Francisco CA 94102 
415 398 4094 
jcrane@f-sc.com 
~ ' ... .,. . .-
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F.rom1 
To: 
Subject: 
Da~: 

Alexis QonoQboe 
watt:y. El!?abetb CteQ 

. 115 T-e!egraph HUI •Vote of Appfll\lill 
Wednesday, ~uly 09, 2014 2:16;36 PM 

To whom it may co.ncern: 

I live in North Beach (529 Filbert St.} right near 115 Teiegraph Hill. I walk to work up 
and over Telegraph Hill and pas~ by this empty lot everyday, so I am famHiar with this 
proposal. I have reviewed the details of Jeremy's proposal with him and I think the 
project will be a welcomed addition to the neighborhood. I strongly support the 
project and urge the planning commission too as well, especially as it is below the 
height limit and requires no variances. · 

FeJlow Neighbor, 

Alexis· Donoghoe 
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John Fitzgerald 
381 Filbe~ Street 

San F.rancisco; CA 94133 
(415) 397-6630 I groundfitz@yahoo.com . 

Attention: City of San Francisco Planning 
Departm.ent 

I am John Fitzgerald. I reside at 381 Filbert, the garden 
apartment below 383 Filbert. I have lived here for 
seventeen years . 

. Telegraph Hill is a wonderful place to live! The views are 
fantastic and I especially appreciate that every day of the 
year people from all over the world are climbing the 
Filbert steps on their way up to, and down from, Coit 

. Tower. 

I have met with Jeremy Ricks and seen his plans for 
developing the properties next door. I look forward to 
having n~ighbors,. instead of the empty, often trashed 
and blighted lots that have been next door for many 
years. Indeed, I think Mr. Ricks' residences will be a 
welcome addition to the neighborhood. 

I trust that you will give his proposal a fair hearing. 

Sincerely, 

John J. Fitzgerald 

1873 



from: 

Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Ms. Warty, 

Dustin Haytema 
Wattv. Elizabeth cceo 
Support for proposed TeleQrapb Hill Property 
Wednesday, July D.9, 2014 11:10:31 AM 

I have been renting an apartment near North Beach for over two years-and walk near Coit Tower everyday 

on my way to work. Before even sj:>r:aking to Mr. Ricks about the proposed project, I have comm~nted on 
I. 

the vacant lot with many neighbors and tourists over the past year, It h;:is been a huge eye.sore for all local 
residents and tourists alike anrJ sometimes even frequents vagrants at night. 

I recently sat down with Mr. Ricks to discuss t~e building project and the proposed plans for 115 Telegraph · 
Hill and am strongly in support of its development. Bast!d on niy experi!mce, the pro}ect dearly_ falls under 
the height limit and there are dearly no proposed variances, thus making this project a perfect fit for that 

lot. This beautifully designed building will only add to the nelghborhood as a whole. 

! look forward to supporting this pro}ect through to completion. 

Please contact me with any questions. 

Best, 
Dustin Haytema 

i./ 
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From; 
Ta: 
Subject: 
Date: 
Attachments: 

f:lizabeth, 

brad hedric!c 
Wattv. Eljzabet:h C(J?Cl 
Fwd: support for us Telegraph Hill 
Wednesday, July 09, 2P14 12:38:01 PM 
plans ffna! reduced.pelf 

--·' 

I hope this note finds you well. I have lived in North i3eac;h for many years now and 
know Jeremy Ricks from HS. Jeremy has brought me up to speed on the details of 
his proposal of the us: Telegraph Hill Project, which seems like a great idea 
Gonsidering the lot he is. pursuing has beeh vacant for so long. I foresee the project 
being a welcomed additic;m to the neighborhood. Per the plans, it looks the structure 
is below the height limit, and would not requires any major vatiances if any. 
Just thought i would shoot over a note to mention my firm support of the project 
and urge the· planning commission too as well. 

Always happy to chat. 

brad hedrick 
4154979844 
520 chestnut St no 104 
SFCA. 

:/ 

1875 



t°!. 
~ :-"" ... 
_"":'-...:.. . ....-

FrOm: Peter ls!@njfar 
To: Watty. B!zabeth Cc;PQ 
Cc:. pl fsl@ndar®vgbgo.com 
Subject: 115 ™egraph .HIU Project Support 
Date: WedneSday,.July 09,2014 4:54:46 PM 

Hi Elizabeth, 

·-- -- -·-----· .. 

I live nearby and am.a property owner at 1835 Grant Ave. I recently· 
reviewed the plans for Jeremy's project at 115 Telegraph. HHI and I think 
this project will be a nice addition to the neighborhood. As far as I can tefl 
the project will add desired properfy value to the surrounding are.a, will 
clean up an .qnderused vacant lot, and does not exceed any size limits o·r 
r~quire any variances .. 

· I support the project and urge the pJannihg commission to do so as well. 

Sin.cerely, · ·. ·. 

Peter lskandar 
1835 Grant Ave. 

~-. . 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

Dear Ms. Watty, 

. ·---· -· .. ...-___._,, ...... 
-~ . . . . : .. . 

-~ .. :.:..:.·-:.. .. 
·:!;i:~: .. ·-; 

~· 
w;ntv B!zabeth rceo 
S~pport'fot 11HeJegraph HUI 
Wednesday, July 09, 2D14 ..1:1:~9~12 AM 

·--·-----

. My· Wife.and I have liYed tn North Beach for over 3 y~rs. We often visit Coit Tower, especially when 
we have out of town visitors. · 
For solTle time I have thought that this unpleasant vacant plot of land should be .developed as it would 
add MUCH beautY to t;he area,, · 
I have met with JerellJ.Y Ricks and reviewed his. plans C!n:d think that.what he is proposing, in its 
CURJU;NT state, would be an absolutely fantastic addition to the neighborhood. I strongly believe that 
this proj~ should be approved and ask the c;ommission to vote yes on this project. 

Tha'nks, 
Shane Kennedy 
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Ftom: 
To: 
Cc 
Subject: 
Date: 

[)ana Kueffner • 
Wattv. Elizabeth. fCpCl 
pMHe!nemann@aol.com 
Re: 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard - Plann1ng case No. 2013,1375<;: 
Tuesday, .JuJv os, 2014 s:s1:so PM 

Dear Ms. Watty, P.resident Wu and Commissioners: 
. . 

Let me aporogize in advance for the informal nature of 
this co.rrespondence. 

My husband, Peter Heinemann; and I are wanting to go on record as 
strong supporters of the above referenced project. . 
Peter and I have lived on Telegraph Hill for the past 30 year$. Our hortie 
is located at 335 Greenwich Street, approximately.6 parcels north/east of 
115 Telegraph Hill Blvd. · :' 

.. ··. . 

We believe that the project has been very thoughtfully designed. The 
owner and their architects ·have list-ened lo and addressed a wide variety 
of community concerns anq issues. They should be. commeoded for all 
their efforts. ' 

Please add our names· to the list of supporters of this plan. 
Thank you for your kind attention.· 

Sincerely, 

Dana L. Kueffner and Peter M. Heinemann 
335 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA. 94133 

.' 
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i=n!m: denn(s lealy 
To; Watty Elizabeth ·CCpc> 
Datel Wednesday, July o9, Zo14 S:36:S6 PM 

Hey Elizabeth, my name Is O~nnis Leary; I live at 80 Alta st on Telegraph ·HilL 1 am writing tQ express 
my support for the proposed. development at 115 Telegraph Hill Bfvd •. I t:Jifnk the project wquJd· be an 
improvement ov.er the v~.cant lot that now exists; I also do not think the prqpoSed construction would 
dJsrupt the nelghbor.hooc:l ln any manner. I have lived on the HUI for 9 years, and am well mmilia.r With 
the politics up here. I ~ope the fear-mongers do not sabotage yet another attempt to better t;l'Je 

· neighborhood. If you need to talk to me further about this matter, please do not hesitate to contact 
me, Thanks very much: · · ( · 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
~l 

Dear Ms. Watty. 

. ~------

Jady Manlbusan. 
Watt:y. .Elizabeth ccpo 
iisT.Eilegraph Hill 
Wed-ay, July 09, 2014 10;58:23 AM 

' ----.:--o . 

I itve at .34 Ja$per Place and am writing this email Jh strong support of the proposed project on 115 
Telegraph Hill. The land has been an eye sore to the neighborhopd and the city as a whole as 

. · hundreds of tourists· View this vacant Jot every everyday as they drive up to Coit Tower. I have met 
with Jeremy Ricks and reviewed his plans for tbe n:ew stru'c:t.ure and believe that it wlH be a · 
welcomed addition to the neighborhood and I thlnk that planning should strongly support the 
project in its: current form. I am aware that the project i~ below th~ height limit and does not 
Tequire any variances so I see no reason why the commission should not support it. 

Many Thanks 
Jady Manlbusan 
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From: 
Toi 
$ubjectt 
I> ate: 

Hi SallyJ 

.. 

McCandless. Mjchae) 
Watty. Elizabeth (CPQ 
support fur 115 Telegi:aph HDI 
Wednesilay, )illy 09, 2014 1:07:21 PM 

_, 

I have reviewed the details of Jeremy'~ proposal for 115 'telegraph Hill an4 I think the 
project will be a welcomed addition to our neighbo~hood. Given. that:it~s well below :the . 
height limit and requires no variances I strongly support the project and urge the planning · 
commission too as well. · 

All the best, 

Michael 

Michael McCandless 
289 Chestnut.Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
415-699-8324 
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From: 
T.o.: 
Subject: 
.Date: 

>Dear Liz, 
> 

.,,_._. -·-·· 

m!!.&im 
Watty. E!jzabet!J fQQ 
support for deVelopment of 115 Telegraph Hill Blvd 
Tµ~ay; ~u!y 08, 2014 4!l7:20 PM 

> I am Writing you to display my strong support for the proposed development at 115 Telegraph Hill 
Blvd, I am a long-ti1T1e resident of the Bay Area, and long-.time admirer of Coit Tower and Telegraph 
Hill. I am .an owner of 339 ahd 341 Filbert Street. · 
> . 
> I have met several times with the owner and the archit:ect of the proposed development of this 
property. I feel. that their .Proposal for 3 homes. on thfs property is very appropriate for this location. I . 
hc;ive long marveled that an unsightly property surrounded. by a chain-link fence was· allowed to exist in 
this iconic location. The proposed 3 stylish homes on this site would add a great deal of value and 
beauty~ the neighborhood. · 
> 
> Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or comments. 
> 
>Regards, 
> 
>Bill Ricks 
> 925-890-3933 
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Frbm: Sl!cOX. L!iuTs 
To: Watty. Elizabeth cepo 
Subject: 
Da~: 

115 Telegraph Hill Bou!evard, aka 363 Albert Sb'eet 
Tuesday, July OB, 2014 1:32:14 PM 

Importance: High 

Dear Ms. Watty, 

I am the real estate a~ent who is involved in the sate of this property. I am also a long­
time resident and pr,Qperty owner on Telegraph Hill, having lived here· since the 1980's. 
My home is. just six doors away fr-om th'et parcel that has long been vacant, an eye-sore, a 
place for homeless to camp and a fire-hazard also, in my op.inion. J wlll be writing a · 

formal letter to you later today and emaning it to you. I just sent you an email from 
several other neighbors who currently five nearby, with the exception on one couple, 
·who have now moved to another part cif the city. Among those who signed that letter 

are a number of civic and charitable organization leaders, two architects and a couple 

who Uve in a Gardner Dailey designed residence a few doors away on Telegraph Hill 
B·oulevard. There are also two architects who have signed. Having studied architecture · 

at U.C. Berkeley myself, I have a tremendous appreciation for good architectural design. 

While I may be involved in marketing and selling the finished product, my main interest 
in seeing this property developed is as a neighbor. 

Sincerely and with kind regards, 

Louis 

Louis J. Silcox, Jr. 

Senior Marketing (:onsultant 

Sotheby's International Realty 
117 Greenwich Street 
San Francisco, CA 94111 

415 296-2229 Direct 

415 297-2277 Cellular 

415 901-1701 Facsimile 
www.SFEstates.com 

BRE License # 00949191 

The fnfonnation in this electronic mm1 message is the sender's col!1idential business and may be leg&ly pri\'ilcged It is intended solely for the addressee(•). AC!'ess to 
!his internet electronic mail message by anyone else is unauthorized. If you me not the intendedncipient, any disclosnre, <.1opying, distn'bution or any action taken or 
omitted to be taken in :reliance on·it is prolu'bited and may be unlawful. 

The sender believes that !his E-mm1 mu! any-attachments wen: me of any vims, worm, Trojan hone, andlor malicious codewhr:n ~This message and it• 
attachments could have been infected during transmission. By reading the.message and opening any ottachmcnts, the :recipient accepts full :responsibility fort liking pr 
oteetivc and mncdial action about vinJ:;cs and other ilcf'ccls, The sender's company is not liable for any loss or &mage arising in any way :from this mess8$C or its 
attachments. 
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Julys, 2014 

Ms. EIIzabeth Watty 
San ,Francisco Planning Departmen:t 
1650 Mission Street, 4th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

Re: 115 Telegra_ph Hill Bouleva.rd {3 Proposed Townhouses.+ remodel otan existing Cottage) 
Planning Case No. 2013.13:7.SC 
Hearing Date: July 17, 2014 

bear Ms. Watty, President Wu and Cornmi~loners: 

I have been a ~sid.ent on Telegraph Hill since 1976 and love it dearly. In my ear1y years there I was a 
renter while I studiec1 architecture at U.C. Berkeley and have always considered myself fortunate· indeed 
to call 'The Hill" my home. Since then I was able to purchase my own home on the hill and I treasure it 
dearly. There is nowhere else in San Francisco that I would prefer to ilve .. 

I have also been a successful real.estate agent in San Francisco since 1987 and I specialize in Telegraph 
Hill properties. Over the years I have learned that there are few homes in our neighborhood that are 
larger than two bedrooms, while there is a significant demand for.such homes. 

I support this project of 3-4 bedroom homes plus the remodeling of the existing cottage because good 
housing is needed everywhere in our city and family sized homes are very much needed on Telegraph 
Hill. I believe that a neighborhood that is rich in its eclectidsm must by definition indude family homes 
and homes that tan also serve handicapped or very elderly persons as well as able bodied ones who can 
walk quickly up a hill with two full bags of groceries and their brimming briefcase.s. I can still remember 
being able to do that myself. The three townhouses that are proposed can serve any of these 
individuals as a proper and wonderful place to call home. 

The project has already passed design review and does not seek any variances. Contrary to what some 
claim, it does not impact the public views from either Pioneer Park or Coit Tower. I live next to Coit 
Tower and walk this area regularly, so I can attest to that fact. Additionally, there was a driveway and 
curb cut previou~ly, as evidenced by photographs that have already been provided to you. The sidewalk 
and curb were expanded out several years ago by the city when an additional stairway to Coit Tower on 
the South slope was created. A few people claim that this driveway cut never existed, which is a false 
statement. I do believe that there are a few indMduals who oppose this project that do, in fact, have a 
personal vendetta against the sellers/current owners of this property and would rather it remain 
abandoned than have them benefit ever, in any way, from the sale c;>f the property. Unfortunately, 

. these few people have the ears of many uninformed residents on the hlll and I imagin(:! that their 
specious claims have generated dozens or even more letters to you in opposition of this handsome 
project. 

Mr. Ricks and his architect, Lewis BUtler have made several concessions and accommodations to the 
neighbors requests and demands, some very cqs.tly, including dramatically reducing the overall mass of 
the structure, particularly at the rear, a very CO$tly reconfiguration of the garage structure, reducing th~ 
height of a major portion of the structure, volunteering to create a vrew corridor for pedestrians, that 
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was never there when the previous structures we.re there. I remember those derelict structQtes well. 
they Were a:ctuaUy -deemed unsound by the city before a permit was issued by the city to demolish 
them. 

t have over the course of the past several years witnessed break-ihs onto the prop.erty and into the 
cotta.~e, people dumping garbage there., peopJe CQJ\$1ntly 1oit!!fing there smoking marijuana and 

. qrinking atcohol at all hours and lots of graffiti as well. Eve.11 though the owners cut back the weeds, it 
remains a severe fire-danger in my opinion. I often see passerSby, some of them tourists, who may not 
know any better, flick lit 'cigarettes aside with them sometimes landing in the weeds. A severe fire­
ha:zard, if there ever was· one! 

This project wm· provide a great deal of revenue for our city, new homes for four families; posslbly even 
multi-generational families, many ronstruction jobs, many service jobs such as landscapers& gardeners, 
decorators, house-cleaners, Window washers and other maintenance personnel. Beyond that, it will 
extinguish a fire-hazard and wh~t has long been an attractive nuisance and wiJI most certainly improve 
overall safety and quality of life for its immediate and nearby neighbors. The neighbor, who in my view 
has the most potential to be impacted by this constru.ctfon, Mary Kay Kew, wholeheartedly support$ this 
proj~ct. 

In closing, I and many of my well Informed neighbors support this project and look forward to the day 
When there are beautiful ham~ ready to welcome all sorts of new neighbors and friends. 

Sincerely and with kind regards, 

/ ·_ /~ (~~ r~~ .. p.A. 
Louis J. Silebx, Jr. / 

337 Greenwich Street 
San Francisc~, CA 94133 
415 788-2008 
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From: Chris Stqddpn 
TO~ Watty Ell2abetl! (cpC) 

Subject: Condpmirilum Project .at 115 Telegraph Hiii Boulevard 
Date: Sundey, July 06, 2014 ~:13:38 AM 

ease 3Q13.1375 

As a long standing member of Telegraph Hill Dwellers and as a resident ·of Telegraph 
Hill, on Chestnut Street, please be advised that. I do not oppose the development of 
the property at 1.15 Telegraph HUI Boulevard for condominfums as long as. the 
building does not exceed the usual 40' height limit and provides for the usual rear 
yard open space. 

Chris Stockton, 
Architect, retired 
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May 5,2014 

SF Planning Commission 
1660 Mission Street, First floor 
San .Francisco, CA 94103M2479 

Re: Proposed Project ·@115 Telegraph Hill 

Dear Planning Commission Members; 

I have been a homeowner in San Francisco for more than a decade. Last year, I 
purchased a home in the Telegraph Hill neighborhood. 

Recently, I had the opportunity to review the prenminary plans for a proposed 
project at 115 Telegraph Hill. I believe this proposal would be a Welcome 
addition to our neighborh9od providing an attractive multi-family structure on 
what is now a poorly maintained, vacant lot 

While I understand that you must take into consideration a variety of issues in 
your decision-making process, this ~ppears to be a well-thought out proposal 
from a reputable, local firm. Most importantly, the overall plan would fit nicely 
into our existing neighborhood. 

As a homeowner who lives close by and has an interest in th~ future of our 
neighborhood and San Frandsco as a whole, I enthusiastically support the 
proposed plans. Thank you for your consideration. · 

s;;~ 
Olivi.a Ware 
112 Alta Street 
San Francisco, CA 94133 
(650) 868-7955 
ocware@gmait.corn 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Date: 

M~. Watly 

Andrea W!Dggrad 
Wat1:v; Elizabeth fQ>C) 
liS: Telegrapll HID 
Wednesday, July tl9, 2014 'l:OZ:56 PM 

..... 

My name is Andrea Winograd. and I live at i437 Hyde Street, and ·i have reviewed 
the details of Jeremy's proposal on 115 Telegraph Hill with him and I think the 

. project will be a welcomed addition to the neighborhood .. The project is below the 
height limit and requires no variances so I strongly support the project and urge the 
planning commission too as well. The vacant lot h~s been there for way too long 
and this is the pelfect project for the property. 

Please share my email of support with the planning commi5siori ·and respective 
supervisors. . ·, · 

Thank you! 

Andrea Winograd 
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From; 
To: 

Justjn Ioniser 
watty. Elizabeth (00 

Sub Jed:: 
Datei 

Fwd: 'Support for PropPsed Project ·at 115 Tefe,graph Hlil 
Wednesday, July 09, 2014 4:39:24 PM 

SF Planning Dept. 

To Whom It May concern, 

I am a neaiby neighbor and owner of my 'residence at 527 Union Stree~ I have reviewed the plans for . 
Jeremy's project at 115 Telegraph Hill and I think the project.will be a welcomed addition to our 
neighborhood. The project appears t() be below the height limit, does not appear to require any 
varlanees, does not appear to have any negative effect on the neighbomood, and adds value to all 
nearby properties. TherefOre I support the pr:oject and urge the planning commission to cJo so as well. 

SincereJy, 

Justin Yonker 

Master Builders· 
C: 415-806-4676 
O: 415-567-8886 

' . 
justin@masterbuilderssf.com 
www masterbuildersst .. com 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Case No.: 
Project Title: 
Zoning: 

Certificate of Determination 
Exemption from .Environmental Review 

2013.1375E 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 
RH-3 (Residential - House, Two Family) Use District 

Telegraph Hill - North Beach Residential Special Use District 

40-X Height and Bulk District 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 · 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415:558.6409 

Block/Lot: 
---------··-·- Lot Size~ 

Project Sponsor: 

0105/065 . 

'1,51'1 square feet --·------

Planning 
___ lnfonnation: 

Staff Conta~t: 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION: 

Daniel Frattin, Reuben, Junius, & Rose, LLP, (415) 567-:-9000 

Heidi Kline - (415) 575-9043, Heidi.Kline@sfgov.org 

415.558.6377 

The proposed project would allow the construction of a three-unit residential building and the exterior 

renovation (no increase in building area) of an existing 1,000-square-foot, two-story cottage constructed in 
J . 

1906. The three new residential units would be located in a three-story over basement building with unit 

sizes ranging from 4,100 to 4,600 square feet. Three off-street parking spaces would be provided for the 

new units in a 3,000·square-foot area in the basement. The maximum height of the building would be 40 

feet, as measured in accordance with the San Francisco Planning Code. No change would be made to the 

h~ight of the existing cottage. The new three-unit building would be constructed at the front of the lot, 

adjacent to Telegraph Hill Boulevard, while the existing cottage would remain in its current location at 

the rear of the lot. A portion of the concrete sidewalk and steps (Filbert Steps) along the parcel's frontage 

would be replaced in kind. The project is located within the Telegraph Hill neighborhood on the south 

side of Telegraph Hill Boulevard between Kearney and Montgomery Streets. 

EXEMPT STATUS: 

Categorical Exemption, Class 1 (California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 

15301(d) and dass 3 CEQA Guidelines Section 15303(b) 

REMARKS: 

See next pag~. 

DETERMINATION: 

cc: Daniel Frattin, Project Sponsor Supervisor David Chiu, District 3 
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Exemption from Environmental Review 

PROJECT APPROVALS 

Case No. 2013.137SE 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

• Conditional Use Authorization by the Plarming Coqunission for residential density ab~ve three units 
per Jot and the off-street parking spaces per Section 151 and the Telegraph Hill - North .Beach 

Residential Special Use District of the San Francisco Planning Code. 

• Building Permit from the San Francisco Department of Building Inspection. 

• Permit from the Department of Public Works for construction within the public right-of-way. 

• Approval from the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency .(SFMTA) to relocate an existing 

stop sign. 

Approval Action: The proposed project is subject to Planning Comrii.issfon approval of a conditional use 

CU authorization for the off-street parking spaces and for residential density above three units per lot. 

This CU is the approval action for the project. The Approval Actiorf' date establishes the start of the 30-

day appeal period fot this CEQA exemption determination pursuant to Section 31.04(h) of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code. 

REMARKS: 

Historic Resource. The existing cottage was constructed in 1906 and is classifi:ed as a Category "B", or 

potential historic resource, in the Planning Department's records. A Category B rating indicates that 

additional information is necessary to make a determination as to whether the site is an historic resource 

or not. In order for a building to be deemed a historic resource for purposes of CEQA Section 21084.1, it 

must be listed in or determined to be eligible for listing in the California Register.of Historical Resources 

(CRHR), or inpuded in a local register of historic resources . 

. Based on·a historic resource eva!uation (HRE) prepared by Page & Turnbull1 and subsequent evaluation 

by the Planning Dep'artment Preservation Planning staff, 2 the project site was determined to not be 

eligible for listing in the tRHR nor was it included on a local register of historic resources. The extant 

cottage is a common example of a vernacular building and has been extensively altered such that it no 

longer represents its original 1906 construction. 

In order for a project to be deemed eligible for listing in the CRHR, the project must be shown to meet 

any one of the National Register of Historic Places' four criteria: Criterion 1 (Event), Criterion 2 (Persons), 

Criterion 3 (Architecture), or Criterion 4 (Information Potential). The Planning Department concurs with 

1 Page &·Turnbull, 115 Telegraph.Hill Boulevard Historic Resource Analysis, San Francisco, California. February 19, 2014. 

A copy of this document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission 

Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

2 Hilyard, Gretchen, PreservatiDn Team Review Form for 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. May 1, 2014. A copy of this 

document is available for public review at the San Francisco Planning Departm.ent..1650 ~sion Street, Suite 400, as 

part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 2 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.137SE 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

the findings of the HRE that the subject property is not eligible for listing in the California Register under 
any criteria, specifically: No known historic events occurred at the property (Criterion 1), none of the 
owners or occupants have been identified as important to history (Criterion 2), the building is not 
architecturally distinct and represents its alteration circa 1997 (Criterion 3). Based upon a review of 
information in the Departments records, the subject property is not significant under Criterion 4, which is 
typically associated with archaeological resources. Furthermore, the subject property is not likely 
significant under Criterion 4, since this significance criterion typically applies to rare construction types 
when involving the .built environment. The subject property is not an example of a rare construction 
type. The surrounding neighborhood contains a mix of architectural styles, building sizes, and a defined 

-·--·---------· period of_deveJopment; therefore, itgoes not appear to._be a potential historic district, __ ·--··-·-·-·----· _______ ·--·----

Preservation Planning staff determined that the site does not meet any of these four criteria. Therefore, 
the site was determined to not be eligil;ile for listing individually or as part of a potential or existing 
historic district in the CRHR and the site is not an historic resource for purposes of CEQA. The proposed 
new construction project does not. directly or indirectly involve any historic resources and will not cause 
a significant adverse impact upon a historic resource as defined by CEQA. 

Geotechnical. The project site is on an approximately 80-foot-wide by 80-foot-deep, downhill-sloped lot· 
with a slope from the east to west side of the lot. The elevation at the highest point along the street 
(northeast comer) is 251 feet (above sea level) and 214 feet at the rear lot line (southwest comer). The 
existing cottage is constructed in the southeastern comer of. the lot at an elevation of 229 feet. The 
proposed three-unit residential building would be constructed at the front of the lot along Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard with a pad elevation at approximately 224 feet. The existing cottage at the rear of the lot would 
be renovated and no changes made to the existing poured concrete foundation. The foundation for the 
new building would be constructed using drilled concrete pier anq grade beam foundation, requiring 
excavation up to 25 feet in depth. 

A geotechnical repc;>rt was prepared for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard3 and 
includes information gathered from a site reconnaissance by the geotechnical engineer and four soil 
borings conducted on the project site. The borings encauntered 6 inches to 4 feet six inches of loose to 
dense clayey sand With varying amounts of silt and gravel to stiff, sandy silty clay, overlaying sandstone 
bedrock. No groundwater was encountered, though based on the hillside location it is possible that 

groundwater could be encountered near the surface following rain or upslope irrigation. 

The geotechnical report evaluated the project site for potential liquefaction, surface rupture, lateral 
spreading, densification, and landslides and found the potential for risk to be low. The project site is in an 
area that would be exposed to strong earthquake shaking, though adherence to the recommendations in 
the 2013 San Francisco Building Code would reduce potential damage to the structure. The 2013 San 
Francisco Building Code (Building Code) requires Site Classification and Values of Site Coefficients for 
the design of earthquake resistant structures to minimize damage from earthquakes. The geotechnical 

3 Earth Mechanics Consulting Engineers, Report Geotechnicnl Investigation Planned Improvements at 115 Telegraph Hill 

Boulevard, San Francisco, California, May 12, 2013. A copy of this document is available for public review at the San 

Francisco Planning Department, 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, as part of Case File No. 2013.1375E. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 1917 
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Exemption from Environmental Review Case No. 2013.1375E 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

report includes seismic design parameters for use by the structural engineer for the project in complying 
with the Building Code during the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) building permit plancheck 
process. 

The geotechnical report found that the proposed structure's foundation could be safely supported using a 
drilled concrete pier and grade beam foundation, providt;d adherence to site preparation and foundation 
design recoµi.mendations in the project geotechnical report. 

The project sponsor has agreed to adhere to the recommendations of the geotechnical report and include 
the report's design recommendations into the plan5 submitted for the building permit plancheCk process, 
subject to final review by DBI. Thus, the proposed project would have no significant geotechnical 
impacts. 

Exemption Class. Under CEQA State Guidelines Section 15301(d), or Class l(d), exterior renovations to 
an existing single-fam,ily residence that is not a historic resource, as defined for purposes of CEQA, is 
exempt from environmental review. The proposed project involves the exterior renovation of the existing 
1,000-square-foot cotbge at the rear of the property.·Under CEQA State Guidelines Section 15303(b), dr 
Class 3(b), construction of a multi-family residential structure with up to four dwelling units in a 
residential zone is exempt from environmental review. In urbanized areas, this exemption applies to 
apartments, duplexes, and similar structures designed for not more than six dwelling units. The proposed 
project includes the construction of a multi-family residential structure ·with three dwelling units in a 
residential zoning district. Therefore, the proposed project would be exempt ~om environmental review 
under Oass l(d) and Class 3(b). 

Summary. CEQA State Guidelines Section 15300.2 states that a categorical exemption shall not be used 
for an activity where there is a reasonable possibility that the activity will have a significant effect on the 
environment due to unusual circumstances. There are no unusual circumstances surrounding the current 
proposal that would suggest a reasonable possibility of a significant effect. The proposed project would 
not have significant geotechnical or historical r~source impacts. The proposed project would have no 
significa.rit environmental effects. The project would be exempt under the above-cited classifications. For 
the above reasons, the proposed project is appropriately exempt from environmental review. 

SAN FRANCISCO 
PL.ANNING DEPARTMENT 4 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: Range, Jessica (CPC) 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Tuesday, October 28, 2014 11 :54 AM 
BOS Legislation (BOS); Lamug, Joy 
Poling, Jeanie (CPC); Kline, Heidi (CPC) 

Subject: RE: Mailing/Distribution List - Appeal of Exemption Determination from Environmental Review 
- 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

Attachments: 115 Telegraph Hill Appeal Mailing list.xlsx 

Categories: 141059 

Attached is the mailing/distribution list for the above referenced appeal.. 

Thanks, 

Jessica Range 
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email :Jessica. Ranqe@sfaov. orq 
Web:www.sfplanninq.org 

o •• ca ti ~ 
Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfqov.org 
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanning.org 

--------'--·--·------·-----·--- ---·-·----·------
From: BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, October 28, 2014 8:05 AM 
To: Range, Jessica (CPC); Lamug, Joy 
Cc: Poling, Jeanie (CPC); BOS Legislation (BOS); .Kline, Heidi (CPC) 
Subject: RE: Mailing/Distribution List - Appeal of Exemption Determination from Environmental Review - 115 Telegraph 
Hill Boulevard · 

This format is fine. Thanks for checking! 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General. I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

1920 



The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

_ ,sc/osures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that m~mbers of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

From: Range, Jessica (CPC) 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 5:01 PM 
To: Lamug, Joy; Kline, Heidi (CPC) 
Cc: Poling, Jeanie (CPC); BOS Legislation (BOS) 
Subject: RE: Mailing/Distribution List - Appeal of Exemption Determination from Environmental Review - 115 Telegraph 
Hill Boulevard 

Hi Joy, 

Is the following format in excel OK? 

J Name I Street Address I City I State 

If you have a different desired format, could you please let me know? 

Jessica Range . 
Senior Planner, Environmental Planning 

Planning Department, City and County of San Francisco 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103 
Direct: 415-575-9018 Fax: 415-558-6409 
Email:Jessica.Range@sfgov.ora 
Web:www.sfplanninq.org 

() •• °f.lll' RA .. ~ ~ 

Planning Information Center (PIC): 415-558-6377 or pic@sfgov.ora 
Property Information Map (PIM):http://propertymap.sfplanninq.org 

From: Lamug, Joy 
Sent: Monday, October 27, 2014 2:17 PM 
To: Kline, Heidi (CPC) 
Cc: Range, Jessica (CPC); Poling, Jeanie (CPC); BOS Legislation (BOS) 

I Zip 

~ubject: Mailing/Distribution List - Appeal of Exemption Determination from Environmental Review - 115 Telegraph Hill 
oulevard 

Hi Heidi, 

12921 



The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of the above referenced appeal filed by Susan Brandt Hawley on behalf 
of Telegraph Hill Dwellers on October 14, 2014. This appeal is scheduled to be heard by the Board of Supervisors on 
November 18, 2014, at 3:00 pm. I called Jessica Range and got a voicemail that she's out until November 4th. 

Kindly send the mailing/distribution list in spreadsheet format to bos.legislation@sfgov.org by November 3rd. 

Please email or call me if any questions. 

Thank you in advance: 

Joy Lamug 

Legislative Clerk· 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Direct: (415) 554-7712 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
Email: joy.lamug@sfgov.org 

Web: www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information 'that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors' website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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Name 
Nancy Shannahan and Aaron 
Peskin 

Nancy. Shanahan, 

Organization 

Telegraph Hill Dwellers 

Telegraph Hill Dwellers 

City, State, Zip email 

San Francisco, CA 94133 

\ San Francisco, CA, 94133 

Address 1 Address2 

470 Columbus Avenue, #211 

224 Fiibert Street 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: SF Docs (LIB) 
Sent: 
To: 

Monday, November 03, 2014 12:08 PM 
Carroll, John (BOS) 

Subject: Re: Please Post the Attached Hearing Notice 

Posted/SF Docs/11/3/2014/Laurel Yerkey 

From: Carroll, John (BOS) 

Sent: Monday, November 3, 201411:41 AM 
To: SF Docs (LIB) 

Cc: BOS Legislation (BOS) 

Subject: Please Post the Attached Hearing Notice 

Good morning, 

Could you please post the attached hearing notice? 

115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard CEQA Appeal BOS -141059 - Nov 18, 2014. 

Thanks, in advance! 

John Carroll 
Legislative Clerk 

Board of Supervisors 

San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5184 - General I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carrofl@sfgov.org I board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. 
Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of 
Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding 
pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does 
not redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, 
addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Ca.. _ ...t B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TTD/ITY No. 5545227 

. 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 heari11g will be held as follows, at which time all interested parties may attend and be 
heard: 

Date: Tuesday, November 18, 2014. 

Time: 3:00 p.m. 

Location: City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, 
Room 250, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: File No. 141059. Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to 
the determination of categorical exemption from environmental 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act issued by the 
Planning Department on September 3, 2014, for the proposed 
project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard: (District 3) (Appellant: 
Susan Brandt-Hawley, on behalf of Telegraph Hill Dwellers) (Filed 

, October 14, 2014). 

In accordance with Administrative Code, Section 67.7-1, persons who are unable. 
to attend the hearing on this matter may submit written comments to the City prior to the 
time the hearing begins. These comments will be made part of the official public record 
in this matter, and shall be brought to the attention of the members of the Committee. 
Written comments should be addressed to Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Bo.ard, City Hall, 
1 Dr. Carlton Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102. Information 
relating to this matter is available in the Office of the Clerk of the Board. Agenda 
information relating to this matter will be available for public review on Friday, 
November 14, 2014. 

DATED: November4, 2014 
MAILED/POSTED: November 4, 2014 

1925 
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BOARDofSUPERVISORS 

October 17, 2014 

Susan Brandt-Hawley 
Brandt-Hawley Law Group 

City Hall · 
i Dr. Carlton B~ Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

On behalf of Telegraph Hill Dwellers 
Chauvet House, PO Bo?< 1659 
Glen Ellen, CA 95442 

Subject: Appeal of the determination of exemption from environmental review for 
115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. 

Dear Ms. Brandt-Hawley: 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board is in receipt of a memo dated October 16, 2014, (copy . . 

attached), from the Planning Department regarding the timely filing of your appeal of the 
determination of e~emption from environmental review for 115 Telegraph Hfll Boulevard. 

The Planning Department has determined that the appeal was filed in a timely manner. 

The appeal filing period has closed, and a hearing date has been scheduled for Tuesday, , 
November 18, 2014, at 3:00 p.m., at the Board o.f Supervisors meeting to be held in City 
Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Legislative Chamber, Room 250, San Francisco, CA 
94102. . 

Please note: Vedica Puri filed a Conditional Use Authorization appeal for the same project 
on October 14, 2014, and this office has tentatively scheduled a hearing for that appeal on 
November 4, 2014, pursuant to Planning Code, Section 308. 1. Due to the nested nature 
of the approvals for this project, your appeal of the exemption determination needs to 
precede the conditional use appeal. Therefore, the Board President intends to entertain a 
motion to continue the Conditional Use appeal to November 18, 2014, at 3:00 p.m., to 
coincide with your exemption determination appeal. 

Please provide to the. Clerk's Office by: 

20 days prior to the hearing: 

11 days prior to the hearing: 

names and addresses of interested parties to be 
notified of the hearing, in spreadsheet format; and 

any documentation which you may want available to 
the Board members prior to the hearing. 

For the above, the Clerk's office requests one electronic file (sent to 
bos.legislation@sfgov.org) and one hard copy of the documentation for'distribution. 
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-~ NOTE: If electronic versions of the documentation are not available, please submit 18 
hard· copies of the materials to the Clerk's Office for distribution. If you are unable to make 
the deadlines prescribed above, it is your responsibility to ensure that all parties receive · 
.copies of the materials. 

If you have any questions, plea~e feel free to contact Legislative Deputy Director, Rick 
Caldeira at (415) 554-7711 or Legislative Clerks, Joy Lamug· at (415) 554-7712 or John 
Carroll at (415) 554-4445. · · · 

Very truly yours, 

~otJ~·~ 
{ ~~~~I~~ Ca.lvillo 

Clerk of the Board 

c: Daniel Frattin, Project Sponsor 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate 'Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
John Rahaim, Planning Director 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 

Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
· Aaron Starr, Planning Department 

AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Tina Tam, Planning Department 
Jessica Range, Planning Department 
Jonas lonin, Planning Commission Secretary 
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SAN FRANCISCO 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

October 16, 2014 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer 

Appeal timeliness determination-115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard, 
Planning Department Case No. 2013.1375E 

An appeal of the categorical exemption for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard (Planning Department Case No. 2013.1375E) was filed with the Office of the 
Clerk of the Board on October 14, 2014 by Susan Brandt-Hawley on behalf of the 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers. 

Timeline: The Categorical Exemption was issued on September 3, 2014. The exemption 
identified the Approval Action for the project as approval of. the Conditional Use 
Authorization by the Planning Commission, in accordance with Chapter 31 of the San 
Francisco Administrative Code, which occurred on September 11, 2014 (Date of the 
Approval Action). 

Timeliness Determination: Section 31.16(a) and (e) of the San Francisco Administrative 
Code states that any person or entity may appeal an exemption determination to the · 
Board of Supervisors during the time period beginning with the date of the exemption 
determination and ending 30 days after the Date of the Approval Action. 

The appeal of the exemption determination was filed on October 14, 2014, which is the 
last business day within 30 days after the Date of the Approval Action and is within the 
time frame specified above. Therefore the appeal is considered timely. 

Section 31.16(b)(4) of the San Francisco Administrative Code states that the Clerk of the 
Board shall schedule the appeal hearing no less than 21 days and no more than 45 days 
following expiration of the specified time period for filing of the appeal. 

Memo 1928. 

l@ld&' 

1650 Mission St. 
Suite 400 
San Francisco, 
CA 94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 
415.558.6409 

Planning 
lnfo~mation: 
415.558.6377 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 15, 2014 

To: John Rahaim 

Planning Director. ~ 

From: Rick Caldeir ~ 
LegislativZ~ Director 

Subject: Appeal of the California Environmental Quality Act Determination -
Exemption from Environmental Review - 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

An appeal of the California Environmental Quality Act Determination for 115 Telegraph Hill 
Boulevard was filed with the Office of the. Clerk of the Board on October 14, 2014, by Susan 
Brandt-Hawley, on behalf of Telegraph Hill Dwellers. 

Pursuant t6 Administrativ~ Code, Chapter 31.16, I am forwarding this appeal, with attached 
documents, to the Planning Department's Office to determine if the appeal has been filed in a 
timely manner. The Planning Department's determination should be made within three (3) 
working days of receipt of this request. 

If you have any questions, you can contact me at ( 415) 5 54-7711. 

c: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Kate Stacy, Deputy City Attorney 
Marlena Byrne, Deputy City Attorney 
Scott Sanchez, Zoning Administrator, Planning Department 
Sarah Jones, Environmental Review Officer, Planning Department 
AnMarie Rodgers, Planning Department 
Aaron Starr, Planning Department 
Tina Tam, Planning Department 
Jeanie Poling, Planning Department 
Jonas Ionin, Planning Department 
Jessica Range, Planning Department 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

October 23, 2014 

FILE NO. 141059 
( 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244. 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

. Received from the Board of Supervisors-Clerk's Office a check in 
the amount of Five Hundred Forty Seven Dollars ($547), 
representing filing fee paid by S~san Brandt-Hawley, on behalf qf 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers (Appellant) for Appeal of Exemption 
·Determination for 115 Telegraph Boulevard. · 

Planning Department 
By: 
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Introduction Form 
By a Mem her of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor 

Time stamp 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or meeting date 

D ·· 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment) 

D 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee. 

gj 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter be~inning "Supervisor inquires" 
'--~----------------' 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ._I _______ __.! from Committee. 

D 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion). 

D ', 8. Substitute Legislation Fil~ No. I.___. _____ _. 

D 9. Reactivate File No . ._I _____ _. 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on .__ ____________ __, 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission 0 Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission 

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form. 

Sponsor(s): 

jclerk of the Board 

Subject: 

Public Hearing - Appeal of Exemption from Environmental Review - 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard 

The text is listed below or attached: 

Hearing of persons interested in or objecting to the determination of categorical exemption from environmental 
review under the California Environmental Quality Act issued by the Planning Department on September 3, 2014, 
for the proposed project at 115 Telegraph Hill Boulevard. (District 3) (Appellant: Susan Brandt-Hawley, on behalf of 
Telegraph Hill Dwellers) (Filed October 14, 2014). 

For Clerk's Use Only: 
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